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MOTIVATION AND TEST-WISENESS

. David F. Engelhardt

This paper cites instances where two variables, motivation and test-
wiseness, can contaminate needs assessment and evaluation studies when
using the types of tests most often given by districts in the T&E process. Al-
though te,sts claim to measure attainment of skills labeled in the item specifica-
tions, the scores often reflect variations in motivation or test-wiseness (these
variables contribute to both invalidity and unreliableass of data).

The author suggests some methods to increase motivation of students by
gerwrally increasing the chances of rewarding students and teachers. The
)riic i,of test-wisenciss and the practice of test-wise behavior is advocated.

'A caution ainst guessing is g: for diagnostic tests, while guessing is ad-
ymated on tests used for program evaluation-or screening (needs assessment).
If a test is used for both diagnostic and program evaluation purposes, two
separate seorMg procedures could be used.

Recommendations ore given with the spirit of reducing misclassifications
of able students as being in need of basic skill remediation, incecasing the
validity of measurement, and increasing reliability of test scores. If students
or non-random groups., are being compared, as is done by scores on norm-
referenced tests or is done with New Jersey Educational Assessment tests,
the elimination of contaminate measures (if test-wiseness is advocated as
an important goal. To forget cultural or psvehological differences in motiva-
tnui and test-wiseness ma% lead to gross inefficiency in our remedial and
preventie programs as well as incorrect evaluative conclusions.

Why don't test scores respond more easily to instructional effort? Can
our kids really lark so many basic skills? Questions such as these can be asked
of test results achieved by !:mne public schools as well as of certain program
areas (e.g. grammar) in the curricula of smile elite, private 5(110015. The
questions can apply to results produced through norm-referenced or standard-
ized criterion-referenced testing. As part of a managyment team, test coor-
dinators ruminate oveF their assessments and evaluations with eyes of an
exa miner, .4 atistician and decision-maker. lid%ing.done this myself for sev er al
Years. I began looking at the test from the eaminees* standpoint and concluded,
in part, that we:
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(1) Have. failed if) motivate or reward many students
so they desire to perform to the best of their abilities.
and

(2) Have often failed to improve Me 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
tr m so that a local school distrietwan launch its own
student motivation progcam if desired. Several .whool
districts and at least one stat e have begun to develop
test-wiseness in their students, often under the rubric
of tea('hing study-skills which have lifetitne hem*.fit.
These sch ( )1)1 districts include Philadelphia:Washington.
D.C.: Chicago; Daily Ct4unty. Florida: and Mont-
ginner% Coluity. Maryland. 1 um aware only of two
film strip/cassette programs that aOress test-taking
stiategies (Guidanre Associates of Pleasantville, N.J.
and 1.amport .et al.. 1976). It is reeommended that
these programs be previewed before purchasing. Books

sy hal n ri.com11101(Ied fOr Use with the Maryland
program or others are: lionig (1973), llook (1-967).
Huff (1961), Jongsma (1975), Millman and Pank
0969). and Slakter et. al. (1979). Additionalk
Erickson (1972), Ford (1973). and Millman et. al.
(1965)outline the framew_ork around which a .frvi4k.:1
test wisetiess program (inild hc construcied htealk.

The Will To Win

volirse, such test-wiseness programs ha%
little tsortli !unless students %%i.,11 to do %%cll. Sonic
score adjustments up to chance leel of slICtl'SS. ran.
be made tit partially vomiter poor motkation. Such
:idjusttnents discussed later actuall% simulate lest-

wise 1)trila%ior. I him' scvn test-A% isc senior, in an ex.
priute school fail to nerfonin on a Vissonri

Collegi. English Test. eell %%VI the headmaster urging
students to do their best. This helm% low was ,Altilthcol
Nen tInnigh students knew the headmaster was

-desiring to .legitimatck calitalc the school's Inl%
\kelt:tines of English Program. Problems idobtaining
Ole beSi Vilork Of am school's students sVVIII in be-
come more frequent as grade leei increases. 1% ith

proper teacher attitude ill III(' prinuir grades. students
awn eagerk await the test almost as a oatne.
FAidence of this eagerness is (Yencrallv lacking in
scrundar Alidenk according. to in\ experience. There
is a chance that Iest-wisencss instructional units ma
proe to interest some rebellious students tdio are
intrigued I:\ Ihe idea of heating a s stem %shich has
heretofore "turnoi-illem.u11. Nonetheles,4. ttioik ;I-
lion should and cati be addressed outside of the test-

wiseness unit.

One mightt conclude, students invariably must,
see a reward RI the test's output for themselves
before mustering all their test-taking energies and
wiseness. Let us consider a feiv situations affecting
motivation:

Feelings of Powerlessness

Especially prevalent in children of lower socio-
economic elass is the feeling that no.malter what they
do, they have no power over what happens to them.
Being st.thjeet to what appeav.as a capricious,n 'Oon-
men!. slreh studetitsppose!I to many mid class
children, do not seem to develop the attitude that
effort leads --to success and eventually to better
things. Ei4mherg (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 elementary science education said to me once,
"Perhaps thc hest reason to teach elementary science
is to show sOme children that their is order to our
world, and that through their mind and actions they
can control part, of their environment."

A related and hopefully niore rare phenomenon
ran he encountered -when a student feels his/her
destiny is predetermined in a favorable sense, often'
by social bias' (not ability). When ability is not 'a
determiner of destiny, the student egts on a
"birthright" to reaeh his/her goal. Such an attitude
affe.cts learning, but test taking situations may be
even more sensitive. Sinee this attitude may not
affect a ilong period of learning as strimgly as a
contecntrated, sensitive request for demonstration of
skills, t 14e demonstration of skills may be more
seriously lumpered by the non-competitive attitude.

'Therefore. the (est a skills will not rewal the learning
which ltas taken place despite the notiehalange of the
student. Some solutions to this might be to:

(1) Make tests more _interesting.
(2) Conrince the Ntudent of a e unpetit ire World.
(3) Establish a .self-compoquirencss. an attitude often

mlopted by star atheletes.

Withdrawal Due to Previous Failure

Eisenberg( 1967.) confirm,: what many educators
lta%e seen in older children, if ehildren meet with
repeated failure. it IS Mitch more rewarding for them
not to compete at all. \lam children. especially
minority students. withdraw from a testing ittiation

" sew, face"; In )t to trv and fail without II-% ing
sVVIIIS better tban failing despite nne*S be:4i efforts.

nfortuttairk. the child does not discerningly choose
%%here he/she 111011 Sneered it effort %sere musten.d.



Eisenberg found t t lower-class children were likely
.to give any answer that would end the testing, re-

:,

tirdiess of whether the answer was right or wrong .

te child perceives that failure to exert effort
taints with vagueness ejny 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.
Thc program's evaluation therefore suffers through
measurements of low confidence.

The solution seems obvious: in areas of basic
-) skills and lime special talent areas, give the child

a taste of suecess. Appropriate level (out-of-grade)
testing may help, but most important is the prior
classroom experience. It may be possible to enc )urage
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 heard the
complaints of teachers when examination time ap-
proaches? Students are quick to absorb the sense of
purposeless tel-taking where results are rarely usecl by
the teacherrwver shared with students.' It is well
recognized by many test coordinators that teachers'
attitudes and overt concerns regarding test results are
major incentive factors in dudent 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 siudents of the purpose
served bv a test is not a small task. eurtIwrmore, the
process may backfire in special eircumstatwes where
program evaluation or screening is a major purpose:
It is possible that a vengeful 14tudent may capitalize
on such knowledp to attack a teacher, principal, or
Ow system. In another situation, revealing the purpose
of Title I testing in a suburban New York arca schold
system lowered test scores because children wanted
to qualif for the special summer program which
involved field trip:, games. and reading skill in-
struction. Since New Jerse% has provided programs
for under-achieving gifted or talented students. it

wouldn't be surprisingif some gifted students might
ti .;,ire to qualify for gifted and talented eompen-
sator% education programs bv scoring low on achieve-
ment tests. Such attempts van M. dampened It using
other criteria to verif% screening test ,.:cores.

\s long as it sstern Ine: health\ relations
bch+cen staff itnti students, and attrartkr program
al term+ I i es, explaining purposes ot testing imd IIIa k i rig
the test purposeful at student and teacher Icels
will probalth increase scores. Some suggestitms are:
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(I) Make sure teachers receive all interpretative_
manuals end order time-saving reports from
computerised scoring services. Don't expect
'hand laying.

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

(3) 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 16 test data analysis, we must rely on better
teacher training, clearer report formats, and
teacher desire to self-educate. Building com-
mittees may help educate' teachers with more
flexibility than district training.

(4) Increase feedback to parents and students witch
computerized reports and teacher conferences;
Purposefulness of any test 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 shiruld
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
lwlidayk Pre-correction processing might take
place on a 20-hour work schedule. Ship results
by air. The added cost is minor compared to the
effort and cost expended in testing.

_Of cours9, in-house or cooperative correction. can
give the best turn-around time on correction. For
certain lestiy programs. self-scoring sheets or
student scoring can in, utilized. Calculators and
teaching ntachines can offer immediate feedback
with a record for the teacher.

In LOng Branch. we have had the enwrience of
studenIN calling our guidance department during
the summer to .find out results of their PMnning
Career Coals Test Battery. The Battery contains
guidance information matched with basic skills
(ISSessment. 'This group of students has been
tested as juniors in the late spring and in spite
of a ITIOlitYaillnally difficult time to test. the
stmlents exhthited interest berfluNe Of chance
.for personal benefit. However. we were not
adequately staffed to reNp0Iiii thew sulnmer
inquiries. 'If anything is In be learned by this
occunince. it is .to uggest that provision for
ummer counselittg should be built in OS a .folbm-
up 10 Npring teSting NI illilibIN to) increase test

r



performance. Under current regulations, such
follow-up is not considered fundable under
compensatory education. Yet failure to provide
such foilow-up by funding a summer guidance
counselorprobabl.Nwillincreasethe 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
students in the upper grades; the appeal is much
greater than can be aroused through threatening
more homelvork or a poor program evaluation.

(5) Although the main purpose of some testing may
be for program evaluation, stress some personal
use of test data for the student. Durost s (1974)
indictment of some Title 1 test-taking strategies
demonstrates that program evaluators must be
sensitive to high guessingand to poorly motivated
students. As suggested above, using guidance
related test or establishing guidance related norms
may serve as an effective way to interest students
in test restuls. Currently most commercial norming
does not provide interesting norms for t he student.
A secretarial student may be interested in how
well he/she does on a grammar section of a test
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 for assessment.
Planning career Goa IS (CTB-Mf'Gra up IMallows
such dual comparisons. When given the oppor-
tunity to take extra sectimis of the test. 50% of
the students'in.ontOistrict used their free time
for more testing.

Techniques used to reduce testing time by
dividing items am) ng students may lower motiva-
tion if students see no individual consequence
of taking the test. Such approaches as matrix
sampling should he carefully monitored.

(6) Provide guides .for student interpretation to re-
lieve teachers or guidance counselors of some
interpretation. The Pkuming Career Coals Test
has exemplary student materials. Most mher
batteries hare hand-out materials.

Provide instruct ional program respo Me to demon-
strated need.

Include certain results of shoulardized or depart-
mcnt al (Tit erion-referempj tests (1S port of a
studeat's grade or as extra credit. kmbed certain
evaluation or assessment it 4' Ills in normal 011.ss-
room activities. Most lest numnal directions hare
stressed the reduction of an xiel y on (lie part of
students. Nssibly the pendulum bps strung Ion)
.far. many stud enis lack an.1' hint Of a II Xi ci y

4

some even sleep during assessment tests! Cer-
tanily some standardized tests (e.g. MLA foreign
ksnguage tests, Howell Geometry Test, Missouri
College English Test) are valid enough for
particular courses to p.iarrant credit be awarded
toward a student's grade.

Variety in the testing program:

Providing variety :n the testing program, which a
student erperienees, may have motivational conse-
quene.es, although I am not aware of any formal
studies on this factor. Even if the standardization
programs that generate norms for our tests :luffer from
possible fatigue and boredom (especially "alternate
form" norming), it is probably not wise to try to
duplicate such negative factors. Test Coordinators can
try to avoid examinee boredom by varying the testing
approach and series. I 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 the test is
enough to disuade some students from tryingieven
though the various levels in a series do have different
questions. In. 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
distriet's test schedule. Measurement of growth on
one scale might have to he delayed ayear or two, but
this may increase the validity of the measurement.

Wade-Hoykin's research at Cornell University
shows cultural differences in reaction to variety in
test gtimuli. Perhaps unsuccessful students look for-
ward to trying new test situations in which to prove
their abilities, whereas successful students look at
"variety" as a threatening challenge.

11-

Teacher enthusiasm:

If teachers are c(mfident that they c1 r. reach
a program improvement goa!, their enthusiasm to
demonstrate such mav stimulate students to perform.
Impossible program achievement koals may tend to
dampen teacher, enthusiasm, which leads to a poor
orientation of students towarA the lest. The nse of
short-range goals with "front-line workers- is often a
better management technique than ri.vealing long-
range goals, or, (Well worse, evaluating the worker
on long-range goal 'standards. Teacher elmfidence
also can he increased by adequate pre-test orientation
( )1 teachers, even if only -in the area of examiners'
'instructions. confused teacher during administratiop
of the test also leads to a poor orientatn)Il of students
hmarel the test, confused teacher can hardly lw
c.pecied Li ShOw 11111(11 cut husiasm for the test



which contributes to such unwanted insecurity or
embarassment.

Test-Wiseness

Assuming that teachers and students desire to
perfotin, the next concern for the test-coordinator is
to allow pertinent skills to be evaluated or assessed
with reliability and validity. The Concern Is Not"To
Measure Or Compare Non-Relevant Skills. If we
wish to measure communication skills, let's not
tneasure the ability of the students to pace them-
selyes 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 iuggesting
cramming for the content of a test. What I am suggesting
has been well established in the literature (Eakins
et. al., 1976 ; Erickson, 1972; Fenton and Mueller; 1977;
Ford, 1973; Maryland 1)( dartmeat of Eat-I-cation,
1975; Millman et. al. 1965; and Sabers, 1975);
the teaching and acquisition of test-wiseness -- the
ability 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 devekyed skills.

Without such training, many students who fail
to achieve minimum competency scores may possess
satisfactory skills in reading and mathematics. Such
failures to wove competency contribute to the overload
on remed al services. Special funding is allotted to
teach realling when. for sotne students, it might be
best to te:meh test-y% isetwss. Concern for eost-effeetive-
ness should tirue_ileyelopment and implementation of
test-wiseness units and provision for good testing
envir(mments. The quest for valid instruments in the
minimum competency movement may be severely
confounded due to the variability in test -wiseness
and testing en% iromnent (including teacher attitu(les).

Ford (1973) reports that "roaching" (learhing
content area of the test and eramming) before tests
has not been shown to raise scores as much as test-wise-
!less stud v wind] avoided instrurtion in the subject
matter to be tested (Eakins et. al... 1976). For
instance, Barron's guide flow to Prepare for College
Entrance Exa in ina lions( Bro wnst ein and Weiner. l(M9)
is --more a maching book as mmpared to Honig
( 1973 ). lh mk (.1962), fluff (1961) and Millman (1969),
Priyate schools and some public schools mighrhir
Ford's conclusions in-mind w hen constructing prepa a-
I or% courses and selectityg appropriate materials
for PS \I and SY1' examinations.

ith 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 Mu.eller (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 essence of
the instructional program. No one advocates teaching
specific items td be found on the test. Sabers (1975)
emphasizes that psychologists, through the American
Psychological Association, deemed it essential that
the examinee be given the strategy to maximize his/her
test score. The following factors are considerations
when devising a test-wiseness unit.

Should a st ident less on examinations? -

Perhaps the most significant and controversial facet
of ttest-wiseness pertains to guessing on ultiple
choice tests. The author's opinion is that w hould
not shy from increasing the pace of students or
urging the use of certain techniques so that all answA:rs
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 chance, score that
might have been obtained by answering all unanswered
questions. This yields a corrected ram score which
is equal to or higher than the number right. If it is
not possible tot alter iresent correction formulas
(due to econotes or inflexibility of either current
computer programs or standardized test correction
proce(1ures). physical alterations of answer sheets
can approach the same end. 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 verv test-wise. Of course this
method makes it very clear that assigning meaning to
raw scores at or below chance level is an erroneous
procedure except when measuring tilt tendency to
guess. Such a statement is true even when the "number
right" scoring formulas arc used.

If we are c(unparing studonts or non-random
gnwps. as is (1( we by scores on norm-referenced
tests or with item perfoynance ro,dts on'the Neu
Jersey Educational sAssinent Peog-ram tests. it
woujd behome us to eliminate contaminant measur( s
such as t est-w isc guessing.Gking credit for unatiswered
questions eliminates the penalty for students who
were too cautions. withdrew from mmpetition, were
mistakcith cautioned not to guess. or exhibited
other unwise test behmiors. Stinlents not needing
to guess or lia%ing greater partial knowledge will

.havc increased chances of being correct as compared
to pure guessers',* and will still obtain4 higher
eores (len though the knowledgeable examinees

ma% not haw their 'scores increased as much 11% the,
abovcscoring correction.

I
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guessing in other experiment's (Diamond and Evans
1973 and RoWley "and Raub, 1977). No cleai
empirical date of which the- author is aware shows
that increased guessing would make it hatder to
find significant gains in evaluation studies.

. Rowley. and Traub (1977) concluded that exam-
inees having risk-taking personalities lenefit from "do
not guess" directions, and that- most examinees
can'not distinguish pure guessing from informed
guessing. Numbers of 'studies have shown that scores
are higher when guessing or faster pacing is encouraged.
When left to their own test taking strategies,, the
personality characteristics of -students are strong
influences over guessing (Cross and Frary, 1976;
Ditimond and Evans 1973; Durost and Hodges 1974:
Ford, 1973; Rowley and Traub, 1977; and, Sherman,
1976). The tendency to guess (or not to respond
when any doubt exists) is probably related to
socio-economic class and seems to be strongly associated
with groups of. minority students (Sherman, 1976).
It should be noted that Maryland's attempt to teach
test-wiseness arose from a suggestion froni an advisory
committee on *minority relations in Montgomery
County.

Should We Urge Guessing When Correction
Formulas Are Applied? Almost all references agree
that even with correction formulas being.applied for
guessing, a person who can eliminate one wrong
answer option from the remaining is legitimately
rakina his/her score by guessing. When correction
formuelas are used (as with College Entrance Examina-
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 correct guesses, when 25',;
would have been at the chance level. They corn hide
that students eaninq distinguish between informed
and blatantly random guessing. This suggests that
misjudgment on the part of a student does no harm
when it results in guessing when correction formulas are
usecl. Severe harm is done when a stmlent neglects
to ums on a test .orreeted b the number right
f(ortnnla. One should not urge blatant guessing when
guessing correction formulas are applied. Ihrwc%er
not much is lost if the student "over-genmilizes-
from thi: normal ty pc of school exam.

Where Can I Find Additional Discussion on the

Guessing Question? Oprments to encouraging guessing
and Duros and Hodges (1974), Lord (1075). imd

-

Sherman (1976). The reader may wish to* consult
these references prior to establishing a test-wiseness
program. Thoile advocating guessingt especially with
numbef-rigfit corriction formulas and particidarly
with the possibility to eliminate one wrong answer,
include Ford (1973) and Rowley and Traub (1977).
All advocate test-wiseness instruction.

What Might One Conclude From The Ideas
Presented In This Paper? In summary, on assessment
and evaluation tests, completion of the test does not
seem to harm evaluative, group comparisons and may
eliminate some variance due to tesi-wiseness. If
scoring formulas that add "chance poin ts 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 measured. The
standard deviation of group scores might bc reduced,
whereas 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 deserms
scrutiny beyond this palier since it contains data
quite generalizable to needs asfiessment 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 need reworking before the reader
is willing to accept Durost and Hodges' conclusion
that attempts to eliminate guessing would yield 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 evaluateil. They conclude, as do
many test manufactizrers, that mathematical cor-
rection for guessing has no benefit in reducing
guessing or reordering students in performance rank.
It does accomplish lower snores in an absolute sense,
but ma% also discriminate against certain personality
types.

(1) Students Must Be Taught To Pace. There
appears to be some evidence that "speed reading" a
test is a test-wise approach to demonstrating abilities
to be rneasured. Miller and Weiss (/976) l'ound
providing lime limits on difficult items on tests did
not reduce accuracy. but did increw test taking
speed. The Maryland lest-wiseness syllabus (1975).
trains students in adjusting pace according to the

, -44
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type of sub-test (also see Hallberg, 1971). For non-
fiction reading items, it recommends reading the

:,.,question and scanning for the answer.' So we see
---t kit itpriroach can even vary by item type (Maryland

State Department of Education, 1975), *much as
refular reading or text-studying behavior& might be

justed for the type of book being read.

tudents shwild be urged not to become dis-
turbed if they Ivannot answer every item with
definite confidence (Sabers, 1975). A student willing
to abandon certain questions can speed on to more
questions. Spatial relations tests are an excellent
example of tests on whic h a perm/liven 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.

Two necessary ingredients for pacie.!7 r. ructions
are practice and being able _to have an cx.!ernal time
ilteck. 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
students are provided more testing experiences under
general accountability pressures.

The second factor in /wing is being able to see
some _timing device and to calculate time intervals.
The procedure of writing times on the chalkboard
or announcing time left is thought by some to be
too disturbing (e.g. 26). .4 silent clock in the room.
viewable by all, with finish time written on the board
(by diagram for youngsters 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
COM pat*ons not made invalid by such problems
a.ssocinted with socio-economic conditions?

The recent trend to digital clocks may require
that lest coordinators supplement firm, pieces in
testing rooms. _Depending upon what fraction of a
minute is viewed on a digital or impulse clock,
an examinee's "minute" check mar be over in a few
seeon6. Furthermore. many digital clock .faces are
less visible to students than classical, sweep second
wall docks.

(2) Students are Aware of Item Con-
struction Cues. Certain groups of teachers (111(1 student s
may perpetuate a rwirete on item writing cues because

one f r bothered teaching them how to take a
test or how to write items. Diamond et. al. (1976) and

et. al. (1965) deal with test-wiseness

8
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construction. One- may wonder how test constructors
can coMmit item writing errors so blatant that such test-
wiseness instruction can be beneficial. Districts should
carefully assets the worth of teaching how to spot
incorrect or correct answers by such factors as length
of option, matched graphemes in stem and answer
and use of ungrammatical alternatives. It is true that
some test publishers and many teachers do still
commit such errors.

(3) Provide Psychomotor PractIce for Some Test
Answer Sheets and Students. With some answer sheets,
young students can benefit from practice in recording
score (Sabers, 1975). Some testlyiseness programs
provide "answer entry" practice for several days
prior to testing (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 thai the rewriting of
horizontal math problems poses a test of small
muscle coordinatioa rather than math competency.
If conclusions draWn from assessments might be
connected with psychomotor preparation, notations
during testing* or during test-wiseness preparation
could be used during item analyi is to increase the
appropriateness of instruction. llopeftlly,test-wiseness
instruction could have a psychomotor component
to increase the validity of screening tests following
such instruction.

(4) Practice With Format of Items and Allow ,

Students to cultivate Familiarity with Directions. The
student who understands diretions wt,11 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
practire (Eakins, et al., 1976; Ford, 1973: .and,
lhiryland State Department of Mucation 1975).

(5) Vrge Students to Check Answers. Although
unsure guesses mar generally be correct on the first
try. reasoned answers have proved more Jorrec't when
corrected or checked once. Co ntimuil '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 Scares. Ford (1973) recotnmends
reading all options before deciding on one Option.
If time is limited. locating at least one wrong option
aml then choosing what looks like a good answer may
prove more efficient. Once again, blank answers or
"don't knows** are not useful in i he author's opinion. ,

.10.0
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Reaction To This Paper

Not all existing programs, not all pertitient
journal articles, have been reviewed for this paper.
It is hoped that readers will reply with added sugges-
tions for further development of issues discussed here.
A-.4eswiseness program developed with suggestions
contained in this paper will do no harm to student
scores, nor will it confound evaluation firactices. We
will, however, make an effort to cimtinuedissemination
of ,possthle improvements to tests-wiseness programs.

U'e hope some response ;s forthcoming from
test publishers to concerns expressed in the paper,

wcially in orevising test correction formulas so
(list .ts might seieut appropriate te(:hniques.

)tir aim in suggesting test-wiseness courses is to
improw the measurement process, not destroy it.

About the Author....
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