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ABSTRACTS

The purpose of this study were to (1) construct a mathematical diagnostic test in

word problem of fractions for Prathomsuksa 6, (2) find out qualities of the constructed
diagnostic test in terms of difficulty, discriminating power, and validity, and (3) investigate
Prathomsuksa 6 students’ difficulties in studying mathematics word problem of
fractions. The sample was multi - stage random sampling 375 Prathomsuksa 6 students under
the Office of Roi - et Educational Service Area Zone 2 of the academic year 2011. The test
constructing process started from designing the word completion test for identifying students’
mathematic errors. Then, a diagnostic test with four multiple choices was constructed in order
to use the first three test itlems with highest frequencies of mistakes as test distracters. F inally,
the tests were then administered three times. The first time was for an improvement while the
second time was for finding the quality of each test item, and the third was for finding
students’ mathematic problems,
The results were as the following:

L. The diagnostic test had 5 editions with four multiple choices. The Diagnostic
test 1 consisted of 12 items, the diagnostic test 2 consisted of 12 items, the diagnostic test 3
consisted of 9 items, the diagnostic test 4 consisted of 10 items and the diagnostic test 5

consisted of 7 items.




2. The quality of the diagnostic test 1 had the difficulty ranging from 0.67 to
0.86, discriminating power ranging from 0. 21 to 0.78 and Loveit Method Reliability
Coeflicient was equal 0.88, the diagnostic test 2 had the difficulty ranging 0.65 to 0.85,
discriminating power ranging from 0. 39 to 0.83 and Lovett Method Reliability Coefficient
was equal 0.83, the diagnostic test 3 had the difficulty ranging 0.65 to 0.74, discriminating
power ranging from 0. 44 to 0.77 and Lovett Method Reliability Coefficient was equal 0.74,
the diagnostic test 4 had the difficulty ranging 0.65 to 0.72, discriminating power ranging
from 0. 42 to 0.71 and Lovett Method Reliability Coefficient was equal 0.78 and the
diagnostic test 5 had the difficulty ranging 0.41 to 0.70, discriminating power ranging from 0.
49 to 0.64 and Lovett Method Reliability Coefficient was equal 0.72. The validity of the
content of the correspondence between the index and the expected learning outcomes from
0.80 to 1.00.

3. The resuit of the defect of finding the problem of diagnostic tests sorted in

descending order 3. The results were found as the following: The diagnostic test 1 Fraction
Addition Problems, most of students had problems in the calculation of the addition fraction
problem incorrectly by understanding that the finding answers is same as the same section. Then,
followed by the addition of the carry not every majors and addition of carry over, The
diagnostic test 2 Fraction Subtraction Problem, most of students had problems in lacking of
the knowledge about finding the answer of word problem of fractions. Followed by minus
numbers not every sections and misundetstanding about the meaning of word problem of
fractions. The diagnostic test 3 Fraction Multiplication Problem, most of students had
problems in lacking of the knowledge in finding the answer of word probiem fractions,
Followed by unable to calculate answers and turned the question into answer. The diagnostic
test 4 Dividing Fraction Pré)blems, most of students had problems in lacking of the
knowledge in dividing fraction problems. Followed l;y taking problems to answer and
confused in dividing fraction problems and the diagnostic test 5 word problem in addition,
minus, multiplication, dividing simultaneously fractions, most of students had problems in
the sequence of thought about the answer incorrectly, followed by confused about finding the

answer and mistaken in writing the sentence symbols.




