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A Modification of Coefficient Alpha for Assessing Dynamic Internal Consistency
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Abstract

Coefficient alpha is a reliability index
to assess internal consistency of the items
used to measure the same construct. Green
(2003) proposed a test-retest alpha to assess
internal consistency accross two different
time points. However, the test-retest alpha is
based on the univariate viewpoint. Under the
multivariate data  structure, composite
reliability resulting from confirmatory factor
analysis can be used, but needs to be further
studied for the test-retest situation. In this
research, a dynamic composite reliability
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index is proposed for evaluating internal
consistency for test-retest data. The index,
based on Green’s idea as well as multivariate
viewpoint, can more appropriately reflect
dynamic reliability. Monte-Carlo simulation
results indicated that the index performs well.
It is easy to compute, and is useful for
empirical studies.
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