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ABSTRACT

Researcners have found that subjects who expect
anu receive a recall test periorm signiricantly better
than subjects wno expect a recognition test and
receive an unexpected recall test., This is called tine
recall test expectancy superiority (TES) eitfect.

Other investigators have found tinat students or
different acnievement levels nandle organizational,
memory, study, and problem-solving tasks quite
differently. An experimental study is described in
wnich 36 high acnievers ana 36 low acnievers, at the
Grade 9 anu 10 level, were led to expect a certain
type of test (recall or recognition) iror two
study-test sessions., Each study-test session required
the students to study a one-page story Lfor seven
minutes and answer a fifteen-item quiz for five
minutes, During the third study-test session, nalf ot
the high achievers and half of the low achievers
received the opposite type of test from what thney
eipected., Tne present researcher intended to discover

if an unexpected switch to a completion test (when a
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multiple choice test was expected) nad a uifferent

effect on the performance oi low and hign achilevers

tnan an unexpected switch to a multiple choice test
wihen a completion test was expected.,. Of interest was
wnetiner or not high and low achlieving students
performed differently when expecting completion and
multiple choice tests. The results showea that no
significant dirferences were round between the high
and low achilevers when either Jgroup expected one type
OL test and received the opposite in Session 3.
Neither group demonstrated the recall TES effect.
Eitner the high and low achievers did not prepare
differently ror tne different types of tests, or any
snirts in tneir study habits made no uifference to

their recall periormance.

Beverly ™, Timmons

Dr. Lloyd O. 0Ollila
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Cnhagter One: Introduction

Testing affccts everyone at some point 1n tueir
lives, It 1s & vital subject tnat concerns ..illions or
students anu teacners (Freaerixksen, 1984). incn
stuaents are told tney will ve taking a test, taey
orten asn tneir teacners wnat type it will ve. 1ii1ll it
be essay, iill-in-tne-olank, or multiple caoice?
Presuwanly s<nowing the Juestion types will guiue tue
stuadents' s5tudying penavior. 'fne guestion is, ao
students use thnis inrormation to tneir best auvantage?
Past researcn has establisncd tnat people wno expect a
comgzletion (fill-in-the-blank) test anu get a
conpletion test periorin signiricantly better taan do
people who expect a nultiple choice test but receive an
uncxpecteu coumpletion test insteada (Balota ¢ Heely,
1980; Connor, 1977; liay & Pieskola, 1lv83; Schmiat,
1¢83). This is calleud tne recall test expectaincy
superiority (TES) effect. Tne present stuay
investigatea wuether tnis effect nolus true ror ootn
nign and low acnievers,

Siynificant uifferences between high and low

achievers nave veen round in studies that investigated



euucativiial avilities sucn as organizational (James &
Brown, 1¢73; Rickarus & latcner, 1577-765; Snuell, 1983;
Tyler, Delaney, & Kinnucan, 1983), wmenory (Xail, 1979;
Torgyesen, 1977), stuay (ddikulecky « Olsnavsiy, 1979;
Owvings, Petersen, Bransforu, Lorris, « Stein, 1980;
Samuels & Horowitz, 1980; siailey, Oaxley, Wortnen,
Caipione, & Brown, 1977; Sullivan, 1Y7&), anu
proolen-solving (Kavale & Snr)iner, 157Y%; Larkin,
lichermott, Siwon, « Simon, 1980) siills. Based on
tuese findings of uifferences, tue autior's intention
was to investigate possivnle aifferences between nign
anu low achievers in a test eaxpectancy situation.

The purpose or the study was to investigate tne
relationsnly vetween test expectancy aiu student
achilevenent. Tne study ifocused on tihe effect or test
esoectancy wvith regard to the type oL test (coipletion
vercus aultiple cnoice) on the pertormance or high and
low achieving students,

Specifically, tnese wvere tne guestions to e
answered: uo nilyn and low acaieving students perror
diirferently when eipecting coumpletion anu multiple
cuoice tests? Does an une.pcectcu swvitcn to a

complction test (when a wultiple cuaoice test is



exipecteu) nave a uifferent cifect on periormance or low
anu nign achievers than an une.pcected switcn to a
wultiple choice test when a completion test is
expecteac? Please see Appenulx A for operational
aerinitions,

A review OIr the test expectancy researcun tuat nas
occurrea over tne uast fifty years 1is presenteu 1in
Chapter Twvo. Awong the test eipectancy ractors tnat
are uiscussed are ooth prose text and word lists as
study waterials, recall and recognition test eipectancy
erfects, anu tneoretical explanations or tne test
e:xpectancy auirferences found vetween recall and
recogilition test performance. As(well, there is a
presentation oi studies tnat nave found distinguisning
characteristics betwveen iiign and low achievers in
organizational, wemory, study, ana problew solving
skills. The autnor udiscusses now tnese dirferences way
apply to a test expectancy situation. In Caapter
Three, tne rationale or tune stuuy 1is presentea,
rolloweu vy tne specific research anu null hypotueses
or tune present researcn. rne wmethodoloyy or tie
autnur's study 1s also uescriveu in Chapter Taree,

Tnis includes uctails about tue suojects, stuuy and



test .aaterials, treatment aunminiotration, anu uata
cullection anu analyses proceuures, Tne results or tune
esperiuent are uiscussed 1n Cnapter rour. oSpeclric
outcCulies are consiuerea in relation to tuwe Ifinulnys oI
otiner researcners. Ia Cnapter Five wajor conclusions
anu liwmitations or the study are summarizcdg.
Sugyg4esStlons rLOr ruture researcu in tice area or test
espectancy and achievement are also presenteu witain

tne final chapter.



Cnaprer Two: Revilew OLf tne Literature

Even tnouyh tnere has been interest in claossical
testing erffects for over rirty years (oersila, 1529),
investigations aina taeoretical explainations regaruing
test expectancy uld not increase noticeaoly until tie
early 1970's (Anuerson & Bower, 1872, 1¢74; Kintscu,
1670) . Since Unaerwood (1972) noted tune lack oL
researca concerning tne efifects of test espectancy on
botihh learning processes anu tine retention oi veropal
material, various researchers have begun to investigate
the area. llost orf tne early wvOork on test ezpectancy
rocused on classroom applications and student
perrormance in fielu settings (ileyer, 1936; Sax &
Collet, 19Y68) . Sowe Oof tiie more recent stuuics have
imaintaineu tnis rocus (Duchastel, 1S58l1); nowever,
several researcners are now investigyating the ceifects
of test expectancy on recall and recognition oi word
lists and prose text (Balota « Neely, 1980; hay «
Pieiaxola, 1u83).

: e
BQQ:JI ] tests

In list stuules using recall tests, tue wain



Liiulng nas peen tue recall test expectancy superiority
(TES) effect. 1ilhen this eifect occurs, people who
e.pect a completion test ailu yet a coipletion test
QJerrorin significantly vetter tnan do people wio expect
a multiple cnoice test but receive an unexpeccted
cowmpletion test. Uhen a signiricant test eipectancy is
founa, 1t is terwed a recall TSS erfect. Yuls erfect
is rooust ana replicanle botu in list learning (Balota
& lleely, 1980; Connor, 1977) anu in prose processing
(ilay & PiexKkola, 1983; Scihmiat, 1Y83).

So rar, a significant recoynition TES eiiect nas
not Leen reported in the literature on recogynition
tests. ‘Ine results concerning a recall or recoynition
test expectancy on recogynition tests have veen
consiuerably mixed., Only two stuules were rounua by
this writer in wnich (Hall, Grosswan and Elwoou, 1Y70;
Neely & Balota, 1981) significance has been reported
anu tnat was for a rree recall TES. 1In ooth or tonese
studies nigh imagery anu unign frequency worus were
used. Conversely, iiay ana Sande (1Y62) aid not find a
siynificant test expectancy by vorud irequency

interaction. In their results rare yorus vere retained



oetter than comnon WOrds ana suvjects eupecting and
receiving a recall test retaineu .ore wvorus (rare and
Cu:lil0on) tian taose subjects eipecting a recogaition
test and recciviny a recall test, Jacoby's (1973)
results inuicated a significant cued recall test
cupectancy, suggesting tnat cueing may pe an iwmportant
variavle. D'Ydewvalle's (1981) results snowed a
non-significant recoygynition test expectancy criect.
Tae results concerning a recognition TES eirfect are
inconclusive; however, 1t appears that word-ireguency

is an important factor in retention.

Categyorizeu material anu interpolated activities
wmay oe associated wvith non-signiticant trends ror
recoyiition test expectancy (Connor, 1977; Jacody,
1973) . HNeely and Balota (1981) oelievced tne numwer o:x
study-test trials was important in inducing a test
expectancy errfect. Tneir claim was that more
stuay-test trials would produce a iore rooust test
eipectancy tunan would rfewer study-test trials.
Interestingly, tne test expectancy erfect has reached
sigyniiicance witn az rfew as one study-test trial

(u'Yuewalle, 19Y8l; Leonara & Jhitten, 1983) ana das wany



as sla study-test trials (Balota « Heeliy, 1560; ileely &
Balota, 1Y8l). Tne numwer oif trials does not seem to
Le a major ractor 1in inaucing test expectancy, at least
witn college—-ageu subjects.

Free versus aiscrete stuay trials aay ve an
iwportant ractor in test expectancy. Out of five
experiments using iree presentation or tine stuay
material (Connor, 1977; ilall, Grosswan & £lwood, 197606;
ilay and Sanue, 1¢82), only one snoweu a siyniiicant
recall test expectancy eriect (Hall, Grossman & £lwoou,
1976) . Tue otiher studies snowea a non-siynificant
trcnu 1n favor of a recognition TES erfect for a
recogynition test. Tne study oy lall, Grossman, and
Elwoou (1976) aiffered from otner researcners' in tnat
it did not use categorizeu material. 1In experiments
usiny uilscrete presentation of study materials,
researchers have found a significant free recall TES
ertect (Neely & Balota, 198l1) and a signiricant cued
recall test expectancy eifect (Jacoby, 1973). Aside
irom tiese stuules the results concerning iree versus
discrete study trials have been mixeu ( Counor, 1977;
d'Ydewalle, 1981; lall, Grossman, & LClwood, 1976,

wxiperiment 3) .



Encoulng ana retrieval processes were used 1n
tueoretical explanations of recall and recoguition
e.pcectancles (Anuerson & power, 1572; Kintsca, 1970).
One problem with the tuneoretical explanations, wailcn
Wwill De uiscussed later, is that they were oasced on
Q0St uoc metnhous of analysis. Because tne uata
collection paraulgas did not investigate tue encoding
anu retrieval strategies wnile the suojects vere
studying, researchers have examined serial position
eLfects 1n recall performance (u'Ydewalle, 1981; ilay «
Sanue, 1982). Serial position effects refer to one
part (beginning, miadle, or end) of a study passage
belny recalled petter or worse tnan anotuer part or a
study passage. liay anu Sande (1982) round tunat serial
position curves were very aifrferent rfor recall versus
recogynition expectancies, Tne recall exzpectancy
position curves showed a strong primacy eirect (worus
frow the oveginninyg ot a list were remeunvereud vetter
tuan words rroil tne ena of the 1list) and a linear slope
wierecas recoynition expectancy position curves snoved
no primacy erfect and a flattened serial position
curve. From tuls, ilay and Sande (1982) proposed tnat

Suvjects expectiny a recoyiition test will use



airrerent study strategies tnan will supjects eipecting

a recall test.

s v )
liost oL tane stuales investigating test expectancy
nave concentrateu on list learning while tnere nas oveen
a limitead number or prose studies reporteu (u'Yuewalle
& Roselle, 1976; a'Ydewalle, Swverts, « De Corte, 19Y83;
ilay & Piexkola, 1983; Scnmiat, 1983).
As 1in list studies, tne cuea recall TES erfect in
prose studies is robust (a'Ydewalle, Swerts, & De
Corte, 1983; iiay &« Piekkola, 1983; Schmidt, 1983). In
otier worus people who expect a completion test perrori
sigyniiicantly petter than do people who expect a
recognition test wnen voth yroups are yiven a cued
recall test., There is evidence, however, which
inuicates votn tnat tne recall TES effect way we
limiteud to cued recall in prose studies anu tnat 1t 1is
less detectaovle in rfree recall prose tasss (u'Ydewalle,
Degryse, & Swerts, 1982; Qickards & Friedwan, 1978).
In cowparing tne completion perrormance Of sSubjects
expecting a completion test to subjects eupecting a

recognition test, D'Yuewalle et al., (lY82) anu

10



Ricrarus and Fricdman, (1278) round no siyniiicant
dirferences., Tnls outcome 15 1lmportant oecause free
recall tasxs were usea in botn oi tne stuuies ainu no
recall TES eifect vas founa. It secms tnat tae recall
TES eifect may, lnueed, De liliiteu to cueu recall
tasis. Studies using prose text anu cued recall tasxks
nave round recall e:ipectancy auvantages (u'Yuevalle,
Swverts, « De Corte, 1983; liay & Pieikkola, 1983). Tue
type of recall deianaea (prose "gist" - rree recall
ver-us question answering - cueu recall) seewms to have
a uirect effect on the strengtn of tne recall YTES
eirfect.

Schmidt (1963) rfouna that organization of material
(unrelated versus related sentences) anu type of
material (riction versus noniiction) did not interact
witn test expectancy significantly. In tie saac
experinent he also founu that people reuendereu
rictional material better than noniictional uaterial
even tuougyh tne sentences vere unrelated.

A3 1n tne list studies, tae nuaber of stuuy-test
trials, rangilng rLrow none (Schmidt, 1983) tvo rour (iay
a Piexxola, 1983) uia not seein tu efiect tiie rowvustness

of tue recall TES eifect in prose. 'Tne saune result wvas

11



Louhu vien interpolateu activities (iiay « Plexkola,

1563), and varying study perious (d'Yuewalie, Swerts,

(V&)

De Corte, 1983) wvere used, Free study roruats
(u'Yuewvalle « Russelle, 1976) versus uiscrete stuay
roriaats (Scnwidt, 1583) wiu not inrluence tae
significant recall TES efifect.

Several stuules 1lnuicated a cueu recall TES erfrect
(d'Yuewalle, Swerts, & De Corte, 1983, Experiment 2;
iiay & Piekkola, 1983; Schmiat, 19¢&3) in recogiition
tests (except a'Ydewalle &« Rosselle, 19738). ‘“Tuis
effect hela up under aulrlferent numwers or stuuy-test
trials aund rree or uliscrete stuay ioriiats (day «
Piexkola, 1983; OScamiadt, 1983). Free stuuy [Orwuats aay
nave rfacilitated tue ¢reatest cued recall TES effect
(u'Ydevalle, owerts, & De Corte, 1083). Interpolateu
activities, such as counting vackwarus oy tarces (Jday «
Piexkola, 1983), ulid not scven Lo alter overall resulcs,

Jacoby (1lY73) rounu the sawe eiflfect in nis il1st stuay

datae.

Sone or the tneoretical explanations ovi test

cipectanc; nave been based on e€liCodiny ahd retricval

12



srocesses., Unuerwood (1972) suggested tnat recognition
anua recall encoding vere qualitatively uifrercnt, eaci
Delny arfectea uifferently oy test expectancy. In
explaining tae airferences petween recall ana
recognition processes, Leonaru and \nltten (1Y33)
suggested that recall and recognition processing
involveu different types of association. Recall
assoclations inay have been interitem (item-to-iten),
and recoganition associations way oe contextual
(item-to-context). It also wvas proposed taat tae
recall TES effect was due to some sort or ueeper
processing than was present in recognition tasks (Craik
& Lockunart, 1872).

Anacrson anu Bower (1972, 1674) refercd to tne
gyeneration of associative networiks (pathway coding) and
a imatching process calleu node-tagging. 41ney
speculated that recall processes involveu pathway
couinyg, wvalle recoygnition processes involved only part
or the recall process which nas been calleu occurrence,
context, or noue-tagging. In explaining recognition
encouinyg, Anuerson and Bower claimea a tay was createa
between tne entire e.uperimental contezt anu each word

at the monent orf presentation. Once a wvnole list or

13



vorus vas presented, the person wvoulu nave tags ror tne
worus which were calleu list markers., Tne probapility
oL correct recall uependea on tne adeguacy or tue list
marker tormation uuring the study trial. Recall
encoulng aependea on botn pathway coding ana
node-tagging. Eacn list woru nad wany associative
patnway extensions., Once a list mariker was Ioried,
only one oi tue possiple pathiways was used to searcn
ror an associated word in the list. The list mariker or
tiie associated word was tagged to the original word's
list marker if it was founu. Recall processes wvere
tnouyht to generate wore associative networxs and fever
noue-tags, anua recoynition processes were thouygnt to
yenerate more noue-tags and less associative networis.
Rintscn (1970) nas supporteua tue pathway coulng -
node-tayying tneory also,

Rickarus ana Friedwman (1976) round tiat tne
gyuality of performancCe may vary uepehulng on tne type
OL test expected. In their study tne sudjects
expecting an essay (recall) test cnose to ta:sc notes on
scntelces 0L yreater importance to the overall acanlngy
Of tue passage; tiose subjects expecting a wultiple

ciavice (recoynition) test diu not taiie notes. an

14



explanation oy Hall, Grossman, « Elwood (1976)
suggested tnat tne amount or type oif effort nay oe
important. “wney claiumea tne recall WES effect iiay nave
veen due to tine suojects' perceiving tne recall tasi as
veing wmore difrficult than the recognition tasi. If
tnis is so, suvjects may apply nore concentrated erfort
on the recall task.

Gilluna and Shiffrin (1984) proposeu an extension
of the Search of Associative iewory (SAll) wouel
(raaijmaxers & Shiffrin, 1981) ror recall. Tue
extension of the model was based on tne assumption tnat
a rawiliarity process was used f[or recoynition. Tneir
computer simulation mouel sugygestea taat increases 1in
tue interitem parauneter and tne self-coding (rote
repetition) parawmeter improved recognition periror.ance
Dy lncreasiny tne fawmiliarity of the taryet
gistrioution, but not the distractor distrioution.
Increases in interiten paraiseters also alded Lree
recall by improving recovery alu reduciny recall
self-sauapling when item cues were used; nowever,
increases in tie self-coding paraweter haried iree
recall py increasing recall selr-saugling. “uc autlors

defined seclf-sanpling as tne tendency ror an item tuat
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was useu as a cue to saiwple its own image.

Gillund anud Shiffrin ofiereu tne only wmodel founa
Ly tunis writer that atteapted to deal explicitly wita
test expectancy etffects. They suggested incCreasea
expectancy ifor rccall tests results in increased
interitem coding, which may have in turn decreased
selri-couilng. accoruinyg to tuneir model, ooth recall anu
recognition perrormance nave oeen predicted to rise
froa increased interitem coding. Tney citeu several
studies whicn indicated varying tune test eipectancy
frowm recall to recoynition increascu botn recall and
recognition periormance (Balota & Neely, 19380; Hall,
Ssrossiman, « Blwood, 1976; lleely & Balota, 158l).

Tnere are no conclusive exzplanations or exactly
nov test expectancy affects recall and recognition
performance (Schwidt, 1983). As mentioned carlier,
ilost explanations arec bascu on post hoc analyses.
Since procedures such as serial position analyses (ilay
& Sanue, 1982) have not led to any firm conclusions,
ulrect observation or perrormance (ic. eye movewent
activity) way woe necessary to tane unuerstanaing ot
encoaing and retrieval strateyies tnat occur wanile

subjects are stuuyinyg rLor recall and recoygnition tests.



n d Y hie i

There uo not appear to pbe any stuaies in tne test
expectancy literature wnicn compare nigh ana low
achievers; nowvever, achievewment is investigated in
association vith otner educational apilities sucn as
organizational, memory, anud proolen solving sikills., In
relation to test expectancy ooth organization or stuay
material (Jacovby, 1573; Schmidt, 1983) and uewnory
(Anderson & Bower, 1572, 1974; Gillund & Snifrfrin,
1584) nave been investigated but witihout consiaering
the achievement ractor. The followving studies proviaue
eviuence which indicates high and low achievers perrorm
diiferently in organizational, memory, and probleia
solving tasiks. Because distinct difierences have been
found between high anda low acnievers in tihese
educational sxills, tne autnor proposes tnat distinct
uirferences petween the two achievement yroups nay e
rounu 1n a test e:xpectancy situation. The review
focuses mainly on studies investigating reauing
perrorimance since tne experimental task or tue present
study 1s based on reading and comprenension., The
Studies on problen—solving unave been included in the

review because tney nignligant the ways in wiich

17
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subjects Or auirlrerent avilities approach learning
tasis. The present study compares how nigh and low
achlevers perform on multiple choice and completion
tests when a certain test type is expected. Hiyh anad
low achievers are uefined operationally oy thne
rescarcner(s) of each stuay. Tne specific uefinition
of nign and low achievement used by eacn autnor is not
as important to this review as are the distinct
differences which were found between subjects of
difrerent achievement levels.

Shuell (1983) investigated whetner or not
instructing students to organice recall would
dirferentially racilitate the perrormance of "rast" anu
"slow" learners. In Experiment 1 ne asked tne learners
to organize their list woru recall alpnaobetically. Tiae
numver of words recalled by both tihe fast and slow
learners increased siynificantly. Snuell proposeu taat
tne type OL organization suggested wvas either
overlooked or not normally used by tihe learners. In
Experiment 2 tne learners wvere asked to organize their
wora recall catecgorically. The results vere

facilitated periormance ior tne slow learners ahu



little aifference in periormance ror tne rfast learners.
lnen tne learners were informed or tne orgyanization or
tneir study materials anu encouraygyed to use appropriate
stuay strategyies, tue difference in perrormance between
tne rast ana slow learners was cut in halr. From tnis,
Shuell concluded tunat the difference between fast ana
s3low learners iay lie in their ability to use
oryanizational strategies most appropriate ror tue
material peing learned. Because tne organizational
instructions had a racilitative cifect on tue
performance oif only the slow learners, Shuell proposed
that the learning strategyy was more efrfective than the
one normally used by slow learners and eitner less
erfective or, at least, no more effective tnan the one
used by average ana rast learners.

Tyler, Delaney, and Kinnucan (1983) investigated
good and poor reauers' apilities to use auvance
organizers, wnich the authors uescribed as a short
raragyraph used to oridge the gap between what tue
student's already knewv and inrorwmation tney were aoout
to learn. The subjects were askeu to reau short
passages preceued oy one oL two types oL auvance

Organizers; one was a sumamary Or tue passage, anu tne

19
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otner contained definitions and explanations of major
concepts neeued to understand the article. Tie secona
type of advance organizer folloved Ausubeli's (1968)
criteria of relating tne inrormation to vhat tne reauer
snoula already iinow. ‘The researciners ifouna tnat yood
reavders shoved ygreater recall of detail given either
type of auvance organizer, while poor reauers displayed
ennanceu recall of detail for tne Ausubel-type aavance
organizer and not the summary organizer. The authors
suggested tnat tne Ausubel-type organizer may have
compensated for the poor readers' orgyanizational
dericits.,

Rickarus and Hatcher (1977, 1978) studiea the
erfect or interspersing meaningtul learning Juestions
in text prose as semantic cues ior poor comprehenders.
They had tne subjects read 600-woru passages, anu,
after every two paragrapns, they received a neaningtul
learning question requiriny the organization of facts
under ygiven concepts, a rote learning question
rejuiring literal recall of passage information, or no
learning guestion ot any kinu. For yood conpreienuers
the type or treatment aiua not nave a siyniilcant eifrfect

on text recall; nowever, ror poOOr compreneunuers the



meaningrul learning Guestions racilitated sigyniricantly
greater recall or racts than auia tue rote learning
guestions or no guestion at all. Rickarus anu Hatcher
claimeu their results supported tue usefuliess oi
ausupel's taeory (1968) in constructing guestions
appropriate for poor compreinenuers, It appeared that
poor comprehenders did not spontaneously organicze
parayraph details around main ideas of a passagec.
Conversely, gooa comprehenuers seelned to yenerate a
context winile reading text, tnereby decreasing tae neea
for context-proviaing cues.,

Jamwes and Brown (1973) studiea tue eirects or
prose organization and individual diifferences on rree
recall. They investigated tonree main topics: (a) thne
effect of paragraph organization on rree recall or
sentences and on tiae selection or clusteriny
strategies; (b) the effect or different oryanizational
skills on a person's recall and strateyy selection;
ailu (c) the efrect or organicational skills on otuner
coynitive abilities. The students wvere asikeu to stuay
parayraphs organizea by concept naies, concept
attributes, or at random. Tne yroup that stuuleu

parayrapis organized oy concept names recalleu tue most
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correct statements, altnhough clusterinyg Dy naies wvas
preuoninant ror all ygroups., A relationship between
cognitive factors and recall scores was round ror each
group, tiore importantly, superior recall emerged when
tne students learneu a highly organized passage anu a
oreferred recall strategy. Hignly orgyanizea stuuents
were not gyreatly influenced by tne organization oif tne
paragrapihs, wuereas low orgyanizers were., Tune results
inuicatea tnat students low in organizational skills
nay nave required hignly structured materials, waile
stuuents nigh 1n orgyanizational skills periormed
similarly on materials that were unign and low in
structure,

These studies point out tne importance oL
providing low acihilevers witn specific instuctions
(Shuell, 1983), appropriate advance organizers (Tyler
et al., 1983), meaningiul learning yuestions (Rickarus
&« Hatcner, 1977-78), aunu hignly structured wmaterials
(James & Brown, 1973). Ir tnese results can pe
generalizeu to a test expectancy situation, low
acnievers may reguire instructions to use speciriic
stuay strateygies for recall versus rccogynition tasks.,

Tne organizational uwata inuicates tnat low acunievers
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might not spontaneously select and employ difrferent
strategies for airferent types or tests wnicn could
result in lower recall perrormance.,

enory sikills,

Torgesen (1977) investigateu tne short-teriu emory
(STii) abilities of good and poor rourtn graue reauers.
The subjects were asked to study and meiorize various
materials while being discretely observed oy tne
experimenter. Tne children in the two reading groups
dirrered significantly both in their recall scores and
in tne different types of study wehavior. Torgesen
reportea tihnat tne good readers approached the reauing
tasks 1n an active and organized manner, wihile the poor
readers reflectea a lack of ability or inclination to
use erficient memorization strateyies, Ilioreover, wvhen
potn yroups or children were instructed in tne use or
efricient strategies, the poor reacers perriormed as
well as the good readers,

In stuayiny individual differences in children's
meimory, Kail (1979) rtound that eignt-year-old children
were much more likely to use strategy-iree metnods than
strategy—-vaced metnods to recall word lists anu

plctures, The strategy-free wcthods the eiyht-year-old



children employeu included recency recall, uncued
recency judgments, ana cued recall., 1In comparison,
eleven-year-ola cnildren in tne stuay used
strategy-vased technigues such as primacy recall, cued
recency judgments and rree recall to aiu recall. Kail
sugygyested that general strateyic ability may oe a
source o individual dirferences, relateua to
agevelopment, 1n cnildrens' ability to recall
information,

Torgesan's study on STl 1n fourtn ygraue readers
illuninates the iwportance or proviaing low achievers
in readinyg with specific instructions in nemory
strategies. Taese findings way also suggest tnat
unliike high achievers, low achievers coulu need
specific instructions ror tne times tney are preparing
and expecting recall versus recoynition tests,

S 111

Owings, Petersen, Bransrord, liorris, anu steln
(1980) 1investigatea tne spontaneous monitoring anu
regulation of learning in successful anu less

successrtul riftnh ygyrauers. Tne students were askea to

read and study paragrapns that wvere eitner sensible anu

straigyhrorvaru or less sensiole anu not logical. For
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both tne successiul anu less successful students cuea
recall test scores were uch higner for stories tnat
maue sense tnan rfor stories tnat uiau not. The
successful students spontaneously monitored their
learning as tney reaad anu stualed, cnoosinyg to stuay
difricult stories longer than easy stories, They wvecre
cognizant of difficulty in learning tne less sensiole
stories, and could explain wiy tliey were having
dirficulty. The less successful stuaents dia not rate
tne aifficulty level of tne less sensible stories
accurately. They could distinguish between tine two
types or stories, out only uid so when they were
pronpted. Unen allowed unlimited study time, the less
successiul students studied egual tiumes for tne
sensivle and less sensible stories, Tue authors
sugygested that many students wmay have periormeu below
tneir aonility because tney did not spontaneously
monitor and regulate their learning.

WVhen Sullivan (1978) compared tne study strategies
Of youoa and poor comprehenuers she found tnat tnere was
a dirfference in the matching procedures used when they
procesgsed ractual and conclusive statements., In

evaluating factual stateaents, good reauers looked ifor
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consistency by continually matching worus in stateuents
witn woras of similar meaning in the passages., iiost of
the poor reauers were more literal, focusing on nouns
ana verbs in isolation ratner tunan word clusters. The
poor readers round it dirfricult both to transpose
information and to modify literal statements into
meaningiul thougnt patterns. Wuen tne poor reaauers
tried to transpose the passages, they focuseu on nouns
ana verbs ratner than encapsulation of general ideas.
rioreover, poor readers haa more dirficulty making
juagnents about conclusive statements, Irinuing
supportive examples, and using natching procedures.
Seventy percent of the poor reauers hau difficulty
relating past Xnowvledge to the readiny material.
Sullivan suygestea tnat more structured, oryanized
teacininy approaches be used to facilitate strateyles in
poor cowmprenenuers, Her practical examples includeu
instruction in parapihrasing passaygyes ratuer taan
literal recall, sifting out wmeaningful worud ciusters
for use in dGeciuing between alternatives, scearcninyg for
supportive exawples, did aaiklily uediciicns by cowdining
ideas,

Viitn regard to literal recall Sawuels anu llorowitz
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(1980) rfounu similar results to tnose oi Sullivan
(1978) . 'Tueir sixth Jraue sudjects were exposca to
eipository text in pbotn oral anu written modes. When
assied to retell wnat tney had eitner heard or reau, tne
results froi a rmultiple choice test revealed
significant differences in recall from the oral mode
uia not exist between good anu poor readers; in iact,
the poor reaacrs performed better tinan did tiie goou
readers in tne free recall or literal iaecas rrom tae
oral mode of presentation. The good reauers showea
superior recall in the reading modelof presentation,

In comparing the study strategies or ygooud and poor
university level readers iiikulecky and Olshavsky (1979)
found rew signiricant difrerences between tuhe two
groups, The two main differences founu between good
ana poor reauers included tne good readers both taxing
a more serious systematic approach to studying
textbooks aind reading for more Or an overviewv than aild
tne poor readers,

Smiley, Oaxley, Worthen,  Caupione, and 3rown
(1977) testea the comprehension ability of adolescent
goou aiid poor readers., Tney measured tne recall or

theilatically relevant material frow written prose
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passayes and from passages presented orally. Good
reaaders were able to recall a greater proportion of tne
stories 1in botn tne reading and listening conuitions.
Their recall or a particular unit was based on the
importance or tine unit in the story. Overall, poor
readers recalled less of the stories in both tne
reauing anu listening modes, ana their recall vas not
related to unit importance within the story. “ie
authors suggested that poor readers had a conprehension
deficit which was general in nature, arrfecting botn
reading anu listening comprehension,

These findings concerning study skills auelineate
some of the differences between high and low achievers.
Less successiul students are less likely wvoth to
monitor their learning (Owings et al., 19Y80) anu to
respond to less structured teacuning approacnes
(Sullivan, 1978) than are wmore successiul stuuents.
Researchers have also found tnat poor reacvers do not
base recall on Key laeas within a story (Swmiley et al.,
1977) . These studies stimulate yuestions concerning
the existence or uirferences between higyn ana low
aculevers when tney study for and eupect uirferent

types of tests.
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A study by Ravale and Sciireiner (1979) iaentiried
reasoning strategies used by avbove-average and average
readers in responding to reading colprehension
guestions, Botn yroups used similar strategies but
avove-averayge readers appliead them more oiten and with
more success than the average readers, The
above—-average reauers seened to be active in their
searcn for understanding and were more likely to use
alternative reasoning strategies for different guestion
types than the average readers. This snowed a
rlexibility in the above-average readers' apility to
think and reason verbally that was not demonstrated oy
tne average readers. The average reauers usea similar
strateyies to tne above-average readuers but thney
ayplieu them less often ana with less success, 'T'he
average reauers were not as awvle to select useful
alternatives to answering tne yuestions as were tuae
avove—-average readers,

In compariny expert and novice percorwance in
solviny piysics problews Larkin, IlcDerwmott, Siiwon, ana
Siwon (1360) xrounu several differences in solution

processes, The expert had botih stronyg mathenatical
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SK1lls anu e:xtensive experience in solving probleuns 1in
mechanics, The expert solved tie problems in less tnan
one-quarter or tine time reguireu by tne novice, anud tne
expert made fewver errors, Secohuly, the novice solved
iwost orf tne proolens by woriing wvackward rrom tne
solution, winile the exXpert usually worsxed rorvard
towara the solution. A tnird difference round between
tne experts and novices was that tne novices mentionead
each eguation tnat tney were about to use ana then
substituted tne values oif the independent variabpbles.
Tne expert usually mentioned only tne nuumerical result
of the substitution, ana not the equation. ‘“whe autnors
sugyesteu ootn that tne expert had a direct store of
tie entire procedure and that the novice stored only
tiie particular eguations and tneir potential use. Tae
novices employed several tests before arriving at tae
correct answers, whereas the experts' pertormance
seemed autowated and answers were reacilea with very fewv
trials. Larkin et al. clalwed tnat their results
inuicateu that different types or cognitive processing
occCurred rLor ezpert versus novice proplen solvers,

Froix tneir research finuings, Kavale anu Snreincr

(1Y79) anu Larkin et al. (1980) suggested that students
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of uifferent skill levels approach learning tasks guite
aifferently wnich wmay result in dirrferent test
perrorrnance. Tinls autuor intenus to aiscover if recall
performance aitferences exist pbetween nigh anu low

acnievers on wultiple cnoice versus completion tests.



Cnapter Tnree: Statement Of Tnhe Propnlen And
Experimental Proceaures

Rationale

Very few stuaies have investigated test expectancy
effects eitner in children (Hall, lliskiewicz & siurray,
1977; Naus, Ornstein, & Kreshtool, 1977) or adolescents
(ilay & Sande, 1982). ilost studies nave used woru lists
ratiber than prose as the study material. Some studies
have compared completion to multiple choice effects
within one group of subjects. This has led to the
discovery of the robust recall TES eifect. There
appear to be no studies in the literature which compare
retention means within and between subgroups oif high
and low achieving auolescents. In this stuay, the
conmpletion and multiple choice tests means of these two
acnievement groups will be compared.

Hypotheses

In the following nypotheses all of the coumpletion itens
are cued unless otherwise speciriied.
1. On the final test, within the completion group, the

mean test score of tnose expecting and receiving a

completion test will be significantly ygreater than
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the mean test score of those expecting a multiple
choice test and receiving a completion test.

On the final test, within a completion group, tne
mean test score orf high acnievers e:pecting and
receiving a completion test will not be
significantly aifferent from the mean test ssore
of high achievers expecting a multiple choice test
and receiving a completion test,

On tne final test, within the completion group,
the mean test score of low achievers expecting ana
receiving a completion test will not be
significantly different from the mean test score
of low acnievers expecting a multiple choice test
and receiving a completion test,

On the final test, within the multiple choice
group, tne mean test score or those expecting and
receiving a multiple choice test will not be
significantly different from tne mean test score
of those expecting a completion test and receiving
a multiple choice test.

On the final test, within the multiple choice
group, tne mean test score of high acnievers

expecting anu receiving a multiple choice test
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will not be significantly different from the mean

test score of high achievers expecting a

completion test and receiving a multiple cnoice

test.

6. On the rfinal test, within the nultiple cnoice
group, the mean test score of low achievers
expecting and receiving a multiple choice test
will not pe significantly different from tne mean
test score of low acnievers expecting a completion
test ana receiving a multiple choice test.

.

Tne subjects were drawn from Cedar iiill Junior
Seconuary School in tne Greater Victoria School
District No. 61l. Sixty-seven Grade 10 anu twenty-three
Grade 9 students were selected by the school counsellor
as low and high acnievers, Thirty-five of tne low
achievers and thirty-nine oi the high achievers
returned parental consent torms and were present on the
day of testing. To end up with nine subjects in each
oi the eignt conuitions the researcner returned thne
following uvay to test the low achiever wno had been
absent anu randomly cihnose three of the hign acaievers'

data and discarded their results. Thirty-six nigh
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acnievers (16 Grade 10 females; 8 Grade 10 males; 5
Grade 9 females; 7 Grade 9 males) ana tunirty-six low
acihlievers (12 Grade 10 females; 16 Grade 10 males; 4
Grade 9 females; 4 Graae 9 males) who participated were
considered the final sample. The auolescents were
firteen to sixteen years of age.

The selection of high ana low acnievers was carried out
by the school counsellor, and it was based on the
students' letter grades in their English classes. At
the time or selection, the students had receivea tihree
of their four interim report cards. The researcher's
criterion for a hign achiever was a student's receiving
a "B" or higher in at least two of the three English
class grades., To ¢ualify as a low achiever the student
naa to receive a "C-" or lower in at least two o tne
three English class grades, The grading scale was as
follows: A, B, C+, C, C-, D, E, and F. The selection
of subjects was non-randoi; hovever, assignment or
subjects to treatment ygroups was done randomly using
ranuoim numbers generated by a computer. Parental
permission was reguired before participation in the

study. (See Appendix B for parental consent forus).



Instrumentation

Stuay llaterials, The materials used in sessions
one tiirough three were stories taken tfrowm Scilence
Research Associates (SRA) materials (Gouara, 1985).
They were designed for use in grade 5 to 7 classes.
Each story contained from 492 to 500 woras anud had a
readapility level between grades 5.5 and 7.6 (Fry,
1977) «

Test Materials. The test materials consistea of
15 knowledge level questions per story (Bloou,
Engelhart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwonl, 1Y56). Tae
questions were not presented in a random oruer and not
the same order as tney appeared in the stuay materials.
Parallel forms of the test items were generatea in botn
multiple choice and completion formats (see Appendix C
for the study and test materials).

i ni

Once tne low and high achieving stuaents wcre
identiried by tne researcher's criteria, they were
randomly assigneu to treatment yroups., Tnhe names of
the high and low achievers were numbered from 1 to 39
and 1 to 36 respectively. Using rando.w nuubers from a

computer program, 19 studuents were assigned to multiple

36



choice uestions and 20 students were assigned to
completion guestions in the high achievement group. In
the low achievement group 18 students were assigned to
the nultiple choice gquestions, and 18 students were
assigned to completion questions., This assignment
remained the same for sessions one and two. In tne
third session, the test type was changed for half of
the subjects in each achievement group, Ten high
achievers and nine low achievers were randomly selected
from the nultiple choice test group to take the
completion test questions., Similarly, nine high
achievers and nine low achievers were randomly selected
from the completion test group to take the multiple
choice test ¢uestions (see Figure 1).

The order of story presentation was
counterbalanced across all subjects using the Latin
square counterbalancing technique. The three stories
were presented in one of the following orders: ABC,
BCA, or CAB., Since there were three possipnle orders,
the subject numbers in each treatiwent group were in
multiples of tnree. The counterbalancing controlled
for possible order erfects.

One story was presented per session. There were



Fiqure 1.

High
Achievers

Low
Achievers

N=72

¥ Refers to condition code group number.

Factors:

1. Type of practice:

2. Achievement:

3. Final task:

4. Order of stories:
Dependant Variable:

1. Retention score (percent correct)

2x 2x2x 3 factorial design
(Type of Practice x Achievement x Final Task x Order)

Research design.

Session |

Session 2

Session 3

Multiple Choice

(Recogni tion)
Multiple Choice Multiple Choice n=9 (1)%
(Recogni tion) (Recognition)
n=18 n=18 Completion
(Recall)
n=9 (2)%
Multiple Choice
(Recogni tion)
Completion Completion n=y (3)%
(Recall) (Recall)
n=18 n=18 Completion
(Recall)
n=9 (4)#

Multiple Choice
(Recogni tion)
n=18

Multiple Choice
(Recogni tion)
n=18

Multiple Choice
(Recogni tion)
n=9 (5

Completion
(Recall)
n=9 (4)#

Completion
(Recall)
n=18

Completion
(Recall)
n=18

Multiple Choice
(Recogni tion)
n=9 (7)%

Completion
(Recall)
n=9 (8)%

Recall, Recognition

High, Low (trait variable)

Same, Different

ABC, BCA, CAB
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three stories anu three sessions altogether. Tne tnree
sessions were run consecutively in one day over a
perioa of one and one half hours whicn 1s a usual
proceaure in test expectancy experiments (Hall et al.,
1976; ilay & Sande, 1582).

Two experimenters conducted the experiment. One
of them, the author, was female and her assistant was
male. They divided the procedural duties evenly and
attempted to appear equally in charge during tne
experiment. Tnhne author felt the presence of both a
male and a female experimenter woulu, perhaps, combat
experiuenter bias due to genuer., It was believed that
tnis was an important concern, given the age of tue
subjects (Wrigntsman & Deaux, 1981).

Each subject receivea two large brown envelopes.
In tne envelope on the left side oif each ues& were the
tnree stories and tunree tests, each witn a cover page
and all in tiae exact order or tne procedure. Tuneé other
envelope was placed on tne right side, orf eacih uesK ana
serveu to collect tne finished tests. 'l'ie two
experimenters introduceu themselves saying tuhey wvere

interested in now auolescents read and now tiney answer
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guestions avbout stories (See instructions used in
Appendix D). They were tolu they woula receive tiaree
stories and pe asked to answer a fifteen item quiz
apout eacn story. The students were askea to study tne
way they normally would, anud tney were told that they
coula put pencil marks on the study materials.

In scoring the subjects' protocols one point was
awarued ror each correct response. For the multiple
cnoice tests tihe correct response had to be circled for
the subject to be awarded a point. Alternatively, ror
the completion tests the subjects were reguired to yive
tie same response tnat woulu nave been circled on tie
multiple cnoice version of tne test to receive credilt,
Tnis was considered appropriate since thne nultiple
choice and completion tests for each story were
parallel forms. The reliability of each or tue tests
was measured by tihe Kuder-Richarauson 20 (X-Rk 20)
fornmula.

A two-way analysis of variance was carried out on
tne order (ABC, BCA, or CAB) anu acnievement group
(hign anu low acnievers) variables rlor tne two types of

practice (recall or recognition), ifor Sessions 1 and 2,



The results rrom Session 3 were analysed by an 8
(Group) % 3 (Order) two-way AilOVa, Aduitionally, all
of tne completion scores from Session 3 and all of the
multiple choice scores from Session 3 were analy:zed
separately. Two 2 (Final Task: Sawme, Different) X 2
(Achievement: High, Low) ANOVA'S wvere conuuctea, one
for tihe completion data and the other for tne nultiple

cnoice data.
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussion

Results

Tne means and standard deviations ror low and high
achievers are presented in Taple 1. All of the values
are based on raw scores out or rifteen for the subjects
in each conaition group. Figure 1 cetails the meaning
of each condition number. Within each achievenent
group tne multiple choice means were consistently,
altnough not significantly, nhigner than tne comgpletion
means. In comparable conditions, the high achievers
repeatedly attained higher scores tnan did the low
acihicvers. Tne standard deviations for the completion
tests were greater than those for the multiple cnoice
tests for Session 1 and Session 2. For Session 3 where
half orf tne subjects received the unexpected switch,
the degree or uispersion was less ror the supnjects who
were not surprised.

4 b3 74

The internal consistency of each of the three
tests was measured by the Kuder-Richarason (K-R 20)
rormula. aAlthouyh the study and test perious dia have

time limits, none of the subjects appeared to be short
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Table |

Means And Standard Deviations (SD) For Low And High Achievers In Each Condition

Session | Session 2 Session 3
condi tion Hean S Hean S0 Hean SO
1 10.42 2.71 10.92 2.28 11.33 2.5%7
2 11.92 1.93 11.58 1.54 8.47 3.1
3 7.83 2.86 8.92 2.4 10.25 2.63
4 8.2 2.31 8.83 1.70 9.58 1.17
] 8.89 3.44 g.11 1.76 8.8% 2.71
é 8.22 2.95 8.87 2.89 ) 5.22 3.67

7 6.33 3.5 6.56 3.58 7.78 4.52

8 5.89 3.33 S.11 3.23 3.67 4.33




of time. Tnis wvas evident during the experimental
sessions and in the scoring oi the test protocols. Tne
reliability coeifficients ranged from r=.61 to r=.83 on
botn versions of the tnree tests., In general, tne
completion tests appeared to be more reliavle tihan tne
multiple cnoice tests. As shown in 7Table 2, tne
coimpletion tests resulted in a somewhat greater degree
of score dispersion than the multiple choice tests for
two of the three tests.

hi : ;

Tne story order (ABC, BCA, or CAB) and achievement
group (hiyh, low achievers) variables were analyzed for
Sessions 1 and 2 to find any signitficant aifferences
that existed between the high and low achievers.,
Separate analyses were carried out for recall and
recognition scores over the first two sessions. 1In
each case the overall analysis vas a 2 (acnlevement
group) X 3 (oruers) ANOVA with repeated iweasures only
on the sessions factor. A 2 X 3 (Achievement Group:
High, Low Achievers X Order: ABC, BCA, or CAB) analysis
of variance on the recognition practice Sessions 1 anu
2 revealed significant inain efrects of order tor

Session 2, F (2,36) = 4.76, p <.02, acnievement ygroup
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Table 2

Reliability Coefficients (K-R 20) And Standard Deviations (SD) Df Each Test

Including A1l Subjects For Sessions 1 And 2

Test type and SO

Story Multiple Choice ) Completion SD
Little 76 3.1% .85 2.77
Land .62 2.49 .83 3.31

Magic -8l 2.73 79 3.48




for Session 1, E (1,36) = 9.33, p <.005, ana
achievement group for Session 2, F (1,36) = 12.30, p
<.005., In each of tne three orders of presentation,
the hign acnievers consistently attainea nigher recall
scores than the low achievers in botn Sessions 1 and 2.
The high achievers' scores increased from a mean of
11.17 for Session 1 to 11.25 ror Session 2 and tne low
achievers' scores increased from a mean of 8.49 ror
Session 1 to 9.15 for Session 2, The overall recall
mean for both high and low acnievers increased only
slightly from 10.05 for Session 1 to 10.28 for Session
2. The analyses did not reveal a significant
achievewent group by order interaction.

A 2 X 3 (Achievement Group: High, Low Acaievers X
Oruer: ABC, BCA, or CAB) analysis of variance for tne
recall practice Sessions 1 and 2 revealed significant
main effects ot order for Session 1, F (2,30) = 4.07,
p <.05, and for Session 2, F (2,36) = 5.69, p <.05
and orf achievement ygroup for Sessionl, F (1,30) =
8.42, p <.05, and for achievement ygroup for Session 2,
F (1,36) = 11.82, p <.05. As in the recoynition
results, the high achievers consistently outscored tne

lov acnievers in their recall for both Session 1 and
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Session 2. As shown in Fiqure 2 there was one
exception to tnis consistent pattern in Session 2 vhere
the low achievers attained higher recall scores for the
CAB oraer combination. Tnere vas a difference between
the scores from Session 1 to Session 2 for pboth tne
hign achievers (X = 8.38 to R = 8.88) and the low
achievers (X = 5.89 to ¥ = 5.79). The hign acnievers'
recall scores increased from Session 1 to Session 2,
wnile the low achievers' recall scores decreased rrom
Session 1 to Session 2., For the entire sample, the
mean increased from 7.40 tor Session 1 to 7.57 ftor
Session 2. Tne analyses revealed a significant
Achievement Group X Order interaction for Session 2, E
(2,36) = 5.64, p <.05., Figure 2 illustrates the
erfect that different order compinations had on tae
recall or the nigh and low acnievers, The oruder
combinations awong the high achieving subjects seened
to nave a winimal effect on their recall perrornance.
Conversely, the order comoination or CiaB secied to give
those low achieving subjects a distinct advantage in
their recall perrformance.

In analyzing tne results rrom Session 3, an 3
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Fiqure 2. Mean score correct recall (completion items) as a

function of order in Session 2.
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(Group) X 3 (Order) analysis of variance revealed a
signirficant main erfect due to group, FE (2,60) = 6.70,
2 <.001. Tnere was not a main effect due to oruer nor
an interaction or ygroup X order. Tne results were
furtner analyzea to aadress tiie major research
nypotneses, All of the completion scores irom Session
3 and all of the multiple choice scores from Session 3
were analyzed separately. See Figures 3 ana 4.

In order to make the above comparisons, two 2
(Final Task: Same, Different) X 2 (Acnievement: High,
Low) ANOVA'S were conducted, one ior the completion
data and the other for the multiple choice data, as in
Figyures 3 anud 4. Tne analyses for the completion data
revealea a significant main eriect due to achievement
in tne coupletion data, FEF (1,3R) = 22.58, p <.001.
Because tnere vas neitner another significant main
erfect nor a significant interaction found the
coiipletion mecans, research Hypothesis 1 was not
accepted:

l. On tne final test, within tune completion group,
tne mean test score or tnose expecting and
receiving a completion test will be significantly

greater tnan tne ean test score ol those
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Fiqure 3. Mean score correct (out of fifteen) for completion scores.

Receive Completion (Recall)

High Achievers Low Achievers
Completion X=9.58 X=3.67 Total
(Recall) (Group 4) (Group 8) X=6.63
Expecting
Multiple Choice X=8.67 X=5.22 Total
(Recogni tion) (Group 2) (Group &) X=6.95
Total X=9.13 * X=4.45 *

* p<.001
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Figure 4. Mean score correct (out of fifteen) for multiple choice scores.

Receive Multiple Choice (Recognition)

High Achievers Low Achievers
Completion X=10.25 X=7.78 Total
(Recall) (Group 3) (Group 7) X=9.02
Expecting
Multiple Choice X=11.33 X=8.89 Total
(Recognition) (Group 1) (Group 5) X=10.11
Total X=10.79 # X=8.34 *

# p<.0S



expecting a multiple choice test anu receiving a

conpletion test.

ana null Hypotaeses 2 anu 3 vcre not rejectea:

2 On tanc final test, witnin a completion group, the
mean test score or high achievers expecting anu
receiving a completion test will not pe
significantly different from the mean test score
of high achievers expecting a multiple choice test
and receiving a completion test,

3 On tne final test, within the completion group,
the inean test score of low achievers expecting and
receiving a completion test will not Dbe
significantly different from the mean test score
of low achievers expecting a multiple choice test
and receiving a completion test.

The ANOVA on the multiple choice data also
revealea a significant main effect due to acnievenent,
F (1,38) = 6.36, p <.02, As in the completion uata,
no otner significant differences were round in the
multiple choice ‘uata. Interestingly, the difference in
recall performance between tuhe high achievers (X =
10.79) ana the low achievers (X = 8.34) was significant

( 2 <.05) on the multiple choice tests; nowever, the
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difference in recall performance on the completion

tests was even more significant (nigh achievers: X =

9.13, low achievers: X = 4.45, p <.001).

Tne lack of any other significant main effects
(besides achilievement) and interactions resulted in
failure to reject null Hypotheses 4 through 6:

4, On the final test, within the nultiple choice
group, the mean test score of those expecting and
receiving a multiple choice test will not be
significantly different from the mean test score
orf tnose expecting a completion test ana receiving
a multiple choice test.

Se Oa the final test, within tne nmultiple cnoice
group, the mean test score of high achievers
expecting and receiving a multiple choice test
will not be significantly aifferent from the mean
test score of nigh achievers expecting a
completion test and receiving a nultiple choice
test.

6. On the final test, within the multiple choice
group, the mean test score of low achicvers
expecting and receiving a multiple choice test

will not be significantly different rrom the mnean



test score of low achievers expecting a completion
test and receiving a multiple choice test.
. .

The greater standard deviations of the completion
test results compared to the multiple choice test
results for Session 1 and Session 2 suggest that the
subjects may have used more yuessing strategies to
answver tne completion questions tnhan to answver tne
nmultiple choice questions. If guessing strategies were
used to answer the completion questions more orten than
to answer the nmultiple choice questions, they did not
seen to have a aetrimental effect on the reliapility of
two of thne three stories' questions, It was ror only
one of tne stories, that the completion guestions wvere
less reliable than the multiple choice questions. It
is possible that guessing strategies may have played a
role in producing the lower reliability score,

Guessing strategies may have been used just as oiften to
ansver poth tne multiple choice and the completion
guestions, but tne chances of the students' guesses to
conpletion questions peing judged correct are probably
lover than guesses to multiple choice questions. This

reasoning seems plausible since multiple choice
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guestions provide five possible answers and completion
guestions can usually have many possible answvers.
Those condition groups that went from a multiple choice
test in Sessions 1 ana 2 to a completion test in
Session 3 showed a decrease in performance; however,
this aecrease did not exceed tne twenty percent
decrease that could be accounted for Dy guessing
strategies., Because their differences in periformance
over the three trials did not extend beyond what coula
be explained by chance, the null hypotiheses concerning
those condition groups coula not be rejected., It
appears that the unexpected switch in test format tnat
some of the subjects experienced in Session 3 was a
factor contributing to greater dispersion of scores,
Receiving the unexpected test tform did leau to ygreater
score dispersion; however, it did not lead to a
significant outcome.,

Several outcomes of the study support the validity
of the researcher's selection criteria or high versus
low achievers, as well as tne validity of tne tests
theuselves. The consistency of tie nign achievers
outscoring the low achievers in every experimental

condition revealeda that the test measure did
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discriminate between the two achievement groups. The
results from tne Final Task showed a significant main
eifect due to conuition groups, ana a significant main
errect due to Achievement when no other significant
aifferences vere found. Tne tests appeared to be
successful at delineating performance differences
between nigh ana low achievers as the two groups wvere
defineu by the researcher.

The prominance of order effects for both the
recognition (Session 2) and recall tests (Session 1l &
Session 2) indicated the counterbalancing of order was
not totally erffective. This may be related to using
only three (ABC, BCA, or CAB) of the possible six
countervalancing combinations. In the three orders
that were chosen, A was always rfollowed by B, B was
alwvays tollowed by C, and C was always followed by A.
In part, tnhis may explain tine main effects due to
orcer. liore variable counterbalancing combinations way
nave combatted the order effects.

The scores of both achievement groups improved
from Session 1 to Session 2 when they receivea
recognition tests. The practice from Session 1 and

Session 2 haa the same effect on both hign and low
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acnievers. As with tne recognition tests, recall
practice had an erfect on tne test scores.
Interestingly, the practice from Session 1 to Session 2
resulted in an increase in scores for the high
achievers, and a decrease in scores ror the low
achievers, The main effect due to achievenent group
sugygests that high achievers may have experienced more
test expectancy ifrom the practice sessions than the low
achievers., The high achievers may have used this
expectany to guide their study behavior. Even on the
Final Task, the high achievers' results were in the
expected direction (Jacoby, 1973) with those subjects
wno expected and received a completion test outscoring
those who expectea a multiple choice test and received
an unexpected completion test (see Figure 3).
Conversely, the main effect due to acnievement group
also indicates that low achievers may not experience
inuucea expectancy rfrom the practice sessions and
therefore lack information to guide their study
behavior. On the Final Task, the results of tne low
achievers were not in the exzpected direction, with
those who expected and received completion tests being

outscored by those who expected a multiple cnoice test



anu received an unexpected completion test. Being
faced with repeating a similar task produces, perhaps,
a lack of both motivation and interest in low
achievers. Aaditionally, the low achievers may have
perceivea the recall tests as too difficult since a
similar decrease in recall pertormance was not evident
for the recognition tests, Tnis interpretation
supports Hall et al., (1976) who claimed that
differences in performance on recall versus recognition
tests may e due either to the amount or to the type of
effort perceived by the student. They claimed that the
recall task may be perceived as more difficult than the
recognition task, tnereby requiring more concentrated
study effort. The main effects due to achievement
found in both the completion and multiple choice aata
empnasize the consistent differences between hign and
low achievers in tneir recall performance. ‘i'he Final
Task results for tne recognition data (see Figure 4)
were in the expected direction, with those yroups wno
expected and received multiple choice data recalling
more than those who unexpectantly received the
completion tests. This outcome along with the greater

periormance difference between the achievenent groups
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on the completion tests inuicates the low achievers may
have rfound the multiple choice tests less difficult
tnan tne completion tests,

There were no significant aifferences found
between the subjects expecting and receiving the sane
test type (Final Task: same) and the subjects expecting
one type or test and receiving anotiner (Final Task:
different). This also shows a lack of the recall TES
etfect that has been found in prose stuaies using cued
recall tests (d'Ydewalle, et al., 1682; d'¥Ydewalle, et
al., 1983; Rickards & Friedman, 1978) and recognition
tests (tlay & PiexKkola, 1983; Schmidt, 1583). According
to leely anua Balota (1981) the number of study-test
trials inay be important to inducing the test expectancy
erfect; however, tne effect has been achieved with no
study-test trial (Schmidt, 1983) and just one
study-test trial (Leonard and Whitten, 1983). Past
studies also inuicated tnat iree study formats, wnich
were used in the present study, may be morc¢ liKely to
proauce test expectancy than discrete study formats
(d'Ydewalle, et al., 1983).

The Final Task results seea to suggest eitner that

expecting a certain type of test (recall versus



recognition) aoes not alter the way in which high or
low achievers prepare to take tnat type of test or that
any shifts in study by the subjects made no diiference
to their recall performance. Since the unexpected
switch did not result in a signiricant effect, potn
groups of achievers imay study in the same rashion
regardless or test type expected. It may be tnat both
high and low acnievers could benerit from instruction
on how to use specific study skills for speciric test
types. Studies teacning categorical ana alphabetical
organization (Shuell, 1983) and appropriate advance
organizers (Tyler et al., 1983) nave proven to be
especially helpful to low achievers,

Leonard and Wihitten's (1983) proposal that recall
and recoygnition processing involved different types oif
association seems to hold true for ootn high and low
aciievers. Recall associations (item-to-item) proved
to be more aifficult than recognition associations
(item-to-context) for both achievement yroups., Tnhis
seens to support Underwood's (1972) ana Anderson and
Bower's (1972, 1974) suyggestion that recognition ana
recall encoding are gualitatively aifferent.

According to Gillund anu Shiffrin's (19464) nodel,



botn recall and recognition pertformance coula be
predictea to rise rrom increased interitem coding.
High achievers appeared to demonstrate more interitem
coding tnan aid low achievers; however, neither group
denonstrated enough interitemn coaing to reduce
seli-sampling and produce the recall TES effect.

Witn regard to Anderson and Bower's associative
networ< ana node-tagging theory (1972, 1974), the
results or the present study may indicate that high
achievers are more able than low achievers to use the
gualitative encoding differences necessary to
processing for recall versus recognition tasks. For
recognition encoding, the high achievers may create
more adequate tags between the experimental context ana
each word as they read and study than low acnievers.,
For recall tasks, low achievers may not create as
adeguate pathway codes and node-tags as high acnievers,

In the review of the literature on high and low
acnievenient, it was suggested tnat specific differences
exist between the two achievement groups. Acadenic
areas of difference included organizational (James &
Brown, 1973; Ricxkards & Hatcher, 1977-78; Snuell, 1983;

Tyler et al., 1983), nemory (Kail, 1979; Torgesen,
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1977), study (llikulecky & Olshavsky, 1979; Owings et
al, 1980; Samuels & Horowitz, 1980; Suiley et al.,
1977; Sullivan, 1978) ana problem—-solving (Kavale &
Schreiner, 1979; Larkin et al., 1980) skills. From
these studies the author suggested that specific
aifferences may also be found between high and low
acnhievers in a test expectancy situation. Tne recall
perrormance differences round between the high and low
achievers did indicate that the two groups process
information ror recall and recognition tasks
qguantitatively differently. The high achievers
consistently outscored the low achievers in each test
type. The interesting similarity between tine two
achlevenent groups was the lack of test expectancy
erfects tfor the recall and recognition tasks. Neither
achievement group was signiricantly erfected by tie

unexpected switch in Session 3.



Chapter Five: Conclusions

[ia c L

The study revealea that the practice (recall or
recognition) frowm Session 1 and Session 2 was
experienced differently by the high and low achievers.
On the recognition tests, both nhigh ana low achievers
improved their recall performance with practice. On
the recall tests, the low achievers' recall periormance
uecreased with practice while the high achievers'
recall increased with practice. The author suggested
that the low achievers' decrease in recall performance
may be due to the perceived difficulty of the recall
tests (Hall et al., 1976). The major outcome Of tine
study was the lack of tne recall TES effect ior tine
recall and recognition tests. Since tne high and low
acnievers were not eifected by thne unexpected switcn in
Session 3, it would seem that neitiher group altered its
study patterns to match tne test type expected or that
any alterations in study patterns maae no significant
difrerences.

The recall performance scores on the nultiple

choice tests were consistently higher than the recall
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perrormance scores on tne completion tests for both
achievement groups. This may be interpreted as support
for the views of Leonara and Whitten (1983), Underwood
(1572), and Anderson and Bower (1972,1974) who claimed
recall and recognition tasiks involved qualitatively
different encoding., The high achievers seemed to
demonstrate gualitatively and quantitatively more
interitem codes (Gillund & Shiffrin, 1984), associative
networks and node-tags (Anderson & Bower, 1972, 1974)
than did the low achievers. Even though there was a
definite uifference between the high and low achievers
in recall performance on tnhe recall and recognition
tests, no difference was shown when it came to the
recall TES erfect. Brown and Smiley (1978) studied the
strateyies or children and colleye students as they
attempted to study texts., Tney found that college
students improved their recall of important, but not
unimportant, elements of texts with study practice.
Similar improvement was found in recall performance of
eleventh and twelftn graders but not of fiftn througn
eighth graders. 7The older students beneiited from
increased study time because they apparently used it to

study the important text seyments. The younger



students did not concentrate on tine important units
because they seemed not know what they were. The
subjects of the present study were at the ninth and
tenth graae level. Tney uid not demonstrate tine recall
TES effect, perhaps, because they do not use their
study time to prepare differently for recall versus
recognition tests. The lack of recall TES erfect may
be related to the developmental stage of the
adolescents, while the difference between high and low
acnievers in recall performance may be related to the
reading comprehension abilities orf the two achievement
groups.

As 1n any study, this one is not without
limitations. The students who participated in tnis
study may not be representative of students elsewhere.
Tne socioecononic status, ability levels, and ethnicity
of the students may not be representative or Grade 9
and 10 high and low achieving students in the saue or
difrerent school districts.,

The selection of the subjects was non-random.
Since every member of the population did not have an

equal opportunity of being chosen, the generalizability
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of the fesults is limited. Random assignment to
treatment groups probably reduced the variance,
increasing internal validity, to a certain extent.
lioreover, the subjects that were chosen had to meet
criterié defined by the researcher and carried out by
the school counsellor. Some of the identified high and
low achievers may have chosen not to participate in tne
study. If a signed parental consent form was not
returned to tne school, the students were not allowed
to take part.

One of the assumptions of the study is that the
experimenter-constructed questions to the stories were
all measuring comprenension. A limitation of using
experimenter-constructed tests is the lack of a formal
velidity measure. In addition, the researcher's
operational definition of achievement required the use
of student grades. Because the researcher was not
given access to this information a later correlation of
the test results with student gyrades was not possible.
Fortunately, the tests did seem to discriminate between
the two acnievement groups as they were operationally
defined oy the fesearcher.

Tne study time of seven minutes per story may have
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been too long. ilay and Piexkkola (1983) looked at
serial position curves to see how their subjects
distributea their study time. They found aistinct
uifferences 1in how tneir subjects allotted their study
time for recall versus recognition tasks wnen they wvere
given a short amount oif time (2.5 minutes). When the
suvbjects vere given a longer length of time (5 wminutes)
there was little difference in how the students
distrioutea their study time for recall versus
recognition tests. Seven minutes of study time coulad
have decreased the strength or any TES effects present.
Other researcners (llay & Piexkola, 1983) also present
the test questions in tne same order as the information
was presented in the study material. Presenting tne
test gquestions in an order that was difrerent froi now
the i1nrormation appeared in the study material could
nave increasea tne overall difficulty orf the task,
resulting in a further decrease in any TES effects
present.

In research projects that involve adolescents as
subjects, tiere can be unique problems. The students
were tested in a larye group and were asked to try

their best; however, peer pressure could have



influenced some adolescents' performance. It was hoped
that the presence of a male and female experimenter
combatted any experimenter bias due to gender.

A significant limitation in the study was the presence
orf order effects., It is possible that thnese erfects
could have confounded the results, leaving an outcome
of no recall TES effect. If tnere had been more
subjects per condition group, additional analyses coulud
have revealed the different erfects due to gender and
the impact of the order effects in relation to test
expectancy. As mentioned earlier, more variable
counterbalancing orders could have combatted the order
effects more efficiently. An increased number of
subjects per cell would have provided a larger N for
the reliability (K-R 20) measure, wnich would give a
more poweriul indication of the tests' measurement
consistency. It is possible tnat the order effects may
have contributed to the large range in reliability
coerficients among tune tests. Further refinement of
the test guestions could lead to higner reliability of
botih the multiple choice and completion tests., Tais

may also lead to less powerful order effects.
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Future Researcp

There are specific recommendations that can be
made from the present study. A large source of
variance coula have come from the testing context
itself. 1In other words, a more controlled testing
situation such as a one-to-one or small group test
adninistration could have been nore effective.
Aaditionally, subjects from an older age group might
have demonstrated the recall TES effect. Since Godard
(1965) did report a recall TES when the same stories
and questions were used with university students, it
woulad appear that the subjects of the present study
were too young to demonstrate the recall TES effect.
As mentioned earlier, presenting the test questions in
the same order as the information appeared in tne study
material may have made the task less difficult,
resulting in a TES effect. As well, the TES effect may
have been magnified with the use of a shorter study
time than tne seven minutes that was used.

Furtner study of the TES with adolescents seems
warranted. It would be interesting to see if the
recall TES eifect could be demonstrated in this age

group and under what conditions (recall versus
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recognition tests). Discovery of the recall TES effect
among adolescents could lead to a greater understanding
of the developmental factors of test expectancy
effects,

Reading ability seems to be an appropriate
measurement tool rfor differentiating nigh and low
achievers. This may be because retention of these
materials depends upon reading ability. The
investigation of retention when high and low achievers
can read the study material equally well coula be
important to understanding the recall periformance
differences between the two achievement groups.,

It would also be beneficial to finu out more about
the actual strategies and methods hign and low
achieving students' use to prepare for different test
types. To investigate their study procedures, tue use
of unobtrusive measures such as serial position eifects
coulu pe necessary. Serial position erfects of high
and low achievers could be used to explore the portion
of material that each group enphasizes in their study
timne,

Further study of the achievement variable in

relation to test expectancy could reveal important



differences to how each achievement group prepares for
different test types. This could lead to an
explanation of the gualities that make high acnievers
different from low achievers, The implications of
these finaings could result in instructing low
acihlevers in ways to prepare for different types of
tests successfully. Because testing concerns millions
of people at some point in their lives (Frederiksen,
1984), the continued research into what makes skilled
test takers diiferent from less-skilled test takers is

a valuable endeavor.
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Appendix A

: f i Finiti
Completion test - a test consisting of
fill-in-the-blank guestions. It is a form of cued
recall (see item 2). The terms completion,
recall, and fill-in-tne-blank are synonymous in
this study.
Cued recall - subjects are asked to remember the
material with aid, ie., placing words in the
context of a sentence (rfill-in-the-blank).
Discrete study - presentation of one word or item
at a time.
Free recall - subjects are asked to remember the
material in any order without any aids or cues.
Free study - presentation of the entire list of
words or items to be studied.
High achieving student - a student who received a
"B" or higher in his English class for at least
two out of the three most recent report cards
High frequency words - common words, typically
those occurring 100 times or more per million in

published prose.



10.

L

12,

13.

Interpolated activities - distractor activities
placed between the study and test period within a
trial. The activities are used to prevent
rehearsal of the study material. An examnple of an
interpolated activity would be having the subject
count backwaras out loud between the study and
test tasks.

List studies - studies using lists of words
(generally nouns) as the study material.

Low achieving student - a student who received a
"C-" or lower in his English class for at least
two out of the three most recent report cards

Low frequency words - rare words, often appearing
less than 10 times per million words in published
prose.

llultiple choice test - a test consisting of two or
more (generally four or five) alternative answers
to choose from., The terms multiple choice and
recognition are synonymous in this study.

Prose studies - studies using common prose text as

the study material.
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15,

16.

17.

18.

19,
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Recall test expectancy - the belief that a
completion test will be received, induced by
practice trials.,

Recall test expectancy superiority (TES) effect -
people who expect a completion test and get a
completion test perform significantly better than
people who expect a multiple choice test but
receive an unexpected completion test.
Recognition test expectancy - the belief that a
multiple choice test will be received, induced by
practice trials.,

Recognition test expectancy superiority (TES)
effect - people who expect a multiple choice test
and receive a multiple choice test perform
significantly better than people who expect a
completion test but receive an unexpected multiple
choice test,

Retention score - percent correct; the amount of
prose or words remembered.

Study-test trial - one study period and one test

period equals one study-test trial.
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21.

84

Test Expectancy - a phenomenon induced by any or
all of the following procedures: a)
instruction(s) in the expected test (completion or
multiple choice); b) examples of the expected
guestions; c) one or more practice trials. (From
S. Hykin's unpublished review of the test
expectancy literature.)

Word frequency effect - inferior recall of rare
words when tney appear in a list of all rare

words.,



Appendix B
Parental Consent Form

Study Skills Experiment by Susan Goldsmith

Dear Parent,

I am currently working on my liaster's degree in
Education at the University of Victoria. Permission
for this study has been given by the principal of Cedar
Hill and the Superintendent of Greater Victoria School
District #61., Iy study is an experiment on adolescents
and how they study for tests. They will be required to
read three one-page stories and answer a short
fifteen-item quiz on each story. The experiment will
take less than one hour in total, and will be done in
school on llay 28, 1985. The experiment is simple and
brief. Yet, it addresses an issue very relevant to
your child's education. The study has nothing to do
with the students' school requirements and the school
will not know their results. If you do not object to
your child's participation in the experiment, or to ne
having access to your child's academic records, please
sign this form and have it returned to the school by
May 5, 1985. HMore information about the study can
be obtained from me at 386-5972 or 721-7766 before or
after the study. Your help is greatly appreciated.

Please return to Mrs. Robinson's drawer in the office.

Parental Consent
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LAND DOWN UNDER

Australia is a land far from tne United States,
In fact, it is farther from the United States than any
other place on earth. Still, it would be hard to find
a country in which Americans would feel more at home.
Australians seem almost like supertypical Americans.
They are gay and robust. They are guileless and good
humoured. They bubble with optimism and goodwill,
There is an athletic sun bronzed air about them that
smacks of Texas. The size and shape of Australia
nearly match the contours of the United States turned
upside down. The seasons are the reverse of those in
the United States, These things add to the overall
effect of likeness but with differences. Australians,
like Americans, have an innate sense of democracy.
Theirs is perhaps even more deeply rooted. It stems
from the beginnings shared by the earliest settlers,
All were convicts. All were declared freed men. All
were to help settle the wild land and develop it for
England.

Like North America, the Australian continent is
one of wide open spaces. Australia's Wild West was
opened up in much the same way as the American West.
Cattlemen and sheepmen pushed hard across the Blue
llountains. They headed for the pastures beyond Sydney.
There they squatted to stake their claims. There they
. started their ranches. The soil in New South Wales was
fertile. Indeed, it was said that if you tickled tne
land with a hoe, it would laugh with a harvest. Then
gold was discovered. Within thirty years, the gold
rush had tripled the population. The gold rush gave
Australia a boomtown glow that it still retains.
Australia is an exciting land. It stands alone,
surrounaed by oceans. Because of this, it provides a
home for species of wildlife not known elsewhere. lost
of these species have long been extinct in other parts
of the world. Perhaps the best known of these are the
leaping Kangaroos. These are marsupials, animals that
carry their young in pouches,

There are also those cuddly teddy bears, the
koalas ... And even earlier species like the
duck-billed platypus and the anteater abound. The

~
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whole country is an aviary of unusual bird life. There
is the kookaburra with its wild, crazy laugh. There is
the cassowary, the bird that cannot fly. There are
black swans and mutton birds. The emu is second in
size only to its cousin, the ostrich. Tne lyrebird is
one of the world's most beautiful warblers. And the
miniature penguins, a major attraction at Phillip
Island off llelbourne, are a favorite sight of
Australians. At twilight they march down to the beach
in a fine parade. Among its unique plants Australia
boasts the two hundered foot high king karri tree.

Tnis is not the only startling tree. Australia also
has almost seven hundred types of giant eucalyptus
trees. There are wattle trees with golden blossoms.
There are bottle trees with trunks shaped like wine
casks.

88



89

LAND DOWN UNDER

Please ansver the following questions.

1. Wnere did the cattlemen and sheepmen go?

2. The soil in New Wales was ?

3. Name the bird that has a wild crazy laugh.

4, Which country do the contours of Australia turned

upside down look like?

5. HName the bird that can not fly.

6. Australia's earliest settlers were ?

7. The gold rush gave Australia the boom

town it still retains.

8. Animals that carry their young in pouches are

called ?

9, The ____ is one of the world's most beautiful

warblers,
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Australians seem almost like

Americans.,
Australians bubble with good will and ___ .
What mountains did the cattlemen and sheepmen

cross?

trees have golden blossoms.

What tree in Australia grows to be two hundred

feet high?

The settlers were to develop Australia for



LAND DOWN UNDER
Circle the correct answer (A, B, C, D, E).

Where did the cattlemen and sheepmen go?
A) inland B) pastures C) plateaus D) meadows
E) lakes

The so0il in New Wales was .
A) aark B) rich C) hard D) nutrious
E) fertile

Name the bird that has a wild crazy laugh.
A) cassowary B) kookaburra C) enu
D) 1lyre bird E) 1loon

Which country do the contours of Australia turned
upside down look like?
A) USA B) Canada C) Greece D) Mexico
E) Japan

Name the bird that can not fly.
A) cassowary B) kookaburra C) emu
D) 1lyre bird E) 1loon

Australia's earliest settlers were .
A) prisoners B) soldiers C) convicts
D) slaves E) pilgrims

The gold rush gave Australia the boom

town it still retains.

A) warmth B) Dbrightness C) excitement
D) glow E) fervor

Animals that carry their young in pouches are
called .
A) mammals B) wallabys C) Kkangaroos
D) platypuses E) marsupials

The is one of the world's most
beautiful warblers,

A) cassowary B) kookaburra C) emu

D) 1lyre bird E) 1loon

91



10.

1l.

12.

13.

14,
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Australians seem almost like ____ Americans.
A) supersimilar B) archetypical C) typical
D) pseudo E) supertypical

Australians bubble with good will and ____ .
A) wonder B) optimism C) hope
D) 1laughter E) humour

What mountains did the cattlemen and sheepmen
cross?
A) gold B) white C) green D) Dblue
E) black

trees have golden blossoms.
A) wattle B) bottle C) walnut D) oak
E) eucalyptus

What tree in Australia grows to be two hundred
feet high?

A) king korri B) birch C) oak D) king karri
E) red cedar

The settlers were to develop Australia for

A) farming B) Europe C) England D) ranching
E) cultivation
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LITTLE PLANE, BIG ATLANTIC

The day came listlessly, limp with rain, as the
crowd waited in the mud of Roosevelt Field on Long
Island. Then the silver-colored plane was wheeled onto
the runway. The rain had ceased. Shortly after seven
o'clock, that morning of May 20, 1927, the Spirit of
St. Louis seemed ready to go. As Charles Lindbergh,
the pilot, stepped from a closed car, the crowd of
several thousand stirred expectantly. They struggled
to get a look at the youthful pilot. Lindbergh was
twenty-five, but in the eyes of the crowd he appeared a
boy. He looked at the plane. The wheels pressed
deeply into the soft wet clay of the runway. The plane
bore a heavier fuel load than the Spirit of St. Louis
had ever lifted. Above a hanger a wind sock puffed.
The wind was shifting from east to west. He would soon
have to contend with a tailwind which would increase
the dangers of the take-off. He climbed into the
cockpit.,

A mechanic said, "She's thirty revolutions low."
Lindbergh let the blades idle and sank back into his
seat. Wind, weather, power, load - they all appeared
to be working against him., The crowd waited. Few
would blame him if he decided to leave on another day.
Then the take-off would be less risky. But wasn't this
his chance to beat his rivals in the race across tne
Atlantic? The race had really started in 1919. A New
York hotel owner then said that he would give $25,000
for the first non-stop flight between New York and
Paris. For seven years the 3600 mile flight seemed an
impossible feat. By 1926, however, plane engines and
designs had improved a great deal. The race was on.
The pursuit of the prize had already cost six lives,
Four men had died when their planes had crashed during
take-off. Two more had flown out over the ocean and
were never seen again. A navel search failed to locate
them.

And now a new attempt for the prize was being
made. But this time it was being sought by only one
man. The young man seated alone in the Spirit of St.
Louis had the runway to himself., At 7:52 A.l.
Lindbergh buckled his safety belt. The Spirit of St.
Louis moved slowly at first, then gathered speed.
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Ahead, a white cloth on a stick marked the point where
Lindbergh would have to take off. Beyond it he
couldn't stop without crashing. Tense and still, the
crowd waited. The Spirit of St. Louis sped on. The
wheels rose from the ground, then settled again. The
crowd groaned. In the cockpit, the pilot pulled the
stick back firmly and the plane rose once more into the
air. It flew over a tractor at the end of the runway.
It cleared some telephone wires by twenty feet, and
swept along over the houses. Then it climbed over a
hilltop and into a curtain of mist. Beyond the curtain
lay Paris,



LITTLE PLANE BIG ATLANTIC

Please answer the following questions,

1. The plane cleared the telephone wires

by feet.

2, How many men died during take off?

3. A mechanic said that the engine was

revolutions low.
4, The plane climbed over a hilltop and into a

of mist,

5. The silver colored plane was on to the

runway.

6. The dangers oif takeoff were increased by a

wind.
7. The pilot pulled back on the stick.
8. Ready to fly, at Lindbergh buckled his

safety belt.

9. By r Plane engines and designs had

improved a great deal.
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The crowd waited in field on

Long Island.
In what year was Lindbergh ready to make his

flight?

Wind, weather, power, and were wvorking
against Charles.

The plane flew over a at the end of

the runway.
When had the race to cross the Atlantic

started?

Above a hanger a wind sock .
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LITTLE PLANE BIG ATLANTIC

Circle the correct answer (A, B, C, D, E).

The plane cleared the telephone wires
by feet.
A) 12 B) 14 C) 16 D) 18 E) 20

How many men died during take off?
A) 1 B) 2 C) 3 D) 4 E) 5

A mechanic said that the engine
was revolutions low.

A) 20 B) 25 C) 30 D) 35 E) 40

The plane climbed over a hilltop and into

a of mist,

A) bank B) screen C) veil D) curtain
shadow

The silver colored plane was on to
the runway.

A) wheeled B) taxied C) flown D) rolled
pushed

The dangers of takeoff were increased by

a wind,

A) westerly B) tail C) easterly D) strong
E) steady

The pilot pulled back on the stick.
A) heavily B) rigidly C) firmly D) tensely
E) frightfully

Ready to fly, at Lindbergh buckled his

safety belt.
A) 7:35 B) 7:49 C) 7:52 D) 7:57 E) 8:04

By + pPlane engines and designs had
improved a great deal.
A) 1936 B) 1924 C) 1926 D) 1934 E) 1933
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The crowd waited in field on
Long Island.

A) Flanders B) Johnson C) Roosevelt
D) Richardson E) Eisenhower

In what year was Lindbergh ready to make his
flight?
A) 1920 B) 1923 C) 1925 D) 1927 E) 1933

Wind, weather, power, and were working
against Charles,

A) time B) energy C) adistance D) force

E) 1load

The plane flew over a at the end of
the runway.

A) barn B) tree C(C) bailer D) truck

E) tractor

When had the race to cross the Atlantic

started?
A) 1919 B) 1916 C) 1914 D) 1921 E) 1924

Above a hanger a wind sock .
A) filled B) puffed C) stirred D) flew
E) 1inflated
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THE MAGIC OF LANGUAGE

During the Third Century ater the birth of Christ,
a strange sort of writing appeared. It was in the area
that is now soutnern Denmark and northern Germany. At
first glance, the writing didn't resemble anything.
There were just angular marks, such as a child might
make in the mud with a pointed stick., Certainly it
wasn't a bit like the dignified Roman alphabet that was
destined to replace it in time. But it was an
alphabet, and these early people used it at the times
when they wrote. The characters of this alphabet runes
must indeed have appeared magical to these early
people. But when radio and television seemed magical
and strange to us when they were first introduced.
These people used the runes not only when they wrote
but also when tney performed weird, magical rites. The
runes were seen not just as an aid to communication.
They were magical signs with real power of their own.

There were good runes that brought good luck,
bitter runes that wrought evil, protective runes that
safeguarded, medical runes that healed. Because runes
were linked with the magical rites of heathen worship,
their use was forbidden by the Christians and their
popularity declined. HMany objects of the past have
been found that were marked with runes. Of all the
ancient objects that bore runic writing, none fascinate
the scholar more than the Golden Horns. Their tale
begins in Denmark, August 2, 1639. On that day a
little girl named Kirsten Svensdatter was walking on a
road near the small town of Gallehus. She tripped over
wnat she thought was a tree root. The "tree root"
proved to be no such thing. It was found instead to be
a dirty, metal object. Washed in a nearby brook, it
was seen to be maade of bright yellow metal and to show
strange figures at play in a pagan festival.

On the auvice of friends, Kirsten showed the
object to the town goldsmith, He told her that it was
a horn of pure gold, Town officials auvised Kirsten
that she could name her reward. She requested, and
received, a red silk skirt. The King gave the horn to
his son, who was a collector of antique objects. The
Prince used the horn to drink toasts on important
occasions. When he died a few years later, the horn



was placed in the Royal museum, in Copenhagen, llany
questions concerning the horns remain unanswered. What
were they used for? What did they mean? The runes
were not used long. Christianity helped bring about
their early end., One more cause was the evolutionary
development of the Latin alphabet. In general, as
civilization progressed, runic writing was quite
properly replaced by the more standardized, dignified,
useful Roman alphabet. Yet, with the passage of the
runes, much of the glamor, mystery, and magic that we
associate with writing passed away forever.
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THE MAGIC OF LANGUAGE

Please answer the following questions.,

Kirsten received a red silk as a rewvard.

The use of runes was forbidden by ?

In what century after the birth of Christ did a

strange sort of writing appear?

The tree root was in fact a dirty metal object
which the girl washed in a nearby _____ .

What kind of festival was depicted by the figures

on the object? .

The tale of the Golden Horns began in .

The evolutionary development of the
alphabet helped bring about the end of the use of
runes.,

Who did Kirsten give the magical object to? _______

What does the word "runes" mean?




10.
11.
12,
13.

14.

15.

The runes were used for a time.
Kirsten tripped over a "tree root",
The horns were kept in the museum,

This writing appeared in the regions that are now

Northern Germany and Denmark.

Runes were not only magical signs but were also an

aid to .

Runes were used for writing and performing

magical .
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THE IMAGIC OF LANGUAGE

Circle the correct answer (A, B, C, D, E).

Kirsten received a red silk as a reward,
A) handerkerchief B) blouse C) ribbon D) dress
E) skirt

The use of runes was forbidden by z
A) scholqrs B) heathens C) bishofs D) Romans
E) Christians

In what century after the birth of Christ did a
strange sort of writing appear?
A) first B) second C) third D) fourth E) fifth

The tree root was in fact a dirty metal object
which the girl washed in a nearby .
A) stream B) creek C) well D) brook E) lake

What kind of festival was depicted by the figures
on the object? ——

A) strange B) rertility C) pagan D) uerry

E) religious

The tale of the Golden Horns began in .
A) 1639 B) 1759 C) 1749 D) 1629 E) 1739

The evolutionary development of the
alphabet helped bring about the end of the use of
runes.

A) Latin B) Roman C) Greek D) Phoenician

E) Egyption

Who did Kirsten give the magical object to? ______
A) prince B) king C) queen D) princess
E) magician

What does the word "runes" wmean?
A) ruins B) 1letters C) mysteries D) characters
E) words
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11.
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15,

The runes were used for a time.,
A) very short B) short C) lengthy D) long
E) very long

Kirsten tripped over a "tree root".
A) Swendatter B) Svenson C) Svendatten
D) Sveenden E) Svensdatter

The horns were kept in the museum.
A) Copenhagen B) Prague C) Regal D) Royal
E) State

This writing appeared in the regions that are now
Northern Germany and Denmark.

A) Western B) Soutnern C) Eastern D) Central
E) Northern

Runes were not only magical signs but were also an
aid to .
A) the Romans B) the Pagans C) communication
D) writing E) language

Runes were used for writing and performing
magical .
A) sacraments B) acts C) rites D) ceremonies
E) dances
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Appendix D

i . | Debriefi {1

Experimental Room (Cafeteria):

The following outline was written on the chalkboard:

1.
2.

3.

10.

Are you sure of your ID number?

Do you have a pen or pencil?

You will read 3 stories and answer 3 fifteen item
tests altogether.

You have 7 minutes to study each story.

You have 5 minutes to answer each test,

This is repeated 3 times.

Only your pen(cil), and brown envelopes with
stories and tests should be on your desk.

Never take out or turn pages until you are
requested to do so.

You are allowed to make pen (cil) marks on the
study papers.

Take top two pages from envelope to your left and

put it away in envelope to your right.
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Verbal Instructions:
1. Introduction

Good afternoon! I am Susan Goldsmith and this
is liichael Harriot. We are working on a project
based at the University of Victoria. The project
is concerned with how people study for tests - that
is, how they study printed text material and how
they answer questions about what they have read.

First of all: Are you sure of your ID number?
Do you have a pen or pencil?

The study includes three one-page stories and
three fifteen-item tests to each story.

Second: You will read three stories and
answer three fifteen item tests altogether. You
have seven minutes to study each story. You have
five minutes to answer each test. This is repeated
three times,

The results of this experiments will not
effect your school grades. The results of the
experiment depend on your performance so it is
essential that you try your best and concentrate on

what you are doing,
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Instructions:

When I tell you (not now), you will reach into
the brown envelope on the left side of your desk.
You will take out the top two sheets and place them
in front of you. The cover sheet will say "Story 1
- Do Not Turn Page Until Requested". This is the
only thing that should be on your desk besides the
envelopes and your pen or pencil.

Please note that the stories and questions
have been assigned randomly so it is very unlikely
that the person sitting next to you has the same
story or test,

Third: Only your pen or pencil, and brown
envelopes with stories and tests should be on your
desk. Never take out or turn pages until you are
requested to do so.

Remember, you will be given seven minutes to
study the story and then you will be asked to put
it in the envelope on the right side of your desk,

Review: You have seven minutes to study each
story and five minutes to answer each test.

You are encouraged to study the way you would

normally study for a test. You are allowed to mark
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the story pages (point nine of the outline).

We will tell you when you have two minutes and
one minute left in the study and test periods. If
you are finished early, please sit quietly and wait
until the time is up.

Are there any questions??

Remember, try your bestl!!

Experiment:

la) Take out the top two pages from the
envelope on the left side of your desk, The cover
should say "Story 1 - Do Not Turn Page Until
Requested". Everyone ready? Begin!

2 minutes left.sssonsmrnranmannn

1 minute lefteeccoccccccssccenscs

STOP!

Put the story in the envelope on the right
side of your desk.

b) Take out the top two pages from the
envelope on the left side of your desk., The cover
should say "Test 1 - Do Not Turn Page Until
Requested". Remember you have 5 minutes to answer
the guestions. Even if you are not sure of the

answer, put down your guess. Try your best!



Everyone ready? Begin!

2 minutes leftsisssescssacissinne

1 ninvte leftcecensonssnsnossnsne

STOP!

Put the test in the envelope on the right side
of your desk,

2 a) & b) Repeat above.

3 a) & b) Repeat above.

Circulated around room during study and test
periods,

Debriefing:

The following debriefing talk was given with
the aid of a transparency and overhead projector.
The transparency resembled the top half of Figure 1
of this thesis. Distinctions between high and low
achievers were not shown. The students were told
the following:

As you know there were three sessions, each
session consisting of one story and one test. All
of you were divided into two groups. One group
received multiple choice questions to the first two
stories, and the other group received completion

questions to the first two stories. 1In Session 3
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half of the people who received multiple choice
tests in the first two sessions were surprised with
completion gquestions to the third story.
Similarly, half of the people who received
completion questions to the first two stories were
surprised with multiple choice questions to the
third story. Those people who experienced the same
type of test for all three stories were in the
control group and those people who experienced the
unexpected switch in session three were in the
experimental group. After you had received the
same type of test twice, we assumed you were
expecting the same type of test to story three,
The main point of the study was to find out if
expecting a certain type of test guided your
preparation for that test. We wanted to see if
receiving the type of test you expected, resulted
in better performance than receiving a different
type of test from what you expected. Does anyone
have any questions? (The comparison of high and
low achievers was not discussed. The Committee on
Human Subjects agreed with the researcher that the

students did not need to know about this analysis
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to understand the general purpose of the study.)

Conclusion:

Thank-you very much for participating! Please
remain here until the bell goes and then go to your

next class.
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