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MOTIVATION AND TEST-WISENESS

David F. Engelhardt

I'ntroduction

This paper cites instances where two variables, motivation and test.
can.contaminate nceds assessment and evaluation studies when
using the types of tests most often given by districts in the T&E process. Al-
though tests claim to measure attainment of skills labeled in the item specifica-
tions, th(* scores often reflect variations in motivation or test-wiscness (these

wiseness,

3

variables contribute to both invalidity and unreliableness of data).

3

The author suggests some methods to increase motivation of students by
ge;mrallv increasing the chances of rewarding sfudents and teachers. The
2 of test-wisenass and the practice of test-wise hehavior is advocated.
:n for diagnostic tests, while guessing is ad-
vocated on tests used for program evaluation or screening (needs  assessment).
If a test is used for hoth diagnostic and program evaluation purposes, two

ol

A caution™against guessing is g’

ion

separate scoring procedures could be used.

e’

Recommendations are given with the spirit of reducing misclassifications
students as being in need of basic skill remediation, increasing the
validity of measurement, and inereasing reliability of test scores. If students
or non-random groups are heing compared, as is done by scores on norm-
Jersev Educational Assessment tests,
mcasures of .test-wiseness is advoeated as
an important goal. To forget cultural or psvehological differences in motiva-
tion and test-wiseness may lead to gross inefficieney in our remedial and
preventive programs as well as ineorrect evalnative conelusions.
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referenced tests or is done with New
» elimination of contaminate

v

Fred G. Burke
Issioner 0

Why don’t test scores respond more easily to instructional effort? Can
our kids re ally Tack 20 many basic skills? Que stions such as these can he asked .
of test results achieved by some public schools as well as of certain program
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areas (e.g. grammar) in the carricala of some

. private schools.” The

questions can apply to results produced through norm-referenced or standard-
ized criterion-referenced testing, A= part of a management team, test coor-
ovef their assessments and evaluations” with eyes of an
examiner, statistician and decision-maker. Im\m;. done this myself for several
vears, I began looking at the test from the examinees” standpoint “and coneluded,
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(1) Have failed to motivate or reward many students
so they desire to perform Lo the best of their abilities,

and

(2) Have often failed to improve the ability of
students to demonstrate their skills on tests. |

The validity of our testing operations is affected by
the above characteristics of the examinees.

This paper deals with observations of good and
poor motivation and the need for test-taking in-
struction which leads to what some call test-wiseness.
Suggestions and references for remedial action are
given so that a local school districtean launch its own
student motivation progeam if desired. Several school
districts and at least one state have begun to develop
test-wiseness in their students, often under the rubric
of teaching study-skills which nave lifetime bendéfit.
These school districts inelyde Philadelphia: W ashington.

D.C.: Chicago: Dade Cdunty. Florida: and Mont-

gomery County, Marvland, 1 am aware only of two

- film strip/cassette programs that adelress test-taking

strategies (Guidanee Assoeiates of Pleasantville, N.J.

and Lamport et al.. 1976). 1t is reccommended that .

these programs be previewed before purchasing. Books
or svllabi recommended for nse with the Maryvland
program or others are: Honig (1973), Hook (1967).
Haft (1961). Jongsma (19753), Millman and Pauk
(1969). and Slakter et. al. (1979). Additionally .
Frickson (1972). Ford (1973). and Millman et. al.
(1965) ontline the framework around which a fruitfo
test wiseness program conld be construcied locally.

The Will To Win -

Of conrse, such test-wiseness programs have
little worth nnless stndents wish to do well, Some
score adjustments up Lo clianee level of snecessccan
be made to partially connter poor motivation. Such
adjustments dizenssed later” actnally - stimulate test-
wixe' hehavior, 1 have seen testwise seniors inan es-
cellent] private school fail to perforn on a Missonri
Collegé English Test. even wigh the headmaster nrging
stndents to do their best, This behavior was exhibited
even  thongh stundents knew  the headmaster was

“desiring to legitimately  evaluate the schools new

Mechanies of English Program., Problems of oblaining
the best efforts of any schools students seem to he-
come more (requent ax grade levei inereases, With
proper teacher attitude in the primary orades, students
often cagerly awail the test - almost as a game,
Faidence of this cagerness is generally lacking in
sceandary stadentz aceording to my experienee, There
is a chance that test-wiseness instructional units may
prove Lo interest some rebellions students whao are
intrigned by the idea of Eeating a svstem which has
heretofore “turned-them-off.” Nonetheles<, motiva-
tion <houtd and can be addressed outside of the fest-

to
.

wiscness unit,

One might, conelude, students invariably must
sce a rewar the test's outpui for themselves
before mustering all their test-taking energies and
wiseness. Fet us consider a few situations affecting
motivation:

Feelings of Powerlessness

Fspecially prevalent in children of lower socio-
ceonomic class is the feeling that nogmatter what they
do, they have no power over what Lappens to them.
Being subject to what appears as a capricious gnyifon-
menl. sueh studentstopposcd to many middRgclass
children, do not seem to develop the attifude that
effort leads 1o success and eventually to better
things. Eidenberg (1967) points out that middle
class children find reward within a test, feeling that
progress in scores is the path to success. A professor
of clementary science education said to me once,
“Perhaps the hest reason to teach elementary science
is to show seme children that their is order to our
world, and that through their mind and actions they
can control part, of their environment.”™ :

] .

A related anid hopefully more rare phenomenon
can be encountered ‘when a student feels his/her
destiny is predetermined in a favorable sense, often’
by social bia< (not ability). When ability is not "a
determiner of destinv, the student  tedts on a
“hirthright” to reach his/her goal. Such an atfitude
affects learning, but  test taking sitnations may be
even more sensitive, Sinee  this attitude may  not
affeet a )ong period of learning as strongly as a
concentrated, sensitive reguest for demonstration of
shills, the demonstration of skillk may be more
scrionsly hampered by the non-competitive attitude.

“Therefore. the test of skills will not reveal the learning

which has taken place despite the nonchalange of the

student. Some solutions to this might be to:

(1) Make tests more interesting.

(2) Convince the student of a c ympetitive world.

(3) Establish a self-competitiveness. an attitude often
adopted by star atheletes. '

Wittidrawal Due to Previous Failure

Eisenbere (1967) confirms whal many edneators
have seen in older  children. it children meet with
repeated failire. itis much wore rewarding for them
nol 1o compete at all. Many children, espeeiatly
minority stndents, withdraw from a testing ~situation
to " same face’s not to try and fail without trving
scems better than failing despite one’s best efforts.
Unfortnmately, the child does not diseerningly choose
where he/she might suceced o effort were mustered,

J
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Eisenberg foun.dt t lower-class children were likely . (1) Make sdré teaéhers receive all interprelative

-to give any answer that would end the testing, re-

Gl #dless of whether the answer was right or wrong.

e child perceives that failure to exert effort
taints with vagueness any conclusions as to ability,

thereby saving face by‘having lowered the confidence

‘of statements about the examinee. Generalizing to our

situations, we might say that the child has worked
toward minimum loss under avoidance strategies.
The program’s evaluation therefore suffers through
measurements of low confidence.

The solution seems obvious: in areas of basic
skills and gsome special talent arcas, give the child
a taste of success. Appropriate level (out-of-grade)
testing may help, but most important is the prior
classroom experience. It may be possible to encurage
students to engage in test activities by giving them
successful.and recent experiences with material similar
to the forthcoming test.

Purposeless testing, and teacher attitude:

Who in testing has not at sometime hcard the
complaints of teachers when examination time ap-
proaches? Students arc quick to absorh the sensc of
purposeless test-taking where results are rarely used by
the tcacherfnever shared with students! It is well

recognized by many test coordinators that teachers’

attitudes and overt concerns regarding iest results are
major incentive factors in sfudent performance. Of
course, the purposes and consequences of the testing
should be explained before testing - not as an after-
thought, which would have little effect on test-taking
strategy. .

Convincing teachers and students of the purpose
served by a test is not a small task. r‘urthermore, the
process may backfire in special eircumstances where
program evaluation or sereening is a major purpose:
It is possible that a vengeful student may capitalize

“on such knowledge to attack a teacher, principal, or
the system. In another situation, revealing the purpose
of Title | testing in a suburban New York arca school
svstem lowered test scores because children wanted
to qualify for the special sinmer program which
involved  field trips, games, and reading skill in-
struction. Since New  Jersey has provided programs
for under-achieving gifted or talented students. it
wouldn’t be surprisingif some gifted students might
¢osire to qualify for gifted and talented compen-
satory education programs by scoring low on achieve-
ment tests. Such attempts can 8 dampened by using
other eriteria to verify serecning test scores,

\= long ax a svstem has healthy relations
between staff and studentz, and attractive program
alternatives, explaining purposes of testing and making
the test purposeful at student and teacher levels
will probably increase scores. Some suggestions are:

Q

manuals and order time-saving reports from

- computerised scoring - services. Don’t expect
‘hand lallying. T

L4

Involve staff in the selection of tests and provide
opportunity for criticism of the tests and report
format. With mandated ‘tests, allow teachers to
help construct or declare certain items non-
relevant as a district. Obviously this only per-
tains ina criterion-referenced approach.

Teachers must be able to interpret test results.
Unfortunately, central office staff rarely have

- time to do justice to in-service or conferences

regarding test results. Unless administrators shift
priorities to allotting more in-service training
time to test data analysis, we must rely on better
teacher training, clearer report formats, and
teacher desire to self-educate. Building com-
mittees may help educaté teachers with more
flexibility than district training.

Increase feedback to parents and students with
computerized reports and teacher conferences;
Purposefulness of any iest wanes with delay in
the return of results. Feedback should be as
current as possible and in time for decisions

* predicated on test results. Such feedback should

be expedited by methods discussed elsewhere in
this Handbook. Pretend, as a test coordinator,
that you are processing blood samples for
diagnostic work in a hospital. Schedule testing so
mails can work for you over weekends and
holidayh Pre-correction processing might take
place on a 20-hour work schedule. Ship results
bv air. The added cost is minor compared to the
effort and cost expended in testing.

_Of(-nursz. in-house or cooperalive correction. can

give the best turn-around time on correction. For
certain tvslini.r programs. self-scoring sheets or
student scoring can be utilized. Caleulators and
teaching machines can offer imnmediate feedback
with a record for the teacher.

In Long Branch, we have had the experience of
students calling our guidance depattment during
the summer to find out resulls of their Planning
Career Goals Test Battery. The Battery contains
suidance information matched with basie skills
assessment. " This group of students has been
lested as juniors in the late spring and in spile
of a motivationally difficult time to test. the
students exhibited interest because of the chance
for personal benefit. flowever. we were nol
adequately staffed (o respond to these summer
inquirtes, 1f anvthing is 1o be learned by this
oceurance, it s Jdo suggest thal provision for
summer counseling showld be budt in as a follow-
up o spring lesting a a stimudus to increase test

.
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(6)

(V)

(8)

performance. Under current reguiations, such

follow-up is not considered fundable under

compensatory education. Yet failure to provide
such follow-up by funding a summer guidance
counselor probablywillincreasethe compensatory
education load since students see less purpose in

the test. Relating test scores to career goals (even -

if these goals are temporary appeals to many
stucents in the upper grades; the appeal is much
greater than can be aroused through threatening
more homeywork or a poor program evaluation.

Although the main purpose of some testing may
be for program ewluation. stress some personal
use of test data for the student. Durost’s (1974)
indictment of some Tille I test-taking stralegies
demonstrates that program evaluators must be
sensitive to high guessingand to poorly motivated
students. As suggested above, using guidance
related test orestablishing guidance related norms

may serve as an effective way to interesl students
isttest restuls. Currently most commercial norming
doesnot provide interesting norms for the student.
A secrelarial student may be interested in how
well hefshe does on a grammar section of a lest
in relation to other commercial students, not in
relation to all students in large cities or in the
northeast. On the other hand, the test coordinator
would want the more general norm forassessment.
Planning Career Goals (CTB-McGrayw Hilljallows

such dual comparisons. When given the oppor-
tunity Lo take extra sections of the test. 50% of
the students in ondthstrict used their free time
for more testing,

Techniques used to reduce lesting lime by
dividing items among students may lower moliva-
tion if students see no individual consequence
of taking the test. Such approaches as malrix
sampling should be carefully monitored.

Provide guides for student interpretation lo re-
liecve teachers or guidance counselors of some
L . Mooy g . .
titerpretation. The Planning Career Goals Tesl
has exemplary student malerials. Most odher
barterics have limited hand-out materials.

Provide instructional program response to demon-
strated need. '

Include cortain results of standardized or depart-
mental eriterion-referenced tests as parl of a
studeat’s grade or as extra credit. Embed certain
evaluation or assessment items in normal cluass-

room activitios. Most test manual directions hare

stressed the reduction of anxiety on the prt of
students. Possibly the pendulum has sicung too
far. many studenls lack any hinl of anxiely -

some even sleep during assessment lests! Cer-.

tanily some standardized tests (e.g. MLA foreign
. l_an?uage tests, Howell Geometry Test, Missouri
College English Test) are valid enough for
particular courses to rarrant credit be awarded
toward a student’s grade.
~

Variety in the testing program:
Providing variety ‘n the testing program, which a

student eyperiences, may have motivational conse-
quences, although 1 am not aware of any formal

_studies ‘on this factor. Even if the standardization

programs that generate norms for our tests auffer from
possible fatigue and boredom (especially “‘alternate
form™ norming), it is probably not wise to try to
duplicate such negative (E:lctors. Test Coordinators can
try to avoid examinee boredom by varying the testing
approach and series. 1 have heard counselors remark
more than once, that after four or six years of the
same test, students just don’t try to perform on the
test -- even if the questions are different (but of the
same style.) It seems that the title page of thc test is
enough to disuade some students from trying,even
though the various levels in a series do have different
questions. Ins New Jersey, the minimum skills test
may provide a break from the yearly administration
of a test series. Some life-skill tests may be utilized
to good motivational-end in providing variety in a
district’s. test schedule, Measurement of growth on
one scale might have to be delayed a-year or two, but
this may increase the validity of the measurement.

Wade’Ho/yfin’s rescarch at Cornell University
shows cultural diffcrences in reaction to variety in
test stimuli. Perhaps unsuccessful students look for-
ward to trying new test situations in which to prove
their abilities, whereas successful students look at
“varicty” as a threateni‘r’lgch:dlcnge. ‘ .

.

Teacher enthusiasm:

If teachers are confident that they can reach
a program improvement goal, their enthusiasm to
demonstrate such may stimulate students to perform.
Impossible program achievement goals may tend to
dampen teacher, enthusiasm, which leads to a poor
orientation of students toward the test. The use of
short-range goals with “front-line workers™ is oftena
better management  technique than revealing long.
range woals, or, even worse, cvaluating the worker
on long-range goal standards. Teacher confidence
also can be inercased by adequate pre-test orientation
of teachers, even if only .in the arca of examiners’

‘instructions. A confused teacher during administration

of the test also leads to a poor orientation of students
toward the test, A confused teacher can hardly be
(-\p(-v'h-d to show much enthusiasm for the test
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~ which contributes to such unwanted insecurity or
embarassment.

Assuming that teachers and students desire to
perform, the next concern for the test-coordinator is
. to allow pertinent skills to be evaluated or assessed

with relia‘:ility and validity, The Concern Is Not To
Measure Or Compare Non-Relevant Skills. If we
wish to mecasure communication skills, lct’s not

measure the ability of the students to pace them- .

sclves on the test or some other test-taking skill,

Certain criticisms levied against test-wiseness
training often accuse the school of *“teaching to the
test.” I am not suggesting rehearsal of test questions
appearing verbatim on the test: nor am 1 suggesting
cramming for the content of a test. What 1 am suggesting
has been well established in the literature (Eakins

“et.al.,1976:Erickson, 1972: Fenton and Mueller, 19775
Ford, 1973; Maryland Dcpartment of Edication,
1975: Millman et. al. 1965; and Sabers, 1975):
the teaching and acquisition of test-wiseness -- the
abilitv to reliably demonstrate the full extent of one’s
pertinent skills and knowledges through the medium
of a valid test, including the demonstration of mastered
and partially developed skills.

. 3 e

Without such training, many students who fail
to achieve minimum competency scores may possess
satisfactory skills in reading and mathematies. Such
failures to prove competeney contributeto the overload
on remedjal services. Special funding is allotted to
teach reading when, for some students, it might be
best to teqeh test-wiseness, Coneorn for cost-effective-
ness should _urge_development and implementation of
test-wiseness units and provisien for good testing
environments. The quest for valid instruments in the
minimum competency movement may be severely
confounded due to the variability in test-wiseness
and testing environment (ineluding teacher attitudes),

Ford (1973) reports that “coaching™ (teaching
content arca of the test and eramming) before tests
has not been shown to raise scores as much as test-wise-
ness study which avoided instruction in the subject
matter to be tested (Fakins et. al.. 1976). For

instance, Barron's guide How to Prepare for College *

Fatrance Examinations(Brownsteinand Weiner, 1969)
ix “more a coaching book as compared to Honig
(1973). Hook (1962), Huff (196 1) and Millman (1969),
Private schools and some public schools might™hegr
Ford s conclisions in-mind when construeting prepara-
tory  courses and  seleeting appropriate  materials
for PSAT and SAT examinations, -

With poorly defined domains, it is difficult to
ascertain what an item intends to measure and what is

germane to test-wiseness; to teach the former is
coaching (if done specifically for the many domains
just prior to ‘testing) while to teach the latter is
what concerns us now. Fenton and Mueller (1977)
point out that to teach to the domain of the test
is legitimate. If done well in advance of a battery
or long evaluation test, such teaching is the essenec of
the instructional program. No one advocates tcaching
specific items to’ be found on the test. Sabers (1975)
emphasizes that psychologists, through the American
Psychological Association, deemed it essential that
the examinec be given the strategy to maximize his/her
test score. The following factors are considerations
when devising a test-wisencss unit.

Should a student guess on examinations? -
Perhaps the most significant and controversjal facet
of test-wiseness pertains to guessing on fnultiple
choice tests. The author’s opinion is that waghould
not shy from increasing the pace of students or
urging the use of certain techniques so that all answers
are completed, even if this may result in some blatant
guessing. In fact, some scoring formulas correct for
leaving questions unanswered by adding to the
number of right answers, the chanec. score that
might have been obtained by answering all unanswered
questions, This yiclds a corrected raw score which
is equal to or higher than the number right. If it is
not possible to, alter present correetion formulas
(due to ccomn(ics or nflexibility of either current
computer programs or standardized test correction
procedures). physical alterations of answer sheets
can approach tgc same cnd. Such credit for un-
answered questions gives each examinee his/her maxi-
mum benefit from test-wiseness in guessing strategies
as if he/she were very test-wise, Of course this
method makes it very clear that assigning meaning to
raw scores at or below chance level is an erroncous
procedure except when measuring the tendency to
suess, Such a statement is true even when the “number
right”" scoring formulas are used.

If we are comparing students or non-random

groups, as is done by scores on normereferenced

tests or with item performanee results on'the New'
Jerser  Educational Asfessment Program tests, it
word behoove us to eliminate contaminant measures
such as test-wise gnessing, Giving eredit for unatswered
questions eliminates the penalty for stidents who
were too cautions, withdrew from competition, were
mistahenly  cautioned not to gness. or exhibited
other unwise test behaviors, Students not needing
to guess or having greater partial knowledge will

Jave inereased chanees of being correct as compared .

to “pure guessers’y and will still - obtaing higher

" xeores even thongh  the knowledgeable examinees

may not have their scores inereased as much by the
above'scoring correction.
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To use numbcer-right correetion formulas ignores
the problem of the extrancous guessing variable to
provide the above correction and places this variable
at its maximum cstimate so that comparative inter-
pretation can be improved. With eriterion-referenced
tests, this maximum estimate can be considered a

floor of performancelevels--obtainable with no relevant
skill, :

It is extremely difficult to prevent guessing
(although providing points for unanswered questions
retards guessing). but we can reach its maximum
limit by encouraging completion of the test or
through scoring formulas. The limit varies with the
ability of the examinee in one sense; the higher the
ability, the less guessing will have oceurred. How-
ever, on multiple choice tests, a certain score could
be achieved without reading the test and blackening
the first answer for cach question, This score could
be considered the maximum limit of the chance
score, An individual’s maximum guessing limit s
the difference between an achieved score reflecting
the student’s actual ability and a score obtained by
adding the remaining possible score points due to
chanee on any given assessment instrument,

I knowledge accounted for part of the score
which might have been attributed Lo chance, that
degree of knowledge is of little practical consequence,
Furthermore, only non-standard scoring techniques,
not available through most test correetion services,
would distingnizh between some guessing aid con-
fident answers.

Ultimately, to advise students not to guess
lcaves the examiner uneertain if some examinees
actually guessed. Therefore to reach the minimum
extent of guessing is not as reliable nor realistic ax
to reach the maximum extent. "

Are There Different Guessing Strategies For
CRTs and NRTs?  Croeher and Benson (1976) dis-
tingnish adviee based on eriterion-referenced  tests
(CRT) and norm-referenced tests (NRT) based in
part on stiddent reaction to the different test types.
While it i true that the scoring of crilerion-referenced
tests ‘can be more easily adapted to measuring con-
fidenee of answers or giving eredit for indicating
wrong answers (coombs-tvpe scoring, Jacobs, 1974,
the uses and the ansiety reactions to CRTs and NRTs
do not seem so different to me as to deserve different
test-taking strategies. Standards to he set for CRTs
might  consider  equalizing  points gained  throngh
chance giessing by ensuring completion of ail items
and then achnowledging that part of the test score
could be accomplished by random gnessing (millinan,
19T3). 1t should be noted that some tests employ
a hith number of answer oplions to reduce chanee
levels on scores, Edits Diagnostic Mathematies In-

B . Ve
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approaches to measuring student abilities can eliminate
problems of guessing, This paper will not attempt to
deal with confidence testing (see Brennan, 1974 and.
Stegman, 1973) or latent trait theory (sce Waller,
1974), neither of which is generally utilized with

most standardized tests.

o We Urge Consistent Strategies With Screening
and Diagnostic Tests? Rather than distinguish between
CRTs and NRTs as to appropriate answer strategy
it does seem fruitful to distinguish between diagnostic
and sereening tests. When a student takes a diagnostic
test, benefit comes from knowing what he/she may
need to review or learn, Diagnostie tests usually have
more questions on each defined skill. An incorreet
or missing response has a chance to be confirmed
or negated by other questions.

In The Case of Diagnostic Tests. students should
not be encotraged to guess since considerable benefit
comes from missing questions and therefore getting
needed review, I diagnostic tests are used for
summary data comparisons as in evaluation, the

_proportion of omitted answers that might be answered

by chance could be : lded to the raw score in a
separate scoring nrocedure, Lord (1975) points out
that such a formula correlates with traditional *‘guess
correction™ formulas which subtract a portion of
wrong -dnswers, Of course, adding points for omitted
items does raise the score in absolute terms. 1t may
be of interest to note that if we instruet students
that on diagnostic tests correctiog we will give points
foromitted answers, guessing will deerease significantly
more than if we just instruet students to “not guess,™

(Diamond and Evans, 1973y

On Sereening Tests. not to be generally nsed as
a. diagnosti test, the upper limit of a person’s true
score (partial knowledge inclnded) can be approached
by urging completion of all questions unless the
test is speeded. The tendeney to guess can be con-
sidered <o variable that comparizons of norm groups
wotdd be more accurate by at least completing the
entire test. This wonld  partially - counter scores
poorly motivated students that might not benefit
from chance answers, Howould minimize test-wiseness
differences in laree cities and suburban distriets .
at least in one major factor. rish-taking. Durost and
Hodges™ study of Title | testing (197-4) showed that
imean raw scores rose aboul five points on some of
the 1973 Stanford  \chievement “Reading™  tests:
however, sex  differences in performance existed,
Standard deviations also rose in some cases, althowesh
reliability  of  test seores tended to inerease with

ty
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. not guess” directions,

’ [

guessing in other experiments (Diamond and Evans’

1973 and Rowley and Raub, 1977). No clear

. empirical data of which the. suthor is aware shows
“that increased guessing would make it harder to

find significant gains in evaluation studies. .

- . Rowley and Traub (1977) concluded that exam-
inees having risk-taking personalities benefit from “‘do
and that. most examinees
cannot distinguish pure guessing from informed
guessing. Numbers of studies have shown that scores
are higher when guessing or faster pacing is encouraged.

Whén left to their own test taking strategies, the -

personality characteristics of students arc strong
influences over guessing (Cross and Frary, 1976;

Diamond and Evans 1973; Durost and Hodges 1974 -

Ford, 1973; Rowlcy and Traub, 1977;and, Sherman,
1976). The tendency te guess (or not to respond
when any doubt exists) is probably related to
socio-economicclassandseems to be strongly associated
with groups of minority students (Sherman, 1976).
It should be noted that Maryland’s attempt to teach
test-wiscness arose from a suggestion from an advisory
ewmmittee on minority relations in Montgomery
County. ' '

Should We Urge Guessing When Correction
Formulas Are Applied? Almost all references agrec
that even with correction formulas bheing.applied for
guessing, a person who can eliminate one wrong
answer option from the remaining is legitimately
raising his/her score by guessing. When correction
formulas are used (as with College Entrance Fxamina-
tion Board Exams, but rarely with batteries used by
districts), blind guessing (blackening in the spaces)

" wastes time - time which might be better used in

reasoning a difficult question. For groups tested
with correction formulas for guessing, averages rarely
go down even with blind guessing. Scores will
obviously not go lower if a number right scoring
system is used. Furthermore, Rowley and Traub
(1977) present thesis data using ninth graders which
demonstrate that 41% of answers claimed to be non-
informed guessing were correet guesses, when 2507
would have been at the chanee level, They condlude
that students cannot distinguish between informed
and blatantly random gaessing. This suggests that
misjudgment on the part of a student does no harm
when it results in guessing when correction formulas are
used. Severe harm is done when a student negleets
to gueks on a test correeted by the number right
formula. One should not urge blatant guessing when
gnessing correction formulas are applied. However
not much is lost if the student “over-generabizes™
from thy normal ty pe of school exam.

Where Can | Find Additional Discussion on the
Guessing Question? Opponentsto CHEOURAZING ELessing
and Duros and Hodges (1974, Lord (1975). and

-

Sherman (1976). The reader may wish to® consult
these references prior to establishing a test-wiseness
program. Thoge advocating guessing, especially with
nUmbcf-right);:orrgction n%ommlas ‘and particularly
with the possibility to eliminate one wrong answer,

include Ford (1973) and Rowley and Traub (1977). .
- All advocate test-wiseness instruction. I

What Might One Conclude From The ldeas

Presented In This Paper? In summary, on assessment

and cvaluation tests, completion of the test does not
scem to harm evaluative, group comparisons and may
eliminate some variance duc to tesi-wiseness. If
scoring formulas that add *‘chancepoints to raw scores”
cannot be found, mechanical blackening in of answer
sheets can accomplish the same adjustment. Such an
adjustment at least puts all students in comparison
groups on the same footing in regard to guessing.
Differences in scores will ‘then be more heavily de-
pendent on the variable intended to be mcasured. The

standard deviation of group scores might be reduced, -

whercas the effect on individual scores is contro-
versial. Empirical studies do not seem to confirm
theoretical models which disregard “educated guessing.™

Durost and Hodges’ (1974) research deserves..

scrutiny beyond this paper since it contains data
quite generalizable to needs assessment operations in -
New Jersey and also to an experimental variable
encouraging students to complete the screening
instrument. Insightful comments on their research
reveal that test-wise behavior was lacking in many
New Hampshire youths., with cautions stated about
the meaningfulness of much of the test data. The
paper's data may nced reworking before the reader
is willing to accept Durost and Hodges™ conclusion

that attempts to eliminate guessing would yicld more
information on such non-diagnostic tests.  Their
thoughts on criterion-referenced item ‘analysis and
the placement of items on a test in order of difficulty
should be carefully evaluatedl. They conclude, as do
many test manufacturers, that mathematical cor-
reetion for guessing has no benefit in reducing
auessing or reordering students in performance rank.
It does accomplish lower scores inan absolute sense,
but may also discriminate against certain personality
Ly pes,

(1) Students Must Be Taught To Pace. There
appears Lo be some evidence that “speed reading” a
test is a lest-wise approach to demonstrating abilities
to be measured. Miller and Weiss (1976) found
providing time limits on difficalt items on tests did |
nol reduce aceuracy. but did increse test laking
speed, The Marvland  lest-wiseness svllabus (1975),
trains students in adjusting pace according to the

’ ;L Ao



commit such errors. .

RF. o 3 ” e /‘g.*;ﬁ‘
I type of sub-test (also see Hallberg, 1971). For non- construction. Orie'may wonder how test constructors
.. * fiction reqding items, it recommends reading the can commit item writing errors so blatant that such test-".
i guestion and scanning for the answer.’ So we sge wisefiess instruction can be beneficial. Districts should .. &5
==—that approach ¢an even vary by item type (Maryland carefully assess the worth of teaching how to spot =,
State Department of Education, 1975), much as incorrect or correct answers by such factors as length
- g;?“"" reading or text-studying behaviors might be of option, matched graphemes in stem and answer ’
- justed for the type of book being read. and use of ungrammatical altergatives. It is true that s
i some test publishers and many teachers do still =~ 3

¢

. Students sheuld be urged not to become dis-
turbed if they wumnod answer every item with
definite confidence (Sabers, 1975). A student willing
to abandon certain questions can speed oii to more
questions. Spatial relations tests are an excellent
example oftestson whicha persowcan become bogged
down on certain questions. It is not unknown to ex-
perience a change of 70 percentile ranks when taking
such a test a second time and pacing oneself in a
more cursory manner. B

Two necessry ingredients for pucinz i ructions
are practice and being able to have an cxiernal time
check. Classroom practice and yearly examinations
can provide test-wiseness to varying degrees in K-12,
curricula. Practice on certain forms of items which
will be encountered on a test does influence pacing
more than counting on generalization. Possibly, how-
ever, even SAT scores may eventually begin to rise as
studenis are provided more testing experiences under
general accountability pressures.

The second factor in pacing is being able to see
some timing device and to calculate time intervals.
The procedure of writing times on the chalkbhoard
or unnouncing time left is thought by some to be
too disturbing (e.g. 26). A silent clock in the room,
viewable by all, with finish time written on the board
(hy diagram for voungsters who can’t tell time) is a
good solution. It should be noted that many children
cannot afford wrist watches and their schools may not
have operable clocks. Are normative or evaluative
comparisons not made invalid by such problems
assaciated with socio-economic conditions?

The retent trend to digital clocks may require
that lest coordinators supplement time pieces in
testing rooms. Depending upsn what fraction of a
minute is viewed on a digital or impulse clock,
an examinee’s “minute” check may be aver in a few
seconds. Furthermore. many digital clock faces are
less visible to students than classical, sweep second

wall clocks.

(2) Sagpne Students are Aware of Item Con-
struction Cues. Certain groups of teachersand students
may perpetuate o najvele on item writing cues hecause
no one ever hothered teaching them how lto take a
test or how to write items. Dinmond et. al. (1976) and
Millmaa  et. al. (1965) deal with test-wiseness

(3) Provide Psychomotor Phactice for Some Test
Answer Sheetsand Students. With some answer sheets,
young students can benefit from practice in recording
score (Sabers, 1975). Some test-wiseness programs
provide “answer entry” practice for several days
prior to lesting (Maryland State Department of
Education, 1975). Test coordinators should choose

answer recording format and correction services

with care, Extra money‘spent in assessing can save
unnecessary remedial expenditures.

Some have discovered that the rewriting of
horizontal math problems poses a test of small
muscle coordinatio: rather than math competency.
If conclusions drawn from assessments might be
connected with psychomaotor preparation, notations
during testing' or during test-wiseness preparation
could be used during item analysis Lo increase the
appropriateness of instruction. Hopefully, test-wiseness
instruction could have a psychomotor component
to increase the validity of screéning tests following
such instruction.

' (4) Practice With Format of Items and Allow

Students to cultivate Familiarity with Directions. The
student who understands directions well and does not
have to refer to directions during a timed test has a de-

finite advantage over the student unfamiliar with item
- format and the directions. Some types of questions

are so involved that weeks of practice are needed. *

Practice embedded in the normal instructional routine
is more efficient than specific units in format
practice (Eakins, et al, 1976; Ford, 1973: and,
Marvland  State Department of Education,- 1975).

(5) Urge Students to Check Answers. Although
unsure guesses may generallv be correet on the first
trv. reasoned answers have proved more_correet when
corrected or checked onee. Continual “change of
answers is dangerous. Ford (1973) warns against
pondering over a question at length,

(6) Demonstrate That  Eliminating at  Least One
Answer Helps Raise Scores. Ford (1973) recommends
reading all options hefore deciding on one oplion.
If time is limited. locating at least one wrong option
and then choosing what looks like a good answer may
prove more efficient. Once again, blank answers or

“don’t knows" are not useful in the author’s opinion.
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Reaction To This Paper

-

About the Author... - : i

’

>

_ Not all existing programe, not all pertirient " David F. Englehardt is Assidant Superintendent
juqrnal articles, have. beep revwwe(.l for this paper. of Schools for the Long Branch Public Schools,sLong
It is hoped that readeérs will reply with gdded sLgges- Branch. New Jersey. He received his B.S. degree from
tions for further development of ‘issues discussed here. Yale L’niv§rsity, an M.A.T. from Duke University and’

c}*o.n‘tctz‘nﬂ\ir.\grils?ge:;igr;ag{) z:“‘gi‘l’l‘(e(:gpsg m::l sr(f%(:fnt(ilggi ~an Ed.D. from IIqrvard Graduate School of Education.

scores, nor will it confound cvaluation practices. We
will, however, make an effort tocontinuedissemination
of possible improvements to tests-wiseness programs.

His areas of specialization are measurement and
program evaluation, research ulilizatton, and long-
range educational planning. Prior to his present
position he ‘has worked with the' Massachusetts .

X Department of Education, served as an educational
% isher 'oncerns expressed in the paper, - : o1 g
test publishers to_concerns expressed in 1 consultant working with ‘clients on the eastern

WOl i isi test correction formulas so . .
": '; cially i orevising 3 seaboard and has taught biology.
dis S :

We hope some response is forthcoming from

ts might sciect appropriate techniques.

In addition to being .a member of numerous
professional organizations including AASA, NJASA,

Phi Delta Kappa, AERA and NCME,

Onr aim in suggesting test-wiseness courses is to
improve the measurement process, not destroy it.

Small editing corrections
have been made in this copy
/”;p by the author. Comments
for the next revision may - : . .
be sent to his home;

50 Rosalyn Court
Long Branch, NU J. 07740 : .



NN B R S N

] ' - References | E : »
Brcnnan. Robert L. The Evaluation of Mastery Test Ttems. NCERD Pro;ect Fmal Report qucatmnal S 1 %
. Resources Information Center (ERIC), ED.092,593,1974. : ' ’" -
Brownstein, S. C. & Weiner, M. Barron’s How to Prepare for College Entrance Examinations. Woodbury, _
New York: Barron’s Educational'Series, Inc., 1969 ' _ . N

Crehan, K. D. et al. 1977 Developmental Aspects of Test-Wiseness. Paper presented at the New York
mecting of the American Educational Research Association, Aprll 1977. Educational Resources
. Information Center (ERIC), ED 137,394, 1977.

’

Crocker, L. & Benson, 3-1976. t\chnevement Guessing, and Risk-taking Behaviar Under Norm Referenced
and Critesion Referenced Testing C ondltmns American Education Research Journal, Summer
1976, 13, 207-215.

Cross, L. & Frary, R.B. A Study of Omitted Responses Under the Conventional Correction for Guessing.
Paper presented at the San Francisco meeting of the American Educational Research Asscciation.
April, 1976. Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), ED 120, 231, 1976.

Diamond, J. J. et al. 19y, Are Inner City Children Test- wise? Journal of Educational Measurcment Spring,
1976, 14,.39-45. ~ : _ _ e

. Diamond, l & Lvans, W. The Correction for Guessing. Review of Educatmnal Research, Spring, 197 3 43,
: 181-191; .

Hallberg, A. Facing the Test: English. Miami, Florida: Dade C ounty l’ubhc Schools. Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC), ED 064720, 19‘1 o

”()lli;!, F. 1973. Taking Tests and Scoring High: How to Study for Tests « »d Pass Them. New York: ARCO, -
219 Park Avenue, 1973. '

Hook, J.N. 1967, Testmanship: Seven Ways to l{aN )our I \ummalmn (,radts New York: Barnes and

Noble, Inc., 1967.

Huff, D. Score: The Strategy of Taking Tests, .\’(-.w York: Appleton - Gentury - Crofts, Inc.. 1961,

Jacobs, 838, Behavior on Objective Tests Under Theoretically Adequate, Inadequate, and Unspecified
Seoring Rules. Paper presented at the Chicago meeting of The American Educational Research
Association, April, 19714, Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), ED 096312, 197 4.

Jongsma. E.AL The Effects of nstruction in Test-taking Skills Upon Student Performanee on \tand.lr(h/( '

Achievemient Tests: Final Report. Baton Rouge, Ta.: Louisiana State University Foundation.
\ Educational Resources Information Genter (ERICG), ED 111108, 1975

Rlaas, A.C. A Reassessment of Standard Frror of Measurement. Paper presente d at the Washington, D.C,
meeting of the American Educational Research Association. \Iml 1973, Educational Resources

Information Center (ER1C), ED 104949, 1975,

Lamport. |.. Perle. R & Reinarch, J. Taking Tests and Relaxing, Fitm strip and cassetie programs. Norwalh,
Conn.: New Dimensions in Fdueation, Ine. 83 Keeler Avenue, 06854, 1976,

-10 -



P
g
%
-
Lig

LIS

LT s R L . . B -, . N - PO E
g{ g o . . . . .
- cmm et . . .
e , . . RO
S [ ‘ . . . :
S . - - . Lon . z
‘ - . -~ . ¢ -~

Lord, F.M. Formula %oring and Number - Right Scoring. Journal of Educational Measurement, Spring,
197.), L2
.t[.

N

.Mar) land Statc I)cpartm( at of Education. lmprovmg Student Attitudes and Skills for Takmg Tests. Oc vaqlonal
Paper Series on Accountability, Author. Educational Resources Tnformation Center ¢ (F 0, FD"

128352, 1975.

A

Miller, T.W. & Weiss, 1).]. 1976. Effects of Time Limits on Test Taking Behavior. Office of Naval Research
Grant, University of Minnesota: Office of Naval R(‘swrch Grant, Educational Resources Information
Center (ERIC), ED 125123, 1976,

~ Millman, ]. Passing Scores and Test Lengths for Domain- Re ferenced Mvasurcc Review of Educational
Rescarch, Sprmg_,, 1973, 43, 205-216: o

Millman, J..Bishop, C. & Ehel, R. An Analysis of Test-Wiseness, Educational and Peychdlogical Measurement
1965, 25. 707-726. '

R4 -—

Millman, J. & Pauk, W. How To Take Tests. New York: MeGraw Hill Book (k)mpany, 1969.

Moore, J. Schultz, R. & Ba’u r, R. 1966. The Appln ation of a Self-Instructional Technique to Dcvvlop a
Test-taking Fechnique. American Educational Research Journal, 1966, 3, 13-17.
i

New York State Education Department. SPPED &loze Training Manual, Form (82, Educational Resources

Information Center (EAIC), ED 127353, 1976,

Oakland. T. Effeets of Test-Wiseness Materials on Standardized Test Performance of Pre-school Disadvantaged
Children, Journal of School Psychology, 1972, 10, 355-360.

Rowley, G.L. & Traub, R.E. Formula Scoring. Number Right Scoring, and Test-taking Strategy. Journal of

Fducational Measarement. Spring, 1977, 14 15-22.

%

Sabers, D, Test-taking SKills. Tueson. Arizona: Arizona Center for Educational Research and Development,
Colleee of K dm -ation, University of Arizona, Lducational Resources lntornuhnn Ce nter (LRI,
FD 13334, 1975,

Sherman, S.W. 1976, Maltiple Choice Test Bias Uncovered by Use of an 1 Don’t know™ Althernative. -Paper
presenfed at the San Francisco meeting of the American ducational Research Association. April.
1976, Fducational Resources Information Center (ER1C), ED 121824, 1970.

Slakter. Mo, Kochler, Ko & Hompton, 819700 Learning Test-Wiseness by programmed texts, fournal of

Fducational Measurement. 1970, 1. 237251,

Stegman, CoE Subjeetive Probabdity and the Ndministration of Objective Tests, Paper presented at the
Northeastern Educational Research Association Comvocation, 1050 FEducational Besourees

Information Center (ERTCLED Q9T 127, 1973,

Wahl-trom M. & Boersma, FoThe Influenee of Testwiseness Upon Nehievement, Educational and
I’S}('llttltlgic':ll Measurement. 1O6GH, 28, 113120,

Waller ML Removing e Effeets of Random Guessing from Latent Trat Ability Ftimatess ETS Research
Bullctin, 1971 7. 132, Fducational Besotrces Information CenterdERTC)L ED 099117, 1971,

19




.L*’ T:._:_ _____.’ ._._.__“_._ _:._..._»:, - .*.._‘ e ...' _k e e .:Y_‘_..t_.-.:,h.__‘. B - .. — e \.‘\h
- AN
o
PUBLICATIONS IN THIS SERIES INCLUDE:

Voluumn L Purpose of Testing.......... vererreneaessetessanaane veeeenDavid W, Pearsall

Volumn . Fest Seleetion and Fyalnation of Tesis,......... Malecolm J. Conway
Volumn L Organizing and Managing a

Districtlesting Program e Robert L. Jackson, 1l
Vohuun IV, Some Uses of Standardized

Test Resullsonnnonn., eerserenne v Eugene J. Travers

' Volumn V. Motivation and Test Wiseness....... vereeaane oo David V. Englehardt

Published by the New Jersey Departmeni of Education, 225 West State Street,

Trenton, New Jersey 08625, The opinions expressed in this publicaition are
those of the incited authors and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy
Y of the New Jersey Department of Education.
A ' ‘. .
. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ‘

Thanks are extended o the Planning Committee for this publication and to the
cditorial review panel consisting of Dr. Curtis Banks, Princeton Gniversity :
Dr. Donglas Penficld, Rutgers Universiby s and, Dr. Paul Vai Ro Miller, Lehigh
University,

Appreciation” is also expressed to Ms. Vivian Sobke for preparation of the
nrantscripls,

R )

13




