























the coefficient of correlation. (See section of Under-
standing Reliability entitled “Estimating Reliability.””)

6. False. In addition to such factors of the test as length
and to such conditions of the test administrations as
the length of time between them (here, one week for
the test of each publisher), estimates of reliability
depend on the range of ability in the group tested. It is
very likely that the range of differences in punctuation
skills is wider in the group of students tested by
Publisher B than it is in the group tested by Publisher
A. All other things being equal, then, we expect the
estimate of reliability for the test of Publisher B to be
larger than the estimate of reliability for the test of
Publisher A. (See section of Understanding Reliability
entitled “What Makes a Test Reliable.”)

7. Uncertain. The reliability of a multiple-choice test is
attenuated or reduced by the guessing that can occur
when examinees who don’t know the answer attempt
the question anyway. This source of unreliability either
doesn’t exist for the free-response test or is greatly
reduced by the fact that the examinee who doesn’t
know the correct answer cannot simply choose one of a
small set of multiple-choices for his or her answer. The
examinee who guesses the answer to an item on a
free-response test must produce a response, which in
the face of total ignorance is unlikely to be correct. On
the other hand, free-response answers must be scored
by judges, and judges rarely achieve unanimous agree-
ment on the marks to be assigned a free-response
answer, especially one of any length. This source of
unreliability, disagreements among judges as to the
worth of answers, does not affect the scoring of multiple-
choice tests. Which of the multiple-choice and the
free-response tests will be the more reliable depends on
which source of unreliability, guessing or scorer dis-
agreements, affects test scores the most. An empirical
study is required to answer this question. (See section
of Understanding Reliability entitled “What Makes a
Test Reliable.”)

8. True. Parallel forms of a speeded test, if separately and
independently administered to a sample of examinees,
will provide independent estimates of each examinee’s
ability to perform the test. These scores may be corre-
lated to produce an estimate of the reliahility of the
test. Two scores derived from examinee performance of
only one form of a speeded test, e.g., the performance of
odd-numbered items versus the performance of even-
numbered items, are not independent when the test is
speeded and hence do not provide a satisfactory basis
for estimating reliability. (See section of Understand-
ing Reliability entitled “Estimating Reliability.”)

9. False. The relation between length and reliability is not
one of simple proportionality. The Spearman-Brown
formula provides an estimate of the reliability of a
lengthened test. If a test of reliability 0.6 is doubled in
length, the reliability of the lengthened test is esti-
mated to be .75 [=(2 X 0.6)/(1 + 0.6)]. (See section of
Understanding Reliability entitled “What Makes a
Test Reliable.”)

10. TFalse, at least in theory. The reliability coefficient is, by
definition, the ratio of two variances, and a variance is
always greater than or equal to zero. Assuming the
denominator of the ratio, the observed-score variance,
is greater than zero, it follows that the reliability
coefficient must in theory always be greater than or
equal to zero. Practice can, of course, differ from
theory. In practice, the estimate of a reliability coeffi-
cient might be negative, as it would be if two suppos-
edly parallel forms of a test produced scores that gave
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rise to a negative coefficient of correlation. But if a
negative parallel-forms estimate of reliability were
obtained, we would be led to question whether the
forms really were parallel measures of the same charac-
teristic. Alternatively, we would question the proce-
dure followed in administering the two tests, or some
other feature of the experiment that was conducted to
obtain the scores that were correlated. (See sections of
Understanding Reliability entitled “Formalization”
and “Estimating Reliability.”)
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