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A Comparison of Quality of Multiple Choice Test with Different Types of Choices

Using Item Response Theory
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Abstract

This research was intended to compare discrimination power (a), difficulty Level (b),
guessing (c) and test information function (TIF) of three different types of multiple choice test:
general multiple choice test, thinking process construction multiple choice test and thinking process
construction of final alternative filling multiple choice test by employing three-parameter logistic
model.

The subjects were 3,358 randomly selected from Prathom Suksa 5 students of academic year
2001 under the Office of Phatthalung Province Primary Education. The instruments for data
collection included 3 mathematics tests, each consisting of 30 four-option multiple cho:ce items.

The findings were as follows:

1. Parameter value of the test

1.1 Discrimination power of the test
Thinking process construction of final alternative filling multiple choice test had
higher category power value than general multiple choice test at .05 level of significance.
1.2 Difficulty Level (b) of the test
There was no difference in difficulty value among general multiple choice, thinking
process construction multiple choice and thinking process construction of final alternative filling
multiple choice tests.
1.3 Guessing e (c) of the test
No difference in guessing value was found among general multiple choice, thinking

process construction multiple choice and thinking process construction of final alternative filling

multiple choice tests.



2. Test information function (TIF)

General multiple choice test had higher TIF than thinking process construction multiple
choice and thinking process construction of final alternative filling multiple choice tests. Ranging
from average ability (0 <-0.3) thinking process construction multiple choice test had nigher TIF
than general multiple choice and thinking process construction of final alternative filling multiple
choice tests in average ability range (0.2 < 6 <0.3). For the range of almost high and high abilities,
(0.4< 6 <0.3) thinking process construction of final alternative filling multiple choice test had higher

TIF than general multiple choice and thinking process construction multiple choice tests.
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