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- Abstract -

Krishnamoorphy and  Raghavarac(1993) invented exact binomial and
asymptotically normal test procedures for truthful answering in the repeated
randomized response mode!s under the assumption that two repeated response
measures are independent.

Under the same assumption, Lakshmi and Raghavarao(1992) suggested asymptotic
chi-square test for respondents’ truthful answering in the same models.

In this article we detect the factors and the conditions with which two response
variables might be independent, and find the condition for independence in the
repeated randomized response models with considering untruthful answer. But, the
condition of independence make the randomized model no meaning.

Under the assumption of conditional independence between two response
variables, we can apply the same logical statements on deriving the tests for
truthful answering in the repeated randomized response models as in

Krishnamoorphy and Raghavarao(1993).
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