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F8kg- o] & (Item response theory: IRT)o|A= £3 o] 71X = S44< 7]
22 AgRe 58S AT Ao ZF B3 FEA =4 (Item characteristics
curve: ICC)E 0|83l AR, E FAIA Ay 28y BeFA ] oM Hd
5549 ALE 27| & oy EAE] 2T = k. B A= 3
A 2ol tiete s HA ZAFsl vhH (Asymptotic approximation method:
AAM)E Adstc} o= AR =71 FAY 24 W%l U& ALl 2AAQA £4
o)t & 4= 9k, olo] JLH ‘Any Assess’ A|l2ES EJAHE Tt AFA
= AR

F8Eo: TS| E(IRT); EFSHFAIACC); 2713 HIAH A
2 (AAM).

1. A&

12

QO
=1

F3uts-o] 2 (Item response theory: IRT)S 48 W SARFOZA I-F -
49 Al 2 A o]2oz & d#fA vk (Birnbaum, 1968; Baker, 1992). <
IRTE &3] 7IA2 A+ EAL 7122 I3 58& 39 74 338
A (item characteristics curve: ICC)2 AAZE AAAEE F23=t F-&3Itt

Lord (1953)+= ICCe] ¥3 24 (item parameters)E& FA3}7] 93l A A2 2
3 (normal ogive model) oA H )¢ %34 (maximum likelihood estimation: MLE)Z ©|
f3lg o ZAAERFL Birnbaum (1968)0l] o&] A+ /==, o] MLE 374
= 93 B de3tE dbiQl A3/ 238/ HE 554 (joint /conditional /marginal
maximum likelihood estimation) 5 #}o]X|¢F A 7o 7is o] FBA =9} E3<
b AL o] Mdl AR SolH AR o] WolAe A wE BEERA =
HEHIHR)S S0l 87132 719 E 3t} (Cravent Wahba, 1977; Foutz, 1977).
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466 Y4, A3%, AE, B3, %A

a2y o]E e =AY ES YWAE o2 71 FARES 7L e
FEFAHY FAIFE L EE 24 (incidental parameter)¢l S 3R} 58 Ry7E FRA B
% (structural parameter) 9l £3 B0 G ZTHE Zolth. = AYHYLE2RYL
s @ Aol 9 5to] £ &

=9, OjREe 2UUEL 3 25E 201 A9 30+ NS B4 (n=ER
T, N=332 )5 3o dith. 53], MLES] R EX+= 3n + N7j9 v]x] B
Fo ot 2O $= FE 1A RS 00] E ) B4EY FAXE EA HY
Newton-Rapson®| ¥H&2 HaE Tl £ E49 5@AF 58 E4E F36H &
I 58 By FRHX Y F7HEO] FARBE AAQUS AR Y uf £33 58 B4
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F4L2 FEEY. 28U o3 BAHA Xy A EAl= ‘27)Zk(initial value)’ol S
T} ¢Ele o)y EAE HFslr] Y3 Yooz nAy AAERHE U Y
RYo g ZARS LTSS AdsiTt (3 A 5, 2003a).

2]=9] ZfoE oju| BILOG (Mislevy$} Bock, 1990)2} LOGIST (Wingersky %,
1982) Fo| 7= o] Agd= o en, HZo+= Lee2} Terry (2005)+= SAS Macros&
o]-83lq DAY E THRFTE FH s HES NS

< AFANA = AR 5ol LT ‘Any Assess’®] duEES 24T 3NN 78k,
27135 2 SA3 2432 (AAM) TS 43004 etk a8y 23R4
FANAL 570, 6FA= RJAFAEE S5l BILOGS v|aTo2A =2 139
HE5ALS AESYNY. B0 7AAE EQ 9 A& o] AA L)

S8 Bgel o
A4(item score) u;;e S Lk
JUC0) YA 59 grzA BIe 23 FB2 AN 2, AR 59 59
X 00 skl £ iE 3 ' Z

a2 3 PA FYHFAVIHERE Y 5 (maximum likelihood: ML) W2 ofglje] &
7 9% $HAE A2 e B4E 2R Aol

log L (leﬂ) = Z {uij log P; (93') + (1 — Uéj) log (1 — P (93‘)) }

T3 = YA ofefe 21
96, —/ S PR0){L-Fi(6;)} 99 |

(:

Fisher’s scoring method®l] &J3 o}2}e] 4)o] =8 & ufj7}x] A 43t} (Baker, 1992).

o0 =00+ {1 (07} { - ow (09105 },
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A7VM 1(0;) = 21 ai P (6;){1 — P; (6;)}°1aL o] A& Fisher®] FE A2l St &
5, MLES] & 2 X}(standard error: SE)+= SE(OJ-) = 4/1/I(6;)°] D}.

AR 20 HP(maximum a posteriori: MAP) 7|¥2 ofge}l o] Wo|=2 7
2] (Bayes’ theorem)2] FEjof| 7|3} FH 3}

9 (031U, &) o L (U165, &) 9.(65).

A71A g (0)= ]'d—Er—E(prior distribution) 2] Bg3 BAte]l 24zt py, o7 BHEE
E m2th 99 A logE H3 T Ayt H 8RS8 MAP 23X 8t 1AL
offe] AZ 73t 611015} |

0 0
39 1ogL( jlgj’—g—i)+89 logg(8;) = 0.

3k, MAPS FA X AHIZ &L A AlS ®F 2L X} posterior standard error:
PSE):

ola 71A J(8;) = I(6;) — 32/(3932) log g (0;)& A$ X (posterior information) =}l
Fig=g |

H| o] = EAP(expectation a posteriori) &4 BX= FHIEE(MML) F44H o4 <}
- 2ol Gaussian 7% (quadrature)ol] 23] ZAH 22 AAFSIT} (Baker, 1992).

3. Any Assess 2324 £ 418 E

‘E'!‘f%h?.l‘g‘-?- He 4 Al 23 24 (item parameters) 2} 58 24 (ability param-

Aeoje] EaHi)o el 1 B M= (power of discrimination: a;), &

4_(1tem dlfﬁculty b;), FE% (guessing: ¢;) & FAHL}. ol B4y FHL v
22 GA R o]F oAt}

Step 1. %"‘% Iﬂ‘% E‘jf— a;, bi, Ci% MML/EMQ.E —;}"—7@
Step 2. 58 27 6,5 ML, MAP &=+ EAP=®E #7%.

99 m42Ae T BAlE SHete] AR YL (joint ML) RETH UAE 2
42732 3717 714 o)A olRoATh AR, RE HPASL AR SHolx, EA, B
€ £%ES A= KU oA, B WA A2 SYoln
| YA AN A 5 0% T WA, AV U = (g -t
2 YEhIT o] A9 382 ofelsh 2o) ERAT

P(U6) = [[ P @)™ (- P @)}~
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= [ P(U;0;)g (8;) db; oItk 71X, 59
o}, o %*—@-?— u} A A2 Gaussian 72 Al

Q} Zo] AR g FAEW, A7A Xp= F3F AH(quadrature point)o]al A (Xg)+=
6,9 =3 g (X))ol Fdh= 715X (weight) o]t} EIFH YA A2

S
log L = Z'rl log P (QL)

=1
Itk 74 ne NS AU $ e W ATAVS ) W)L, Sk e
SEse 289 Solch 9 Ae Ayt B4e) 2HAE FHLEEAA (marginal
maximum likelihood estimate: MMLE) 2} &}a1 274 o olzfo] 2 EHA Al Fj o).

- Tik — Np P (Xi) OP; (Xk) _
Z__I( G-PX)) [a) \g)
01 b

W)el

A7NA T = Lol {rw; PUIX) AXR)}/ PO o1 N = T {rP (U Xi) A(Xk)}/
P(Up)ltt.

A9 AoA B B q,, by, o= Flsher s scoring method2} EM algorithm (Bock3%}
Aitkin, 1981)& ©]-&3}o] 3=, BFES 273 RALEHEY S AP EY
o7 ZASEt] FA%r} (A 5 2003&) =3} Expectation A NA 7%, Npvg Al
AVSt3l Maximization FA-E 4813t & 2A3ltl. Fisher’s scoring method] WHE A4t
A & BRESY Eatol 0] HE A$o) 27 B2 Frhee @4e] vehd
th. o3t AAL WA|E7] Y3 EFRSE MMAP(marginal maximum a posteriori)
F4 o)z} *‘rﬂ*il& W] o] 2 (Bayes) A5 83l FAIIL Hlo|= FXpo GA| FHE
T e JEE 31]—75]’— ANAEEZZE 2389 7]-27] a;+ lognormal ¥32, 33 &
2N B o= Hﬂlﬂ-—-— £ u}E1r} (Swaminathany} Gifford, 1986). 7|4 B2+

=loga; 2. ®HI ] = o},

THESF (a@, b’u )T SYgtol WEE FE7F M= B 1 = (pe, 05) 2 AT
—‘E—E(posterlor)a T3t ofefe) wlo]= A FejolL WEF hy, how T &, 18
mE= RAHATR 27 "

P (é_, IlUj) .o L (Ujlﬁi, 1) hi (&) he (7)),

A9 Ao log® AT T AthFsH= TYESE MMAP 24 xe} 3 1AL ofe)d

4& 78 st ,

0%i

0 log L (ﬂ\gi’ 1) +

3§3 10g hl (é) - Qa
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_ 2 0

i[ T — NePi (Xi) | 0P (Xi) "Si |

I\ BEX)1-P X0}, [, w_2 B2 0 |
o b \ & 1-¢ )

A7IM a=mp+1, B=m(l —p)+ 12 m< AHAAFEE WEE 7|SA, p= HEREZ
ot 283 75, N MMLAA AAS A3} 23, EME o] &3] 9]¢ 2l &
o

24340 glo1A] R WA FAE MLES) 490 v]4% SEM44S Fojobe sk
d) o] ¥HE A Newton-Rapbson7|'& A&3te] 128 4 vk, a8y o] Fuels
2 27)3(initial value)oll R7s}e] LEMR A 3 2] Z7)gke] op W WA 3}

oA sl =38R Rehs dAe 7HA A Ao
3}, Samejima (1973)F £ Aohd sholde] 22 7H ¢ 1o, 208
dold SohEd s devial Stk AAIR Foutz (1977)9] 320l oJshd &
7t FH8 wow 2 09 §94L 23Rt 22U} Looney 9} Spray (1992)9] A7
ol oshd, mEo] A7y AAM o7 oyl A9 REL A FaSHAT Ao
Ur & T AAE TEToRA Q9 EPTME ] AAXA g Bed A7)
SH7|E gt gl Z @A viE 2 A A Ao @A 37 A2 B
T—ﬂ-:; RyFzA o A8E wet 438 98 4 o Mislevy 2} Wu, 1988; Samejima,

2w o] g £Alo SUEE ICCE P18 & (smoothness) S e 25710
ook dFA| 9, AAZ= TR B3I o]{7} é@gi}i QANste] A (local fluctua-
ton) ol WAUTHE AL R Aeisich. oY 2AEA) F4L BRARAA

37 Z(EF)AE & W3t Jepdrin E} A ojt} (Cra,ven-Jr Wahba, 1977;
Stockmg 5, 1973).

2 Aol o]yt FEFEAATAY] WAE ZAFLE Q3 By FHZA A =
3], MLE 3% Z x| A9] ‘Newton-Raphson Algorithm’®] % 7]g}(intial Value)-czi]% <
A} 3} (approximate root) & okl HATOER ofe] 24 WAS 2 dtoz AA
Tk (M = 2003a 2003b).

AREA O 7 W 2 A 2713 e 2ol AAH o FHA o] AT

\0 rEEr

i _ corr (z, 7
by = 0.5 — p (A FE3e] AHE), ap = - ( .3). 20
1 — corr (i, 7)
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a9 4.1 HAIF HA AAY FAHES o] L3 ICCY E4FA oA (1°° estimated
model = F &AL ICC EZFEFFAHo 4lg], 27 estimated model = 3|7 7]&7]
(slope =0.2532) ol A A4 Z 7] 3t (ao, by, co) = (0.7109,0.5810,0.1620)= ©] &3+ =4
%)

A7IM bo= LAHALO|RY EFHo|E p (AR FALE)NA 058 7IE02 HY
@ Gole) 271800, WhARs 2% ak A 2AFAIEAA £ Y
=2 o]&3h= ARG AT()Y AHBA corr (3, j)E ol EI, FHEFY
2713 ¢ THHA 2 ’77&7&401%01] 4ol Faeol Bk AHTCH (o34, 1990
AJENA|, 1994).

2 A agoAe BRI AE BHYPANA Ay A (E‘T’J =¥ PAd, THHT =3
FEUS DE HE)T o147 BT Ho) AAHH)Y 2ATHE AL T (%
2003a), HA 8}3F FZA(lower asymptote)?l 7] F s 3MY Ha 8%
(6o <61 < 62)° HHAA 3T B L& &F P6:) (2 i = 0, 1, 2)9 =37 H
{P(6p)+ P(61)+P(6;)}/3.2 HAs 1, 2R AERT Y t?i-,"" ] (b, (1+c)/2)0]—' =
HAAL B=10.425 x a x (1 —c)olgt= AR E Wi g o] 2714k apE [£/{0.425 x
(1 —co)} A ALRCE o)uf, BT by (1+cO)/2° - &, 3709 B 271

(ao, bo, co) = ( p L+ ¢ P(90)+P(91)+P(92)) |
7 0425 x (L—co) 2 3
£ 0] 83} Newton-RaphsOn algorithm< 2 2F < 0.1 HY oA viE A|33ic}.

a9 418 A7 A=A Hu AAle] 2AL 083 ICCY BaEA oai], 27

F7 2 (lst estimated model)2 =4 W% (local fluctuation) 2. & <15} -’F—-’f—’ﬁoﬂ A

et Ae HAFI ok A7IM AY FJAE 0|8 H2A AW FAHB) &, FA7E
7](slope=0.2532)F ©]-&3}H, Z7|3&

iﬂ

\-..../
s

—
e

J[N:
k1
H - B K

0.2532 1+0.1620 0.111 +0.000 + 0.375
(ag, by, o) = , ,
0.425 x (l — 0.1620) 2 3
= (0.7109, 0.5810, 0.1620)
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9} Zro] AL = glory o) 0]%—6}“1 ICC A3 R¥ (2™ estimated model)—% A
c) = (0.5536, 0.4253, 0.0001)0]aL HFAH
O

1 —0.0001

6) = 0.0001 '
P(9) T 1T exp[-1.7 x 0.5536 x (0 — 0.4253)]

e ICC-4 242} Z}zﬂﬂ 41317} £ %;i wu7} /dsm Lof= 2 ,g N3] A2
A3l ICC ZF R4E ZARoz 2AF 4 o) ol FHFA7F RE&ALL) ‘bad
items’e] A9 EIFAR =22 A3 duelZolck 13 4.29 A= IR 1,000
< oz ARAE item=13%14 2008 WS F&31) ICC R4F4S 9 DANA 2
713 Fate] A B E B, SR et webd AP AR p(9) =a+ 40 =
0.5350 + 0.12282 Z2AH Ui 19 4.29} o] B q, b, ¢S ThS3} Zo] ZAF o=
3o 4 St

SRS o = 5/{0.425 x (1 —¢)} = 0.1228/{0.425 x (1 — 0.1666)} = 0.3467, &
)ER4E b = (1+¢)/2 = (1+0.1666)/2 = 0.5833, 2ERL ¢ = 6+ x (-3) =
0.5350 + 0.1228 x (—3) = 0.34672A] 23RS (a, b, ¢)E (0.3467, 0.5833, 0.1666) = A]
SAH o2 =T 4 Qo |

A7 HEF HY AAHB)Y FRERH dBEAFAY} A BAas g
(2003a)0l A =z & 5 U}

ol

Eg, B Aagel el AEE 2AE BAEH(AAM) $EEE FARFARA B
A, A AR LFAR (0 EE 1)E o188 5T ol§ToRA 2 BYEE AT
o) £ B 4 Yk ok AFE AAIA 9+ Uk FPA £ BFTL HLAS
£ A2 994 o $HE 1N+ sk
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1% 5.2: Any Assessoll A A5 Y E (left) 3 3} E8]27] (right)

5. Any Assess %3}

‘Any Assess’ AA) A28l T2E 19 5.13 Zo] AHA A, A7 A 28]l1
A A2 A 3RAE T4 e, BA) = 3 8 9 5ol e A
AE} = o et

51. AAEFR

£ 317 93 U4 fileo] 23T} ‘Any Assess’oAlE £1H9] HE

19 W49 3G HAL BEAY YR TPE e (grid editor)E o
£ AY 2 Excelg o|&3to] U4 fileg T = Ut} diojEe AL A AL
A3 7382 2 Faoz ydnk AL FA (xtv)L PR AGS $HINL
WS BHA 0Re SHsgon (0L E7ss BAloln, 5ol A Wi E
Agsth 28 52- 28 JE@aA o 24 Data File #l5olA] ‘New TVE'E A&5id
Al TVF(AL 34 doly #HY)E 2 & o+ A} (left). o]F, 3HFA}L s~ (number of
testee), =3 T~(number of item)<} 21 %} @0] (length of ID)E &3, Yy Ho] €
A} =3, ‘New TVE'E AElSE & ‘Import File’S A 234, S Excel 34E £
< o AT} (right).
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19 5.4: Any Assessol| A EA9b4 7} SR HAE AE

T 0 1

5.2. £434%

B A3 RE AHE n2AE s}l ot} AHt Z2AE U2 R H
A% A 9k ‘Any Assess’ WFoA AT AR S HiEA] & HR7t gle
o|g2IE Aot £ WAlE At At

WA 13 537} 2+o] ‘New Project’E Aeidte] 248 518 A A s} (left). o+
& AAEH AAY FUS BAste] Aldxte] Aol gWe o], £F 7, @A 5 5
& opdith BEAxE meAE7 AAE7E Y95 vdEee 22 A E P AFT
o} A3tobd, DAL B3 TAF AR HE A H I} (right).

the o 19 54048} Zo] Ba vAg AAQ%ct By BY
2 Aeo] 7ls3tr, 5383 24 94Ae MLE, EAP 183 MA
‘REVISION’S AHelsd B4 & BA Qo] 7ie 1, ¥ s

*

th APo] & 7Y I HAER o]Fo]F A5 ‘Sub Test’E A& 5}
7) £ 5 Atk 53], B4R A 2713 478l A Ay (
FARR o) +YHT-
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1% 5.5: Any Assess B4 3o =g 13 Abe)

1Y 5.6: Any Assess B A0 £33}y

5.3. £AZA By 9 Y

‘Any Assess’= AREARY] #OE Azt EAE ZAAE dul dAEV) old agl=
o] ¥HE X7 gA A3} (29 5.5). 23 2873402 WA ‘Parameter’ & A =3}
3ol 2o 9ty RAH B3] B gto] IY 5.63) o) 2¥HT). 7 B39
Ryot #E 27} (a)9) Zol £EH I, - BHlAET AARY A-$ Zze] SR AET)
= o UEhaL 7% ol (b)e) 2o AAle 238 HoZt

4, ‘Ability’ & A3 (c)ol| A2} o] F3uLSo| B3} TAAA)ES TEO] T
Ak gt BT Jepd, s@ate] e Ads 2zl o <9, 281
8 @&°] 8 Atk =3 ‘C.T Result’E A A (d) ZAAAo) 8 93 3]
o| =2} ¥ =7l AL}
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1% 5.7: Any Assess 44

i)
it
1
o
=)

a2ln B4 A4x ad=rt 29 573 Zo] 285 =), (a)dA 1.C.COE A
o TYEAAM(item characteristic curve) 0] (b)ellA LL.C.9 Bfoles FF8HE

(item information curve)E I ETh T3} (c)ollA ‘T.S = HAAKY A8 F41(test
score curve)= =A%) Fw, (d)oA] ‘T.I.C.’%— ME3H HAPY B g4 (test information
curve) 7} YEeERAT}

6. 22| dY

‘Any Assess’ 35S 93 43 28+ RESGEN (Muraki, 2000) 22132 o] 3}
o ARG, BYFE 1884, BAE 10003024 A $YR50} 51 PA 5
44319 BILOG (Mislevy 2} Bock, 1990)2} Bj&o B3|
t}.

6.1. TYRF FH

1, 2-E5 R Yo AR42 BILOG 18]3 ‘Any Assess’®] Wol=o} H=E S v i
4% 23 £ 615 2ok 2 ATHE AARY, REY 2AESE 4 B4d N5

43S Hgon BILOGY A ZAAAS A]—?ﬂ ZAXNE Bt F=3F, MSE(mean
squared error)E F+3E3, 1-BE4R oA BILOGS} ‘Any Assess’+= Z+zZb 0.04600,
0.046920|011, 2-BEL-EH A= WA, HET A BILOGE 0.04558, ‘Any Assess’<
0.032899] 3;1___051 T3k Jdolxo A= ZHzE 0.04641, 0.03973 4] ‘Any Assess’ 7} B| LA
A et} 3-RTRYANE AAAog ZARS,E ARl A JEHS REoe
W (3 6.2), MSEZS v noA % BILOGS} & Hal= Ho|A] 9kttt
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E 6.1: 1, 22249 A] Real Parameter2} BILOG, Any Assess® A A3 v

1-22 272
Any
Item Real BILOG Real BILOG Any Assess
Assess
b; b; b; a; b; a; b; a; b;
1 —2.291 | —2.227 —2.131 0.479 | —2.291 0.484 | —2.276 0.483 | —2.319
2 0.027 0.051 0.065 0.421 0.027 0386 | —0.043 | 0.384 | —0.094
3 1.125 | 1.209 1.193 0.529 1.125 0.611 1.102 0.599 1.059
4 —-1.742 | —1.597 -1.708 0.954 | —1.742 0.951 | —1.597 0.924 | —1.708
5 0.430 0.376 0.280 1.077 0.430 1.020 0.376 | 0.689 0.280
6 1.353 1.302 1.146 1.014 1.353 0.941 1.302 0.992 1.146
7 —1.500 | —1.597 —2.097 1.500 | —1.500 1.267 | —1.597 1.150 | —2.097
8 0.098 0.215 0.189 1.588 0.098 2.127 0.215 1.816 0.189
9 1.673 2.048 1.855 1.542 1.673 1.035 2.048 1.339 1.855
10 2.291 2.142 2.801 0.479 2.291 0.467 2.142 0.418 2.642
11 0.027 0.291 —0.015 0.421 0.027 0.481 0.291 0.530 | —0.015
12 1.125 1.835 0.991 0.529 1.125 0.648 1.835 0.433 0.991
13 1.542 1.431 1.364 1.154 1.542 1.150 1.431 1.156 1.364
14 0.430 0.524 0.425 1.077 0.430 0.926 0.524 1.002 0.425
15 | 1.353 1.425 - 1.168 1.014 1.353 1.270 1.425 0.696 1.168
16 —1.500 | —1.551 —1.481 1.500 { —1.500 1.210 | —1.611 1.264 | —1.602
17 0.098 0.131 0.142 1.588 0.098 1.660 0.068 | . 1.706 | —0.008
18 1.673 1.673 1.652 1.542 1.673 1.462 1.736 1.412 1.697

a; = discriminating power; b; = difficulty parameter.
Mean square error(MSE); 1-E4 (b;); BILOG =0.04600 vs. Any Assess =0.04692,
2-%2.4(a;, b;); BILOG = (0.04558, 0.04641) vs. Any Assess = (0.03289, 0.03973)

6.2. AP 58 34

39 6.1 J¥A $YFAF ¢uyES vmIrIHe B/LFH R} (11011011001
1110110) Q0 B-F-ofl A2 4E o83 MLE, MAP, EAP Hwﬂ@ 4% (MLE1, MAPI1,
EAP1)3} ‘Any Assess’olA] 243 23245 o]%s} A% (MLE2, MAP2, EAP2)S

Al gt 2oty 1 Ay, ARFELE o] &3 FAHAL ‘Any Assess’E ©]-§8F Zof| ¥
%wmmhﬁﬁommﬂéwﬂﬂ&dﬁ‘ﬁmﬂimﬂEJ AL Rt MAP, EAP ¢3¢
Fol & ol dAAQA Aol ATt

7. A2 Y B9

A o &FH L = IRT 7132 FA A 3312 G xH A (unidimensionality of la-
tent space)3} A} Y= A (local ind.ependence')-Q 7}AR 8k, H423 E4-(incidental pa-
rameter) Q! PR HHIA T2 A B4 (structural parameter) o] R3lr o] HAAE &
EUTE 4% TFEAAIFA(ICC)S AHE-31t} (Andersen, 1970; Hambleton3} Cook,
1977).
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i 6.2: 3-B 5| A Real Parameters®} BILOG, Any Assess® #4437} 8|

Ttem Real Parameters BILOG Any Assess
a; b; C; a; b; Ci a; b; Cy
1 0.479 | —2.291 0.221 | 0.453 | —-2.408 0.295 | 0.469 | —2.871 0.168
2 0.421 0.027 0.197 | 0.414 0.122 0.323 | 0.487 0.149 0.073
3 0.529 1.125 0.273 | 0.918 1.604 0.414 | 0.273 1.153 0.091
4 0.954 | —1.742 0.219 | 0.951 | —1.597 0.294 | 0.924 | —1.708 0.212
5 1.077 0.430 0.243 | 1.020 0.376 0.231 | 0.689 0.280 0.098
6 1.014 1.353 0.280 | 0.941 1.302 0.258 | 0.992 1.146 0.246
7 1.500 | —1.500 0.050 | 1.267 | —1.597 0.220 | 1.150 | —2.097 0.063
8 1.588 0.098 0.187 | 2.127 0.215 0.240 | 1.816 0.189 0.195
9 1.542 1.673 0.278 | 1.035 2.048 0.273 | 1.339 1.855 0.283
10 0.479 2.291 0.221 | 0.467 2.142 0.311 | 0.418 3.242 0.070
11 0.421 0.027 0.197 | 0.481 0.291 0.279 | 0.530 | —0.015 0.172
12 0.529 1.125 0.273 | 0.648 1.835 0.375 | 0.433 | 0.991 0.190
13 1.154 1.542 0.119 | 1.150 1.431 0.156 | 1.156 1.364 0.168
14 1.077 0.430 0.243 | 0.926 0.524 0.265 | 1.002 0.425 0.215
15 1.014 1.353 0.301 | 1.270 1.425 0.314 | 0.696 1.168 0.250
16 1.500 | —1.500 0.050 | 1.600 | —1.482 0.239 | 1.512 | —1.568 0.069
17 1.588 0.098 0.187 | 1.276 0.219 0.220 | 1.544 | —0.145 0.111
18 1.542 1.673 0.278 | 1.380 1.921 0.289 | 1.349 1.916 0.129

a; = discriminating power; b; = difficulty parameter; ¢; = guessing parameter.
MSE; 3-245(aq, b;, ¢;);
BILOG = (0.05569, 0.06340, 0.00797) vs. Any Assess = (0.03381, 0.10718, 0.00768)

ICCE o5 B0 oA a4 20 HAd M
RE5%Ql Newton-Raphson7|¥<& #8358t 2 4 I ol&
=R A o 2Rk 27)%k0] ohY REEA QL A ellA Bl
7R AL Aot (Kale, 1962). H5o], Zt S| @A) AP L s 5 718 4d2
= H=(noise) 22| 1 @AY} 247 HL AR Z5eFFH A 7
£ ¥7] I& AA oIt} (Samejima, 1973; Cohen 5, 2001).

Bock3} Lieberman (1970)9 &3} A|¢td FHAWFEFA(MMLE) 71§ 9A], 8
T7t AL A% 5ol FAE AT 7] wlFofl Wollack 5 (2002)-2 vtz A &2
22 (MCMC) % 5 thtoz A uh gk

Hd, F4d3el lojMe IRT A W 24171 Sl& 5 A<t Lord (1983)«= 3%
T 29 3}011/4 HHAsY E4E v MRS w) EFESS0] oA He(bias) 7}
A=A E AHEGE, RS2 FEI7|E ¥hs7] ol 2] & We
He] FAE7t vf¢ S Aozt BEA YY) Swaminathand} Gifford (1986)+ 325
RY telH TREFFAHRY dB/d(consistency)e ZASLY] Ast RAAEE LO-
GIST (Wingersky &, 1982)& %6}04 Adstddutl, 232 s 24 2771 S7HEs
= Z@el WY 23X AR} A9 $43 g Hdvka gtk

a3 FFETFA 01]*1—4 FE &) i3t A= Thissend} Wainer (1982)7} thit

rﬂl
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6‘ Q ‘+#1'l’ ll]{jkl"" 5. '-""": ‘l.: &‘I_:"? S0 I L TR O R R L I A 1O R '_; o I-” I SO TR LTy S g S L 3 S
T 4 7 101316 1 4 7 10 13 16 1 4 7 10 13 16
No. of Iteris No. of ftems: No. of Ttems

19 6.1: AR5(1)8) Any Assess(2)9] FAHZE o] €3 MLE, MAP, EAP T¥8%7%
- H|X; Real ability = 0.7879. Mean squared error (MLE, MAP, EAP; N=1,000);
BILOG=(0.05074, 0.04485, 0.01167) vs. Any Assess(1)=(0.04822, 0.04069, 0.00971) wvs.
Any Assess(2)=(0.05061, 0.04751, 0.01085)

Addl, 252 3R] 5247 E48A Y AFEEE wEvhe 7 st 1, 2,
SERSEFPON EFRS] H2H BEAE ZABIYE Yol RO AE 374 B
Y RRoA LB 5YHARY FYog 242 AXNE Pgon 225R Yo 3RS
239 A2 R0 9% AuA gkt ot 3ESE Hgdlr] YA UHE
9 0] glojof Fthe A2 A 3RS BH A B2 oj2ge AT &
Aot}

IRT+ £ olA 85 ope} FUJAE 24 2 A=A 121 7]e of 2] EofojlA]
43 1 7AAE 9AwT Qlrk olo] 2 ATex: A, IRT £3es 2 554
FANE ) 4, dutdos EAshs d1eE o) 273 £ tdst ool
g ZAES APES AAEATE o) delA A7) 22 Aeetd ok 2o}

AR, B A2de 929 483t =299 BILOGS vmdle AMdes & A
e Y Aoz vehdth 38A 583 HelA s MLE ¥ Rk wo X9 324
Fue)Eol F o A 2o AP FAXNE Hgon, B 243 dugBdAE 1,
2-BLR P MET 3-BeR P4 2H A} tha oy AMHoz A B §
A e 2e 4 Aok

EA, £ A2dod MFA AMPE F2F 2k 23(AAM) SuEEe Y £
ol e 2534 £9T + dee RAZYUT ol ICCY 24 B458X8 2713%
02 dto] O g ZFE A9 S PASTE AL Ao EFFolzta & 5 Yk

U 25AFoIAN 7 go] B8 T Yt A9 ALY ZEIAT FolA
BILOG (Mislevy$} Bock, 1990)¢} LOGIST (Wingersky 5, 1982)7} tEA ], o]
& v B9 B 0@AE dAdo s & AP i BeRAd 92e T Aok
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e AdE duagel WAy I00E 4gsARYeR I €L 272 AU
Aol 488 Aoz Jd & 5 ok £ A4 e B428L I 4 gou A4S
o Y7 ARAA BT Aol ko 2N 28T & 9AT

AR, FAEFYATL o] Tl PR HH FRHoE AV D item DBTE
o] M5 4 YATH Ed, Az o] FE Bl thAAL feedback BHHL AR A E
2 9 4 e, A FAPUS ST BAY A A B3 (purification) EFVE 7}
S3te)e) gk

Mebq FFole & o AUEE Folt Y FL(noise) AA, A2 BA FO
AR A7 @75 olok T Aol

2 2

B ERE AN 24 ue) AXAA 248 EPUT) 53, BTl 3
AREANE ) ATAST (F)A M2 YA ASAIAE A B2E YU

FEY
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Development of Estimation Algorithm of Latent
Ability and Item Parameters in IRT!

Hangseok Choi?, Kyungjoon Cha?, Sunghoon Kim?),
Chung Park®, Youngsun Park®

Abstract

Item response theory(IRT) estimates latent ability of a subject based on the
property of item and item parameters using item characteristics curve(ICC) of each
item case. The initial value and another problems occurs when we try to estimate
item parameters of IRT(e.g. the maximum likelihood estimate). Thus, we propose
the asymptotic approximation method(AAM) to solve the above mentioned prob-
lems. We notice that the proposed method can be thought as an alternative to
estimate item parameters when we have small size of data or need to estimate
items with local fluctuations. We developed ‘Any Assess’ and tested reliability of

the system result by simulating a practical use possibility.

Keywords: Item response theory(IRT); item characteristics curve(ICC), initial value
problem, asymptotic approximation method(AAM).
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