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ABSTRACT -
1 Although research on testwiseness has var1ed to a
great extent in the aspects of teéstwiseness measured ‘and the
strateg;es used,” some conclusions can nevertheless be drawn:
testwiseness is a bona fide entity and deserves attention, it is
measurable, it appears to be made up of & set of specific skills
rather ‘than a collection of some general holistic abilities, and,
‘training in testwiseness can be administered to students of all ages«
from early childhood to adulthood. Working on the assumption that
teachers at all -levels need to be made aware of testwiseness
strategies and be.able to train their students 1n acquiring these °’
“skills, a study ekamined whether some training of undergraduate *’
student teachers' to teach*tedtwiseress.strategies would result in a.
significant degree of dgiﬁerence ‘between the cr1ten1on referenced
content area test; scores of elementary school children taught these
strategies and the” test scores of children not taught the strategies.
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part1c1pated in the study. Each day for 3 weeks students in the
exper1mental groups feceived testwiseness activities while the
studgnts in the control groups,worked on' other activitiks- suclr as art
or\library work. Results indicated that although there was not a
signifilcant difference between the experimental and control treatment
groups ffor any of the units taught and for’ any of the grades or
ability groups, there was a slightly higher obseryed score ,for six of
the nine experimental groups. This does-not indicate that the studént
teachers were able to transfer the testwiseness strategies, )

instruction they received to-the studenﬂs they taught. (HOD) “
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TRe idea of teaching testwiseness’ to scHoo1- aged students and post-
secondary students is certainly not innovative or earthshaking Interest
in this area.has gained momentum over the ]ast few years. In most

situations the subjects of this interest have been the students. We are

seeing more books and more chapters within reading and study skills books

3

4

A]though some material has been directed toward the e]ementary child

more* efforts have centered‘on the high school and co]lege studenf

A

while we concur with these efforts and realize'the need for good

-

1 3 ~ - * N
“testwiseness books for students, we also see another need. Perhaps some"
N - hd 0 - N i

;effort should be made in undergraduate teacher education? If prospective

teachers tgok testw1seness as part of their undergraduate curriculum, perhaps
they could successfully transpose some of these testwiseness strategies to

< 4 . ) - v
should be explored for ‘elementary majors as well as for the secondary hajors.
Perhaps 'some early testhseness training in the e]ementary grades across
the disciplines would cut down on so#l of the potential. test- -taking prob]ems
in secondary schoo]s>and co]]eges7 We know that many education programs

4

include a.c]ass in testing and measurement. 'Perhaps testwiseness strategies

curriculum could be a unit of such a-class?

B . . . ™~
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! Nhat is Testw1seness?

o

-' The term "teftw1seness" (TW) has meant many things to many peop]e'

A var1ety oﬁ 1nterpretat1ons and def1n1t1ons has been associated with it.
The fo]]owlng def1n1t1on of testwiseness by Millman, Bishop, and Ebe] (]965)

will be used for purposes of this paper: ' . i ~‘: .o

I

"A subJect's capac1ty tb ut\]1ze the character1st1cs

and formats &k the tést and/or the test tak1ng_s1tuat1on
S o recen’a h1gh score % ’(p 707)

_ A
[ 4

Th1s def1n1t1on;qmp11es that Tw is 1ndependent from thé test- takers" -

v knd‘?edge of “the.. eontent conta1ned on $he teSt ?tsef? An 1mmed1ate quest1on ’.
“\ \ .
. that comes tp nnndcwou]d be whether or not one s menta] or general ab111ty

o has X:| relat)onsh1pqw1th Tw A rev1ew of the ]1terature revedls, that.numerous

: stud1es Have’ 1nvestagated th1s quest1on ‘ R .
D1amond and Evans (1972) stud1ed the,Tw.of selected s1xth grade students
‘and reported that no re]at1onsh1p exists between ™ and genera] skill or
ab1]1ty However, they d1d conc]ude that Tw was un1que ‘to "the cues or clues *
under study This conclusion had a]so been prev1ous1y substantiated by
Dunn and Gb]dste1n (1959)‘who found’ no re]at1onsh1p between TN and 1nte1ﬁ1gence
In a reTated study, Ayrer, D1amond F}shman and Green (1976) did not
find any re]at1onsh1p exist1ng between Tw and 1ncreased scores on the
ﬁCa]1forn1a h1evement Test among’ 1nner c1ty students. For the. most part,
all correTat ns were 1ow Thus, th1s study does not'Support the D1amond
‘and Evans research statement that "TW as a secondary cue response'is qu1te
spec1f1c to the part1cu]ar clue or cue under inve&tigation." - Ce

o

The quest1on as to whether TW abjlity of students changes as they
-

prggress through“the grades was investigated by. Crehan (1977) This
1ong1tud1na] study 1nd1cated that TW apparent]y is rather, stab]e but 1ncreases

o




somewhat-up-through‘the grades. These 1nvest1gators also noted a ]ack

of ev1dence support1ng a re]at1onsh1p between W and the sex of thecstudents

Testw1seness Strategies

When d1scuss1ng Tw many .references are made to the categor1zat1on
, ™~

of Tw strateg1es as deve]oped by Millman, B1shop and Ebe] -(1965). In.

their paper, two categor1es are presented e]ements that are 1ndependent
) % r ~
. of the test constructor or test purpose’ and,those that are dependent upon

. the™ constructor or purpose The f1rst category, often calJed~genera] test-

\

tak1ng strateg1es, conta1ns strateg1es for ut1]1z1ng:t1me effﬂc1ent]y,

proofread1ng answers in order to av01d,errors, 1earn1ng how and when .to .

_ make appr0pr1ate guesses, and using deduct1ve reason1ng 1n order to arrive

~

;i"' ' at a correct answer. Inc]uded in the second category are strategaes des1gned

D

to cons1der the 1ntent of the test construttor for using certa1n quest1ons

and for u51nq cues found in the test whén the answer is- uncerta1n ‘.
Four basic TW strategies were deve]oped by Crehan (1977) Two of

Athese strateg1es 1nvo]ve deductive reason1ng and the other two strateg1es

5

* involve us1pg cues in. order to arrive. at an appropr1ate answer.

+

3

G1bb (1964) developed a strategy concerned wfth the prob]em of cues -
in test items and 1dent1f1ed TW as a secondary cue response H1s maJor
v Y -« - :

premise was that students can be trained 1n TW and the1r performance would

not be‘detenn1ned by know]edge Qf the subJect matter.”
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-specific determiners, correct alternatives, grammatical clues and over- ..

relate to one's general mental ability.

The study by Diamond and Evans (1472) used fictitious material to
eliminate content familiarity with‘naive sixth'grade students, and s' A
investigated the correlate‘fs of TW- Diam%n‘ and Evans' strategy included

the following five item faults selected for the study: association,

¢ . .
}apping distractors. With TW'defined as a secondary cue response, the 9

L A .
Yaive students appeared to have,possessed'it. However, data revealed

that TW is not a general trait, but specifié to the ‘particular clue or cue

_bejhgtinvestigated Therefore, the results were supportive of those.of -

( co :
both Gibb (1964) and Dunn and Goldste1nﬁ(1959) -

LY

The research. has revealed that TN is not a pervas1ve sk111 écnce )
consistent 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferedces are found in response to a spec1f1c form

of strategy clue (i.e., grammatical .clues) and that these,responses do not

’
e

Testwwseness Training . o

’ ‘ . '

%
The practice of TW bra1n1ng has been widely 1nvest1gated.w1th the-
. AN
effects resulttng in varying degrees of success. Giving emphasis on .

* . . .
characteristics and format of the test rather than upon content or coaching

for /a specific exam, Wah}strom'andfﬁoersma (1968) concluded that ninth

Ry
Y

rade students receiving TW training had higher scores on criterion referenced

.tests Oaé]and (19?2 showed that d1sadvantaged presch001 students hav1ng

v

had ™ tra1n1ng obta1ned a h1gher mean on the Metropo]1tan Reading Read1ness

Test than those in the contro] group However, when measured four month¢

-

A

1ater the- results were not s1gn1f1cant1y different

[y

0a11enbach S (1971) 1nvest1gat1on reported that test-naive second

graders who rece1ved TW 'training scored s1gn1f1cant]y h1gher qn both an R

'1mmed1ate and delayed standard1zed read1ng posttest than those students

\

“who receivéd no training. . v . R -




.t ‘Not all researchers, however, found TW training to have positivye

_effects. As cited ear]ier Diamond et a} (1976) found no substantial

a're}.ationship between the scores on the Vocabu]ary, Reading Comprehension

.

or Language Usage subparts of the California Achievement Test of students '

given TW training and the contro] group Yearby (1975) found that the .

- 'TW skills of some third grade students were significantiy increased by

-~

training but that this did not transfer to a significant degree ona .
standardizedireading test. aIn addition, a]though Jongsma and Warshauer (1975)

report ‘that fifth grade inner city studen s who had studied a unit on ™
— .

skiils averaged higher reading achievement scores than a control group,

¢heir gains were not- significant.

. A]though research on TW has varied to a great extent -in the aspects.
" PR N -~ . - ']
of measuring TW and the strategies used, some conclusions can nevertheless
be drawn.. Finst, ™ is a bona fide entity and deser@%s attention Second,

TW is measurabie Third TW appears to be made up of a set of specific

skiils rather than a collection of some general or wholistic abT]TtTGS”

and, fothh -TW traiirui;}ﬁul be” adm]nistered to students of all ages from )

.

earﬂy/chiidhood ;9 adulthood.

“It wou]d therefore, seem that teachers at+all 1eve]s need to be made
/ ’ e

aware of TW strategies and be able to train their spudents in acquiring

these skills.” This awareness~eedﬁd take place in teacher education -

programs, where preservice teachers could be trained to teach TW skills

to their future students.’, U o,

r' -

r
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b ‘ : *; . B 1lot Studg . C

S1nce we be11eve that some emphasls on the teacher as the sybject

of TW. 1nterest is called- for, we deve]oped this, p1]ot study to beg1n
1ook1ng at that area of teacher training. _Because the need for the
training of secondary educat1on maJors in TW is perhaps more obv1ous,

vie dec1ded-to do thﬂs_pilot with elementary ‘education majors. We-feel
that this pilot study might,help giye s some ‘sense of the effectivedess’
of thisftrainjng for preservice-elementary teachers who will teach«in'a:

.

variety of.grade and ability leveTs and in a variety of content areas.

} .
The purpose of this investigation was to exploré the research

question:.. Hﬂ-] some training of undérgraduate student 'tea,cher:i;’to teach

-

W strateg1es resu]t in a s1gn1f1cant degree of d1fference between the

« -

cr1teFﬁon referenced content area test scores of e]ementary ch1]dren
taught these ™ strateg1es and the test scores of e]ementary ch11dren not
, taught these W strateg1es? L

Procedures B . ‘ T o ™
dust prior to their‘student teaching, and while completing a testing

and measurement.classt eleveh’elementary undergraduate majors received a

moauié~f?7?ﬁbb) containing informatidn.and learning activities:in TH |

L4

"strategies for dbjective tests appropriate for use with early chi]dhood

[

through college-level students, aid a seminar class conducted by one of

‘ . I d
the researchérs. This class covered an orientation to the use of the

module and an exp]anation of the procedures to be used with the module,

D

“activities for teach1ng W strateg1es to ch1]dren and 1nformat1on

regard1ng the pilot szudy of the e]even student teachers rece1v1ng the

oo ey . % e .
TW tra1n1ng, €ight of them have been 1ncJuded‘1n this p1]ot

. -e"g a
L ) * ’ . 2 ~
» o ) . Py - ~. .

4
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-class were randomly ass1gned at each of these ab111ty levels into control

G e / .
were in experimental groups and one hundred and three of them were in

studies disciplines to the entire.cla_s'of children_ over a perfod of about °

‘receive TW strategies training but instead were involved in regularly

i

" their social stud1es unit with the regular classroom teachers outs1de the

_77 - "o ”
] ’ ' . ‘:

LN .

.~ Student teachers were ass1gned to second through s1xth drade\ab111ty
grouped classrooms in one o\*Your elementary schoo]s in northwest Mississippi.

Students in these schoo]schad been previously ability- grouped by the1r
. (4
reading scores on the California Achievement Test. In most cases, student

'

teachers were assigned to classrooms with all high.ability grouped children
in a given grade in the‘same room or all.average aBi]ity grouped;children\

-

in a given grade in the same room. One student teacher had a more hetero-
geneous‘cfassroom assignment; however, there were not enough low abd]ity
children in that room to use low abiljty groups in this p1lot study

Students 1n the high ab111ty and/or awerage ab111ty groups in each

~ [ - .
and experimental groups. A total of 174 randomly assigned students :in

grades'two through six were included in this study. Seventy one of them
LN = . b

¢

control groups, The student teachers taudht a unit in one of the social

one menth. Additjonal]y( experimental groups were given TY insfruction -
by their student teachers. The students in the control groups did not
planned 1nstruct1ona1 activities within the units being stud1ed

Each day for a little over thkee wéeks the student teachers worked
through the 16 activities in the1r modules with the exper1menta1 groups
of_chd]dren. While the experimental groups worked on the TW activities
with the student teachers in the cJassrooms, the children in the control
groups worked- on other activities like art, library work \etc , re]ated to

-5

c}assrooms. Dur1ng this same time per1od, student teachers conducted

N @
[} vy - - fp?f
) ]
- A -

'
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®

;notxto,include any TW information when teaching the-social sﬁudies_unitsh

studies units in the TW activities wigh the experimental g}oups.

not 'so obvious TW cues. (The idea was' that the testwise student would pick °

whole class instrugtion—in social studies units. (Refer to Table 2 for thée

'
€

units taught by the'student teachens. ) The student teachers wete cautioned

Likewise they were cautioned not to fnglude any material from the social

. -

Each student teacher deve]oped a etiterion referenced test covering the .

soc]al stud1es unit s/he taught for the purpose of measur1ng students {
! -

khow]edge ‘of the content taught” in that unit. This test was developed . ‘s
accord1ng to the gu1de11nes and 1nstruct1ons that the student teacher
received in her/his test1ng_and measurement class. It also 1nc1uded some

>

. . v . . ]
up on those cues and do better on the test while the studént who was not

e L S D SO RO

, testwTsé would not do as well. AQ] tests were subm1tted to the D1v1s1on

of Curr1cu1um and Instruction at.Delta- State University and the resea[chers .

-

. IUY EleUdLlUUTI VdTlUlLy

" to administration of Bhe treatment. To check for pre-treatment variance,

Rating‘Sca]e"] was used. (See the scale in Figure 1,-and see, Table }. for

N\ . - -

At the comp]etion of the social studies units and treatment activities,

each entire class if this Study'was given .the social studies unit test

v . P
developed by their student teacher. Only data from the tests wh1ch met

a minimum qua11ty of measurement were included in this studj

- S——,

Stat1st1ca1,AnaLys1s L

. Nhitney Test‘(Rypn, Joine}u & Ryan, 1976). B .. ’\

A8

An “initial concern was the possible existence ‘of sighificant disparity

jn.Tw\petweeh the experimental and control groups in each classroom prior_.

-

N
-
-

the c]assroom teachers of these groups were asked to rate ‘the ]eve] of TW .

of -each child in the1r class on a thirty point scale. ~The—”?estwi§§bess

Vo

directions for its use.) Grdup ratings were then compared using a Manh-. .

b ~ .

) .
) Jd
.
v » S . \ . L]
) .
. . . . ~
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.0f nine-group comparisons.made'from the eight classrooms included ;n .
this study, none were 'significant at the .05 alpha level. Tabie 2 indicates
-, median- scores for the d1fferent groups and tK{\subsequent p levels der1ved

from adm1n1strat1on of .the Mann- Nh1tney Test.

<

s1gn1f1tant d1fference in TW between expernmenta] and. contro] .groups for '

The f1nd1ngs ]nd1cated no

any c]ass ‘prior to treatment. . . . .'\_ /.

N .
J ) -
) N . . > '

(Insert Table 2 about here)

. . T »

4 <

Rl ’

To ‘determine effectiveness of- the treatment, the'unit posttest scores

" for each instructional group wére,compared. .The Mann-Whitney Test was used.

’ . » .
‘Tqb]e-B’indicates median ‘scores- for the differeht groups and the subseduent
>, x
p levels. The frnd1ngs indicate that the TW 1nstruct1on was not a s1gn1f1cant

¢

1nf1uence on. unxt posttest performance

.
- -

- -

CInsert Tab]e 3 about here) ]
[N * L ¥
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Conc]usyons and Recommendat1ons'

Y]

.
~

.

4 S ———— .

tA]though there was not a s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the experimental
N ¢

"and contro] treatment groups for any of the units and for- any of the grades
and- ability groups* included in th1s pilot study, there was a s]1ght1y higher ,

observed score for dix of the nine exper1menta] groups This observed but

. insignificant, difference Certa1n]y does not 1nd10ate that the student teachers

»

//uere able to transfer the Tw.strateg1es 1nstruct1on they rece1ved to the

students they taught. However, it does 1nd1cate that a more t1ght]y

controlled study should be done to further exp]ore the pos§1b111t1es of TH -
training for student teachers and its transfer to their future students.

Many factors should be considered, such as the student teachers' masteyy.

- ~

of the TW 1nstruct1on they rece1ve, the effects of several different

approaches to “the TW training of student teachers, the amount of TH trainfng

4. = N |‘ ®

S
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éiven to student teachers, and the'effects of providing TW training to

student teachers at different times or-stages in their undergraduate
" ' coE _ ,

education preparation. . . st ) .
* [ s H

While this pilot study dld give us some sense of the effect1veness ’1

3

of TW tra1n1ng for preserv1ce e]ementary teachers, it suffered because of )
“the number of concom1tant variables tffat were not contro]]ed for. For ol

\ instance, to what extént did the outside-the- c1assroom enrichment’ act1v1t1es

(¥.e., art, 11brary worR, etc.) in the socwal studies units prov1d\\the ‘

' contro] groups w1th more, know]edge of or interest 1ngthe‘un1ts, as. compared

. P
¢ -

£o the benef1ts fo¥ the exper1menta1 groups receiving T tra1n1ng7 Or,

. . .
0 what extent did the newress or novelty of the student teachers teach1ng
the- TW effect thé‘exper1menta1 groups

~

tent1veness7 Did all of the student

N .

teachers g1ve equa] attent1on to’ the TW Jnstruct1on of the1r exper1menta1.

[ %4

'before another s1m11ar-study is attempted

Il v e ......4........,.,....-....... S n [R——— R

“groups’ These'are but a ‘few of the variables that shou1d be controlled .

Ne\th1nk some TN Araining for

9 - s
preserv1ce educat1on students is a good. 1dea, how:z;r more positive

v, - .
-

documentat1on w111 ‘be necessary before 1t cam be thoroughly recommendedi
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]The‘"TestwiEeness‘Rating ca1g":Was desiéned for this study

by Flippo, R., BorthwicK, P.,%nd BJanchard, J:, 1981.
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¢hild doesnt . Child seems to ’- €hild seems-to .. Child seets to
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to get the =~ _ ° the answers . - the answers the answers - o
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'Table 1

Testwigeness Rating Scale: .

Directions for Classroom Teachers

by Flippo and Borthwick .

~

Make a copy. of your class roll. . / -

Rate each child on your roll to show where xou believe that.
child' is in regard to his/her present testwiseness knowledge.
You mus¥select a: nuMbex—Etieen 0 and 30. P]ease.do not

se]ect the ﬁumbers 0, 10, 20 or 30.

L4

Indicate the number selected next to each child's name on
the roll. . R .«

Aﬁter the children ‘in your class have been randomly assigned
to control (those who will not receive testwiseness tra‘ining)

and experimental {those who will receive testwiseness training)

groups, indicate next to the number on the ro]] an- E for.
exper1menta1 and a C for control.

L If the c]ass is ability grouped, p]ease indicate Yow; middle,

or high'ability group alsd next to each child's name. If °
the entire class is either a low, middle, or high ability
group, indicate’ that at the top of the roll. If the entire
class is a mixed ability group, please indicate that at the
top of the roll.
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. ‘Table 2° ‘
R Pre Treatment. Ratrngs on Testwisefess ) !
t - 1 ~ . -
Group Comparison ) Med{ian p lével

Y

N,

" Experimental Control

Second Grade-H{gh Ability

Transportation Unig ° 26.00 2§.00° L0814 (NS)
Second Grade-Average Abillt; .
Transportation Unit 24.50 23.00 £985 (NS)
Third Grade-~itigh Abil};y, - .
Mississippi Unit.: 21.50 21-.00 8918 (NS)
Third Owade-High. Ability )
Differences Are OK Unlt 23.00 1 25.00 .2934 (NS)
Third Grade- HigH.Ability . ' .
US Postal Servlce Unit 21.00 " 21.00 .6261 (NS)
bourth Grade-High Abilficy )
= Regions of the US Unit 22.00 21.00 2727 ({.‘IS)
Fourth Grade-Average Ahxllcy . )
«Japan Unit 27.00 27.00 L9511 (NS)
Fifth Grade-High Ability . . Co .
- Tooth Care Unit. : 23.50 21.00 ".5669 (NS)
Sixth Grade-High Ability .
Mexico Unit , 21.50 24.00 0793 (NS)
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) Table 3/ .
Comparislon of Unit Posttest Scores by Group . \
' GToup Comparison . Median .. " p level
T ' Experimental Control R i
Second Grade-High Ability ’ -
Transportation Unit o 100.00 ‘IO0.00 '1.000 (NS)
" Second Grade- -Average Ability" )
Transportation Unit 97.50 92.50 %6985 (NS) ‘¢
'Thnd Grade-High Ability . ;

' Mississippd Unit 94.00 82.00 .4025 (NS)
Third Grade- -High Ability N
leferences Are OK.Untt ’ 82.00 79.00 .8182 (NS)
Third Cradﬁrﬂigh Ab1lity : .

US Postal Servitd Unit 94.00 93.00 .8983 (NS) '
Fourth Grade-High Abilicy ‘
Regions of the US Unit. 99.00 98.50 .8625 (NS)
" Fourth Grade-Average Ability Ty .
Japan Unit ' 100.00 100.00 1.000 (NS)
Fifth Grade-High Abllity ,
ToothYare Unit - 89.00 85.00 .1921 (NS) .
Sixth Ggdde-High Ability * . - '
Mexico Unit 85.50 88.50 .5934 (NS)
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