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Abstract

This research was intended to compare the reliability coefficient of the
criterion-referenced multiple choice tests having 3, 4 and S alternatives, respectively,
and to compare the reliability coefficient of the tests using Nedelsky’s and
Boonchn‘d’s cut-off score methods.

| Seven hunderd and sixty-nine subjects were selected by a simplf: random

sampling from Matthayomsuksa 2 students of the 1996 academic year in Changwat
Pattani. The research instruments used were 3 criterion-referenced multiple choice
tests. Bach test contained 20 items. All of the tests had the same questions but
different number of alternatives. In analyzing the data, the reliability coefficients of
the tests were determined by using Swaminathan Hambleton and Algina’s formula
and Livingston’s formula. The Fisher-z, Z-test, and 'x,z- test were used to compare
- the reliability coefficients between the tests.

The findings were as follows :

1. When Nedelsky’s cut-off score method was used and the reliability
coefficients were determined by using Swaminathan Hambleton and Algina’s
formula, it was found that the reliability coefficients of the tests containing 3, 4 and

S alternatives were not significantly different.

&)



2. When Boonchird’s cut-off score method was used and the reliability

~ coefficients were determined by using Swaminathan Hambleton and Algina’s
fdrmula,_it was found that the reliability coefficients of the tests containing 3, 4 and
5 alternatives were not significantly different.

3. When Nedelsky’s cut-off score method was used and the reliability
coefficients were determined by using Livingston’s formula, it was found that the
~ roliability coeffic-ients of the tests containing 4 and 5 alternatives were significantly

Zi‘gher than that containing 3 alternatives at .05 level.

4. When Boonchird’s cut-off score method was used and the reliability

| kcoefﬁcients were determined by using Livingston’s formula, it was found that the
reliability coefficients of the tests containing 3, 4 and S alternatives were not
yii\gl\iﬁcanﬂy different.

5; In the tests containing 3, 4 and 5 alternatives, when the reliability

 coefficients were determined by using Swaminathan Hambleton and Algina’s
formula, it was found that the reliability coefficient determined by using Nedelsky’s
cut-off score method was significantly higher than that determined from Boonchird’s,
at .01 level.

6. In the tests containing 3, 4 and 5 alternatives, when the reliability
coefficients were determined By using Livingston’s formula, it was found that the
reliability coefficient determined by using Boonchird’s cut-off score method was
significantly higher than that determined from Nedelsky's, at .01 level.

The findings above reveal that different number of alternatives had
tendency in affecting the reliability coefficient of the tests, different cut-off score
methods and different formulas used to determined reliability coefficient - affected
the reliability of the tests.
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