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Abstract

Two studies were carried out to evaluate the quality of multidimensional item 

response theory (MIRT) model parameter estimates obtained from the computer 

program NOHARM. The purpose of the first study was to compute empirical estimates 

of the standard errors of the parameters. In addition, the parameter estimates were 

evaluated for bias and the effects of using different starting values and anchor items.

The second study was included to compare the performance of NOHARM with the 

findings of an earlier simulation study which evaluated other MIRT estimation programs. 

Results were generally good, with fairly small standard errors for most parameter 

estimates and little indication of bias. Although the estimation procedure appeared to 

be robust under different starting values, the specific choice of items used to anchor the 

solution appears to have important effects on the magnitude of the estimated standard 

errors. The comparison of NOHARM with other programs was very favorable and 

supports the use of NOHARM for practical MIRT applications.
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Empirical Estimation of Standard Errors of Compensatory MIRT Model Parameters 

Obtained from the NOHARM Estimation Program

Introduction

The practical utility of multidimensional item response theory (MIRT) depends 

upon the ability to obtain reasonably accurate parameter estimates. Several estimation 

programs are currently available, including MIRTE (Carlson, 1987) and MULTIDIM 

(McKinley, 1987) which were developed specifically as MIRT programs, TESTFACT 

(Wilson, Wood and Gibbons, 1984) which is a full information item factor analysis 

program that can be used to obtain MIRT parameter estimates, and NOHARM (Fraser, 

1986) a general program for fitting unidimensional and multidimensional normal ogive 

models by a least squares procedure. An earlier simulation study (Ackerman, 1988) 

compared MIRTE, MULTIDIM and TESTFACT along several criteria and found 

MULTIDIM and TESTFACT to be far superior to MIRTE, with TESTFACT 

performing the best overall under the conditions of that study.

In this study, NOHARM is evaluated for its accuracy and usefulness as a MIRT 

program. The main question is whether the estimates provided by NOHARM are 

sufficiently accurate for practical applications. Since NOHARM employs a least squares 

procedure, standard errors are not directly available and must be established empirically. 

The purpose of this study is to estimate, through approximation of the sampling 

distribution by repeated sampling, the standard errors of the parameter estimates 

provided by NOHARM.

In addition to estimating standard errors, this research will evaluate the estimates 

for bias and the effects of using different starting values and different anchor items to fix 

the solution. Finally, the performance of NOHARM is compared with the other 

programs mentioned above. The assessments of standard errors, bias, and robustness 

will involve analyses of real datasets. The comparison with other programs will be 

accomplished through a simulation identical to that used by Ackerman (1988).



The NOHARM Model and Procedures

NOHARM (Normal Ogive Harmonic Analysis Robust Method) is a program for 

fitting unidimensional and multidimensional normal ogive item response models. The 

generalized multidimensional normal ogive model is given as

P(y^ ty-Ci+Q-cWdsafl}, (1)

where P(x{ = \ \a-p 0p is the probability in an m-dimensional space of a correct 

response to item i by person j , a; is an m-dimensional vector of item discrimination 

parameters, 6t is a scalar parameter related to item difficulty, 0j is an m-dimensional 

vector of latent abilities, c; is a pseudo-guessing parameter, and * is the normal 

distribution function.

The model is fit by an ordinary least squares procedure which seeks to minimize 

the squared differences between the sample and estimated bivariate proportions correct. 

A four term polynomial series is used to approximate the model given by equation (1), 

and the estimated bivariate proportions correct are derived from this approximation, 

allowing the minimization with respect to the model parameters d, a, and E0. The 

vector c is not estimated but is treated as fixed. The function to be minimized is a least 

squares function and is minimized using a conjugate gradients minimization algorithm.

To run the program, the vector c must be supplied by the user. This can be a null 

vector, in which case a multidimensional extension of the two-parameter model is 

invoked, a vector of a priori values supplied by the user, or a vector of estimates 

obtained from some other program such as BILOG (1989). The user may specify either 

an exploratory or confirmatory analysis. In either case, starting values for the parameters 

to be estimated may be supplied by NOHARM or the user. The default starting values 

are .5 for the a-parameters and .1 for any off-diagonal elements of the £0 correlation 

matrix that may be estimated in a confirmatory analysis. In general, the solution is 

anchored by fixing items to load only on certain dimensions. If the analysis is two 

dimensional, a single item will be fixed to load only on the first dimension. For a three 

dimensional analysis, a second item is fixed to load only on the first two dimensions, and 

so on. If the analysis is exploratory the pattern matrix is set such that the first m-1 items

2



are fixed in this manner. In a confirmatory analysis the user may specify which items are

used to anchor the solution. Also, in a confirmatory analysis, the user may allow for 

correlated thetas while in the exploratory mode the analysis is orthogonal. For further 

details on running NOHARM the reader is referred to Fraser (1986).

The program estimates the d-parameters and a-parameters, and, when 

appropriate, the off-diagonal elements of Z0. Other output includes the residual 

covariances of the items and the root mean square of these values. The program also 

provides the common factor model parameterization of the normal ogive model 

parameters, and, when the analyses are exploratory, provides Varimax and Promax 

rotations of the pattern matrix.

In addition to the parameters of the multidimensional normal ogive, this study will 

compute and evaluate indices proposed by Reckase (1985, 1986) for multidimensional 

item difficulty (MDIFF) and multidimensional item discrimination (MDISC). MDIFF 

consists of a set of statistics that describes item difficulty as the direction from the origin 

in the multidimensional space in which the item provides the most information and the 

signed distance in that direction to the most informative point on the item response 

surface. For a given item, the direction cosines of MDIFF are given by

where the aik are elements of the vector a; given in equation 1. The distance component 

of MDIFF is given by

(2)

I n \ (3)

where dj is the item difficulty index given in equation 1.
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MDISC indicates item discrimination in the MD1FF direction and is given as,

/ m
MDISC=E4

*•1
(4)

To summarize, the parameters of interest in this study were:

1. a - the (i x m) matrix of NOHARM estimated item discriminations

2. d - the (i x 1) vector of NOHARM estimated item difficulties

3. MDISC - the (i x 1) vector of multidimensional item discriminations

4. a - the (i x m) matrix of angles obtained from the cos a  components of 

MDIFF

5. D - the (i x 1) vector of distance components of MDIFF

Two separate studies are reported. The first involves real data and was designed 

to establish empirical estimates of standard errors, assess bias, and evaluate the effects of 

using different starting values and anchor items. The second study consisted of a 

simulation intended to compare NOHARM with other estimation programs. Following 

the design of the Ackerman (1988) study, the focus was on the ability to reproduce data 

using NOHARM estimated item parameters.

Method

Real Data Analyses

Data. The data used in this study were obtained from a 1987 national 

administration of a form of the P-ACT+ mathematics test. This test is given primarily to 

high school sophomores and consists of 40 multiple-choice items measuring achievement 

in the content areas of pre-algebra, algebra, plane geometry and coordinate geometry. A 

"population” sample of 30,000 cases was selected at random from a total administration 

sample of approximately 140,000 examinees. Ten replication samples of n = 2000 each 

were then selected at random and with replacement from the population sample.

Analyses. Earlier factor analyses of several PACT datasets had suggested three 

factors, interpreted as a geometry factor, an algebraic symbol manipulation factor, and a
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word problems factor. A preliminary NOHARM analysis of the 30000 case sample was 

carried out in three dimensions to confirm this structure and to assess how well this 

model would fit the "population" data, an important pre-requisite for the subsequent 

analyses. Results indicated a very good fit, with a root mean squared residual (RMSR) 

product moment of .003. Therefore, product moment matrices for each of the 10 

samples were also fit by a three-dimensional model. Estimates of the c-parameters were 

obtained from a unidimensional analysis using BILOG (1989) and were input as fixed 

values for the NOHARM analyses. Initially, default settings were employed, so that the 

first two items were used to anchor the solution (see earlier discussion), starting values 

were .5 for the a estimates, and the solutions were orthogonal. Additional analyses were 

carried out to assess the effects of using different starting values and different anchor 

items. For questions related to starting values, three additional analyses were carried out 

on the population sample using starting values of .3, .8 and 1.5. To assess the effects of 

using different anchor items, the ten replication samples were re-run using two different 

sets of two anchor items.

As stated earlier, the main interest in this study was in obtaining empirical 

estimates of the standard errors of the parameters. This was accomplished by computing 

the standard deviations of the parameter estimates for the 10 replications. This was 

done for both the NOHARM model parameter estimates as well as the MIRT statistics. 

In addition, an estimate of bias was computed for each parameter as the average of the 

difference between each of the ten estimates of that parameter and the "population” 

value. For the follow-up studies pertaining to starting values, the d and a estimates were 

averaged over items and these averages were compared across the different analyses. 

Also, correlations were obtained for each set of 40 parameter estimates across the 

different starting value conditions. For the analyses involving different anchor items, the 

main concern was whether the arbitrary use of the first m-1 items as anchors would lead 

to unnecessarily high standard errors. Therefore, for these analyses the standard errors 

were re-computed for the different configurations and compared with those obtained 

under the default conditions.
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Analysis of Simulated Data

Data. Data for the simulation were generated from a multidimensional two- 

parameter logistic (M2PL) model using bivariate normal theta distributions and item 

parameters from an earlier study (Ackerman, 1988). These parameters, given in Table 1, 

were selected to provide uniform information over the ability continuum. Fifty items and 

two dimensions were used in the simulation. Two data sets of n = 2000 were generated, 

one with reie2=0.0 and the other with r6162 = 0.5.

Insert Table 1 about here

Analyses. The purpose of the simulation study was to investigate how well input 

data could be reproduced using NOHARM estimated item parameters. NOHARM was 

used to obtain two dimensional solutions for each of the datasets. Default settings were 

employed for both analyses, with the c-parameters fixed to zero to create a 

multidimensional extension of the 2-parameter model. In order to compare the results 

of this study with those of the earlier study, estimates of ability were needed. Since 

NOHARM does not provide such estimates, a program was written to compute expected 

a posterior (EAP) means for each examinee. The choice to use EAP scores was made to 

provide the most direct comparison with TESTFACT.

For each person and item, a standardized residual was computed as

r a y  (5)

where yi} is a 0/1 score on item i for person y, and p V) is the expected probability of a 

correct response on item i for person j  computed from equation 1. The focus of the 

evaluation was on the moments of the distribution of the residuals for each item and on 

the average of the means and standard deviations of these values over items. The mean 

residuals (both for individual items and overall) will serve primarily to provide a check
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on the accuracy of the estimation procedure and should be very near zero if the program 

is functioning properly and providing unbiased estimates. However, assessment of bias 

alone is not sufficient to address the practical utility of the procedure, since a procedure 

may be unbiased but have such high variance that it is practically useless. A better 

indication of the overall quality of the procedure will be provided by the standard 

deviations of the fitted residuals.

Results

Real Data Analyses

Tables 2 and 3 contain the means, average biases and standard deviations 

(empirical standard errors) for the NOHARM and MIRT parameter estimates, 

respectively. The last row in each table gives the means of these values over items.

From Table 2 it can be seen that the overall average of the empirical standard errors for 

d is .15 and ranges from .12 to .15 for the a’s. For the MIRT statistics, the average 

standard errors are .17 for MDISC, .09 for D, and range from 5.76 degrees to 7.04 

degrees for the a ’s. Inspection of the standard errors at the item level indicates that 

most of the parameters were reasonably well estimated. There were however some 

notable exceptions. For example, the estimates of d, ax, and MDISC for item 1 were 

extremely unstable, indicating a possible problem in using that item to anchor the first 

axis. There was also a tendency for the d and MDISC estimates to be less stable for the 

more difficult items (indicated by large negative values for d). On the other hand, Z), 

the distance component of MDIFF seems to have been generally well estimated. For the 

aik, there appears to be a tendency for the estimation to become less stable in the second 

and third dimensions. For the a ik this occurred only for the third dimension.

Overall, there seems to be little important bias occurring. As with the standard 

errors, some exceptions can be found at the individual item level. Note in particular that 

d, aj and MDISC for Item 1 were apparently quite far off the value obtained in the 

analysis of the large sample, again suggesting a possible problem in using this item to 

anchor the solutions.
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Insert Tables 2 & 3 about here

Additional Analyses: Starting Values and Anchor Items

The follow-up analyses were intended to address two questions: (1) would it be 

possible to reduce the standard errors of the estimates by a better choice of anchor items 

and (2), how sensitive is the analysis to the choice of starting values for the a- and d- 

parameters?

There were two reasons for the concern over the choice of anchor items. First, in 

many tests, including the PACT+, the items are ordered by difficulty so that the first 

items are easier and generally less discriminating. The question was whether the use of 

items with relatively low discriminations as anchor items would lead to less stable 

solutions and poorer estimates overall than might be obtained by using items with better 

discrimination. The second concern stemmed from the fact that in solutions involving 

m > 2 dimensions, the first m -1 items are chosen arbitrarily by NOHARM as the anchor 

items. Alternatively, it would seem advantageous to use items to anchor different 

dimensions that were somehow known to measure different dimensions.

To address these questions the analyses were re-run on the ten replication 

samples using two different sets of anchor items. The first set was chosen on purely 

statistical grounds: two items (items 18 and 24) were chosen that were found to have 

average values of difficulty (d) and multidimensional discrimination (MDISC) in the 

default analyses. The other set of items was chosen on substantive grounds: the results 

of a previous factor analysis were used to identify two items (items 3 and 32) that loaded 

on fairly distinct dimensions. As in the previous study, empirical standard errors were 

computed as the standard deviations of the parameter estimates over the ten 

replications.

Tables 4 and 5 contain the average of the empirical standard errors over items for 

the original analyses using NOHARM defaults and the two additional sets of analyses. 

Contrary to expectations, the use of different anchor items not only failed to improve the 

standard errors but actually caused them to increase, in some cases substantially.



Although the standard errors of item 1 were reduced to some extent, the standard errors 

of one of the new anchor items increased. For example, in the 18/24 analysis, the 

standard error of ^  for item 1 was .34, down considerably from its value of .60 in the 

default analysis. However the standard errors of aj for item 18 in the 18/24 analysis 

inflated from .12 to .82. Similar results were obtained for the other parameters of item 

18 in this analysis and for item 32 in the 3/32 analysis. Thus it seems that the problem 

is not so much which items are fixed but rather the method itself which leads to larger 

standard errors for the fixed items. Nevertheless, it is not altogether clear why selecting 

items on substantive grounds led to increased standard errors overall. Further research 

is needed to clarify these findings.

Insert Tables 4 & 5 about here

The results of the analyses run under different starting values are summarized in 

Tables 6 and 7. Recall that three additional analyses were carried out on the population 

sample of n = 30000 using starting values of .3, .8 and 1.5. Table 6 gives the means and 

standard deviations of the NOHARM parameter estimates for these analyses along with 

those from the default analyses. The correlations between the estimates for each of the 

starting value conditions are given in Table 7.

The results given in Table 6 indicate that varying the starting values had some 

impact, although the effects are not large and are somewhat inconsistent. Increasing the 

starting values led to a decrease in the levels of parameter estimates, with the exception 

of aj under starting values of 1.5. There was also a tendency for the variability of the 

estimates to decrease with larger starting values, although again the trends were not 

consistent. Moreover, since the standard deviations reported in Table 6 are not 

estimates of standard errors, it is difficult to make valuative judgements regarding 

increased or decreased variability.

The correlations reported in Table 7 reveal a relationship between the degree of 

correspondence between the a{ estimates obtained from different starting values and the
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closeness of those starting values. In general, the greater the disparity between starting 

values, the lower the correspondence between estimates. This trend was not observed 

for the d estimates.

Insert Tables 6 & 7 about here

Analyses of Simulated Data

Tables 8 and 9 contain the summary statistics of the residual analyses for the 

rei62 = 0.0 data (Dataset 1) and the r0102 = O.5 data (Dataset 2), respectively. The results 

indicate that NOHARM performed well in terms of being able to reproduce the data 

with little or no bias on average. At the item level, the mean residuals were less than 

.01 in absolute value for 42 of 50 items in Dataset 1 and 38 of 50 items in Dataset 2.

The overall mean residual was .001 for Dataset 1 and .000 for Dataset 2. While it is 

apparent that some extreme values occurred, the magnitudes of the standard deviations 

of the residuals suggest that the estimated probabilities of correct response were 

reasonably well behaved. For comparative purposes, Table 10 presents the overall mean 

and standard deviation of the residuals obtained form the NOHARM analyses along with 

those obtained for the other estimation programs evaluated in the Ackerman (1988) 

study. It is apparent that NOHARM and TESTFACT were equally effective in 

reproducing the data as reflected by the lack of average bias in the residuals. Both 

programs also appear to be roughly equivalent in terms of the variance of the residuals.

Insert Tables 8, 9 & 10 about here

Summary and Conclusions

The parameter estimates provided by NOHARM, along with MIRT item statistics 

computed from those estimates, were evaluated in terms of their estimated standard 

errors, bias relative to population values, and robustness under different starting 

configurations. In addition, a simulation was carried out to permit comparisons with an
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earlier study that evaluated and compared several other estimation programs.

For most of the items the estimated standard errors of the parameter estimates 

seemed to be reasonably small, and there was little indication of important bias in the 

estimation. Overall, D, the distance component of MDIFF was the most stable 

parameter, while the a3 and a 3 estimates were the least stable. Also, the estimation 

procedure used by NOHARM seems fairly robust to different starting values. Somewhat 

surprisingly, attempts to improve the standard errors by using different anchor items 

were unsuccessful. It is not clear why the arbitrary use of the first m -1 items as anchors 

of an m -dimensional solution led to lower standard errors than did the use of items 

selected on statistical or substantive grounds. It does, however, appear that regardless of 

which items are chosen as anchors, the parameters for at least one of them will be 

poorly estimated. Further research is needed to clarify these findings.

Although it was necessary in the simulation study to employ an external program 

to obtain the needed ability estimates from the NOHARM analysis, the results 

nevertheless indicated that both the marginal maximum likelihood algorithm used by 

TESTFACT and the least squares algorithm used by NOHARM were equally effective at 

reproducing data under well-fitting model conditions. Together the findings of this study 

support the use of NOHARM in practical MIRT applications.
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Uniform Information Item Set

Table 1

tem
No. al a2 D d MDISC a

1 1.351 0.270 -2.499 3.442 1377 11311

2 0.653 1.136 0.008 -0.011 1.311 60.095

3 1.365 0.027 -0.791 1.080 1366 1.151

4 0.298 1.450 2.482 -3.675 1.481 78.386

5 1.391 1.171 2.495 -4.536 1.818 40.089

6 1.828 0.000 0.470 -0.860 1.828 0.001

7 1.796 0.011 -0.985 1.769 1.796 0.365

8 1.474 0.017 2.000 -2.948 1.474 0.644

9 0.012 1.422 -1.500 -0.823 1.422 89.526

10 0.153 1336 2.491 -3.351 1345 83.464

11 1.326 0.286 2.072 -2.810 1356 12.151

12 1.678 0.222 -0.096 0.163 1.693 7.541

13 1.424 0.001 -2.498 3.557 1.424 0.042

14 0.117 1.808 0.869 -1.574 1.811 86.289

15 0.176 1.294 -0.441 0.576 1306 82.249

16 1.414 0.040 -2.223 3.145 1.415 1.612

17 1.350 0.000 2.390 -3.227 1.350 0.000

18 0.236 1.743 -2.039 3.586 1.759 82.276

19 1.109 0.839 -0.240 0.333 1.390 37.114

20 0.000 1.438 1.306 -1.879 1.438 89.999

21 0.011 1.522 1.747 -2.660 1.522 89.576

22 1.399 0.063 1.939 -2.717 1.401 2.578

23 0.351 1.376 -0.251 0.356 1.420 75.694

24 0.000 1.568 1.358 -2.129 1.568 89.990

25 0.093 1.377 2.384 -3.290 1.380 86.131

(Table continues)
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Item
No. al a2 D d MDISC a

26 0.206 1.481 -1.500 -1.151 1.495 82.077

27 1.545 0.430 0.894 -1.434 1.604 15.551

28 0.404 1338 >2.363 3302 1397 73.199

29 0.811 1322 -0.934 1.611 1.725 61.944

30 1.459 0.133 2.047 -3.000 1.465 5.192

31 0.606 2.123 -2.221 4.903 2.208 74.064

32 1.375 0.002 2.000 -2.750 1375 0.081

33 0.093 1.640 -1.975 3.244 1.642 86.739

34 0.158 1.504 2.500 -3.781 1.512 83.998

35 0.000 1343 2.336 -3.137 1.343 90.000

36 1.451 0.288 -0.217 0.320 1.480 11.241

37 1.893 0.117 -2.428 4.604 1.8% 3.546

38 0.026 1385 *1.168 1,617 1385 88.909

39 0.395 1351 0.055 -0.077 1.408 73.712

40 2.168 0.006 -0.712 1.544 2.168 0.150

41 0.057 1.355 1.565 -2.122 1.356 87.603

42 0.685 1.276 -0.861 1.246 1.448 61.772

43 0.064 1.471 2.492 -3.669 1.472 87.495

44 1.273 0.815 2.488 -3.759 1.511 32.622

45 0.439 1.413 -1.407 2.082 1.479 72.727

46 1.451 0.266 0.981 -1.448 1.475 10.391

47 0.077 1.425 -0.341 0.486 1.427 86.894

48 1.318 0.036 -2.393 3.154 1.318 1.560

49 1.409 0.000 -2.500 3.522 1.409 0.009

50 1.402 0.000 0.401 -0.563 1.402 0.000

14



Table 2

Means, Average Bias and Empirical Standard Errors of NO HARM Parameter Estimates

d al a2 a3

tem Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD

1 4.38 -.52 .73 3.27 -.51 .60 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
2 1.33 .02 .03 .52 .03 .08 .50 .01 .09 .00 .00 .00
3 .77 .02 .04 .49 -.09 .05 .19 -.03 .09 .15 .08 .10
4 1.09 .06 .06 .89 -.08 .14 .49 -.03 .09 .45 .00 .06
5 .51 .01 .06 .43 -.01 .08 .10 .00 .07 .28 -.01 .11
6 .21 .03 .12 .62 -.08 .08 .47 -.04 .08 .41 .05 .07
7 .84 .01 .05 .75 -.06 .07 .32 -.01 .08 .39 .01 .07
8 1.31 -.03 .09 1.16 -.10 .14 .09 .05 .09 .29 -.01 .11
9 .85 -.01 .06 .81 -.15 .10 ,46 -.04 .11 .36 .05 .11

10 .67 .02 .06 .97 -.10 .07 .35 -.02 .11 .58 -.04 .06
11 1.31 -.01 .05 .87 -.09 .07 .17 .00 .11 .29 .01 .08
12 1.07 -.04 .06 .85 .05 .09 .46 .04 .05 .55 -.05 .09
13 .67 .03 .09 1.30 -.07 .12 .09 .01 .13 .89 -.16 .24
14 -.39 .03 .15 .73 -.17 .15 .70 -.08 .17 .55 .09 .17
15 -.52 -.15 .22 .59 -.03 .14 .69 .06 .15 .53 .18 .19
16 -.48 -.16 .31 .25 -.04 .16 .74 -.02 .26 .22 .13 .32
17 .99 .01 .09 1.43 -.04 .15 .16 -.03 .17 .94 -.17 .33
18 -.32 .02 .15 .65 -.05 .12 .60 -.07 .15 .50 .03 .08
19 -.07 .00 .09 .50 -.06 .06 .36 -.03 .06 .31 .05 .07
20 -.16 .04 .09 .84 -.12 .12 .80 -.10 .13 .60 .11 .13
21 .16 -.09 .06 .79 .17 .14 .95 .18 .22 .43 -.09 .21
22 -.11 -.10 .10 .60 .11 .08 .95 .21 .11 .34 .01 .15
23 -.23 -.15 .16 .38 .05 .14 .90 .06 .26 .33 .11 .16
24 .20 .02 .06 .79 .01 .06 .27 -.02 .07 .58 .01 .08
25 -1.12 .17 .12 .62 -.12 .12 .33 -.07 .06 .68 -.04 .13
26 -1.01 .18 .22 .70 -.15 .14 .60 -.16 .17 .77 -.04 .30
27 -.51 -.03 .08 .50 -.03 .07 .38 -.01 .09 .47 .12 .11
28 .55 .01 .11 1.22 .36 .27 1.55 .41 .39 .72 -.10 .29
29 -.19 -.03 .08 .73 .00 .09 .60 -.02 .11 .69 .07 .13
30 -.41 .03 .07 .48 -.04 .06 .47 -.05 .08 .50 .01 .07
31 -.60 -.09 .12 .58 .06 .16 1.19 .11 .25 .59 .04 .14
32 -1.01 .00 .23 .76 -.01 .08 .75 -.07 .18 .97 .06 .28
33 -.58 .02 .11 .39 -.01 .09 .35 -.02 .08 .60 -.03 .10
34 -1.07 -.17 .22 .20 .11 .05 .42 .08 .12 .59 .04 .17
35 -.85 .02 .06 .63 -.08 .06 .83 -.05 .10 .88 .06 .08
36 -.42 -.07 .05 .34 .05 .08 .49 .01 .08 .46 -.04 .14
37 -1.35 .13 .30 .18 -.08 .10 .70 -.11 .24 .87 -.02 .25
38 -1.45 -.24 .63 -.01 .02 .13 .66 -.01 .30 1.13 .24 .47

(Table continues)
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Item

d ai a2 a3

Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD

39 -2.60 .14 .56 .27 -.16 .11 .83 -.20 .30 1.35 .12 .34
40 -.69 -.01 .07 .27 .01 .11 .37 -.05 .14 .90 .00 .15

Overall
Mean .00 -.02 .15 .67 -.04 .12 .53 -.01 ,14 .57 .02 .15
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Means, Average Bias and Empirical Standard Errors of MIRT Parameter Estimates

Table 3

MDISC D a i a 2 a 3

It. Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD

1 3.27 -.51 .60 -1.34 -.05 .03 .00 .00 .00 90.00 .00 .00 90.00 .00 .00
2 .72 .02 .09 -1.86 .05 .22 43.68 -.85 6.57 46.33 .85 6.57 90.00 .00 .00
3 .56 -.07 .06 -1.38 -.23 .12 28.63 6.55 6.83 70.00 .13 8.77 73.76 -11.49 11.10
4 1.11 -.08 .14 -.99 -.12 .13 36.73 1.41 3.74 64.07 -.15 4.23 66.20 -1.90 3.01
5 .54 -.03 .04 -.95 -.07 .14 35.29 -.89 12.32 79.20 -.67 7.94 58.37 -.28 13.48
6 .88 -.05 .10 -.24 -.04 .15 45.66 4.34 3.18 57.74 .75 3.40 61.88 -5.94 4.52
7 .90 -.06 .06 -.93 -.07 .07 34.08 1.63 3.92 69.48 -.51 4.94 64.62 -2.02 4.95
8 1.21 -.10 .13 -1.09 -.07 .06 15.50 .72 5.89 85.55 -2.83 4.84 75.90 -.31 5.74
o 1.01 -.13 .11 -.85 -.10 .11 35.96 5.44 5.94 63.13 -1.19 5.69 68.89 -6.59 6.40

10 1.19 -.11 .06 -.57 -.08 .07 35.44 .81 2.71 72.66 -.76 5.19 60.66 -.87 3.97
11 .94 -.09 .05 -1.40 -.14 .08 22.65 1.38 4.41 79.35 -1.17 6.79 71.73 -2.33 6.09
12 1.11 .03 .06 -.96 .06 .04 40.24 -2.15 4.93 65.63 -1.27 3.72 60.51 3.41 5.05
13 1.59 -.16 .16 -.42 -.07 .05 34.69 -3.85 6.89 86.60 -.44 4.96 56.10 3.36 8.04
14 1.17 -.12 .18 .32 .02 .10 50.81 6.92 6.33 53.63 .26 5.24 61.27 -8.60 9.55
15 1.07 .11 .19 .47 .10 .13 56.46 5.32 6.73 49.48 .64 5.07 59.67 -6.87 9.80
16 .88 -.05 .26 .51 .27 .26 71.19 3.98 11.46 32.63 -2.80 10.84 73.85 -9.10 21.01
17 1.74 -.15 .24 -.57 -.05 .05 33.82 -4.59 7.42 84.48 .83 5.79 57.65 3.57 9.34
18 1.02 -.07 .14 .30 .01 .12 50.66 .48 5.31 54.20 2.42 7.40 60.27 -3.72 5.36
19 .69 -.04 .05 .10 .01 .13 43.42 3.65 4.83 59.04 1.29 4.79 63.60 -6.25 6.41
20 1.31 -.09 .14 .12 -.02 .06 50.25 3.74 4.55 52.55 2.37 2.96 62.54 -7.23 6.58
21 1.33 .14 .15 -.12 .07 .04 53.36 -3.82 6.84 45.03 -1.46 7.58 70.17 6.41 11.37
22 1.19 .22 .11 .09 .06 .08 59.48 .29 4.30 36.49 -2.40 3.71 73.40 2.33 7.59
23 1.05 .08 .26 .20 .14 .12 67.71 .40 9.03 34.41 1.15 5.60 71.36 -4.19 7.97
24 1.02 .01 .08 -.19 -.02 .06 39.25 -.37 3.54 75.55 1.22 3.94 55.23 -.50 3.58
25 .99 -.14 .12 1.14 -.02 .05 50.50 3.29 7.40 70.40 2.22 4.18 46.41 -4.96 6.52
26 1.22 -.21 .28 .83 -.01 .07 54.25 2.73 5.64 60.04 4.10 7.45 51.21 -6.94 10.88
27 .80 .04 .07 .64 -.00 .08 50.52 5.29 5.92 61.71 2.55 6.52 53.29 -8.04 8.76
28 2.13 .46 .37 -.26 .04 .05 54.94 -2.64 5.38 43.84 -2.83 5.79 69.13 7.10 10.15
29 1.18 .02 .12 .16 .03 .06 51.19 1.03 5.34 59.31 1.70 3.74 54.34 -2.97 5.72
30 .84 -.04 .09 .49 -.01 .06 55.31 1.45 4.09 55.97 1.82 3.89 53.22 -3.35 3.95
31 1.47 .11 .23 .41 .03 .05 66.05 .21 7.13 35.90 -1.27 4.32 65.92 .43 4.31
32 1.46 -.01 .26 .69 .01 .06 57.22 1.15 6.79 59.06 2.91 4.10 48.82 -4.05 6.68
33 .80 -.04 .09 .71 .02 .07 60.58 -.64 6.85 64.04 .40 6.21 41.91 -.52 5.08
34 .75 .10 .15 1.42 .03 .14 74.15 -4.91 5.18 57.04 -2.11 5.24 37.96 4.50 4.60
35 1.37 -.03 .09 .62 .00 .03 62.36 3.49 3.26 52.64 1.65 3.20 49.99 -4.52 3.89
36 .76 -.01 .07 .56 .01 .09 63.20 -4.22 7.02 49.46 -.56 8.87 53.34 3.31 10.29
37 1.15 -.11 .29 1.18 -.01 .09 80.00 4.77 6.92 52.48 3.07 8.66 40.23 -5.28 7.33

(Table continues)
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MDISC D “2 *3

It. Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD Mean Bias SD

38 1.33 .18 .51 1.07 .05 .14 89.24 .23 5.32 60.04 4.73 10.54 30.57 -5.34 10.18
39 1.63 -.03 .38 1.61 -.06 .11 80.46 5.89 3.40 59.19 7.83 8.14 32.88 -9.57 7.78
40 1.02 -.03 .16 .69 .02 .07 73.72 -.01 7.03 68.70 2.52 5.96 28.39 -3.11 4.68

Overall
Mean 1.16 -.03 .17 .01 .00 .09 50.22 1.19 5.76 60.33 .63 5.67 59.13 -2.56 7.04



Table 4

Average Standard Errors o f NOHARM Parameter Estimates
Using Different Anchor Items

Anchor Items d ai a2 a3

Default 1/2 .150 .117 .138 .151
18/24 .170 .211 .237 .221
3/32 .169 .165 .211 .329
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Table 5

Average Standard Errors o f M IRT Parameter Estimates
Using Different Anchor Items

Anchor Items MDISC D a l a2 “3

Default 1/2 .168 .090 5.759 5.668 7.042
18/24 .204 .094 12.757 12.664 9.429
3/32 .213 .093 9.142 8.899 14.913

4
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Table 6

Means and SD ’s o f NOHARM Parameter Estimates
Using Different Starting Values

Starting Value

d al a2 a3

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

.3 .022 1.178 .680 .567 .532 .372 .580 .299

.5 -.003 1.082 .671 .471 .528 .372 .574 .300

.8 -.014 1.026 .674 .419 .516 .357 .562 .286
1.5 -.011 1.059 .715 .468 .508 .375 .544 .277

Default
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Correlations Between NOHARM Parameter Estimates 
Obtained Under Different Starting Values

Table 7

d al
Starting Value Starting Value

.3 .5* .8 1.5 .3
*

.5 .8 1.5

.3 1.000 1.000

.5 .994 1.000 .987 1.000

.8 .984 .998 1.000 .957 .991 1.000
1.5 .988 .999 .999 1.000 .931 .964 .979 1.000

a2 a3

Starting Value Starting Value

.3
*

.5 .8 1.5 .3
»

.5 .8 1.5

.3 1.000 1.000

.5 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

.8 .986 .990 1.000 .987 .989 1.000
1.5 .894 .907 .950 1.000 .893 .901 .949 1.000

Default



Table 8

Residual Analysis of NOHARM Calibration: Dataset J

Item Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximui

1 -.025 1.227 -13.364 266.058 -30.113 .974
2 -.003 .955 -.051 .010 -4.774 4.075
3 .002 .924 -1.253 1.491 -4.365 2.108
4 .009 1.000 6.714 59.421 -.998 14.077
5 -.001 .833 8.651 97.126 -.980 13.751
6 -.007 .888 1.190 6.380 -3.270 8.833
7 .003 .867 -1.824 4.545 -6.030 1.623
8 .043 1.111 7.311 96,068 -1.213 21.981
9 .008 .880 -.720 .693 -3.850 2.938

10 .016 1.089 9.411 139.657 -.999 22.700
11 .001 .936 4.241 23.170 -1.081 9.543
12 -.006 .876 -.384 1.656 -5.677 3.379
13 .006 .926 -1.230 71.752 -12.605 .815
14 .005 .900 2.245 11.883 *3.423 9.445
15 -.008 .957 -.910 2.037 -6.226 3.068
16 -.023 1.085 -3.167 8.239 -4.992 .423
17 -.013 .863 4.356 22.445 -.812 8.642
18 .008 .824 -5.585 40,828 -9,548 1.063
19 -.002 .940 -.500 .403 -5.000 3.657
20 .011 .958 4.259 42.344 -1.870 15.423
21 .005 .907 4.035 23.603 -1.571 11.014
22 -.007 .903 6.889 103.085 -1.206 18.922
23 -.006 .944 -.502 .300 -4.450 3.838
24 .010 .961 4.531 49.269 -2.093 16.547
25 .002 .892 5.583 46.205 -1.307 13.413
26 .002 .899 1.215 2.090 -3.758 5.243
27 .000 .903 1.780 6.262 -3.947 6.787
28 -.008 .990 -6.375 57.331 -14,420 1.001
29 .002 .859 -1.657 4.437 -6.011 2.223
30 -.004 .963 7.293 100.806 -.882 19.694
31 .009 .684 -8.167 86.056 -11.135 .919
32 -.003 .882 4.069 22.253 -1.472 8.408
33 .005 .854 -5,146 45.846 -13,637 1.074
34 .000 .921 8.062 94.821 -1.013 16.198
35 .001 .941 5.774 58.480 -1.284 16.202
36 .002 .907 -.211 -.345 -3.825 2.592
37 .008 .936 -9.337 117.878 -17.041 .683
38 -.005 .946 -2.135 6.614 -6.827 1.942
39 -.002 .934 -.035 .211 -4.452 4.015
40 .004 .782 -1.904 9.505 -7.624 2.740
41 .002 .928 2.694 9.026 -1.565 8.373
42 -.007 .960 -1.910 6.575 -8.490 . 2.861

(Table continues)
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Item Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximum

43 .004 .921 6.014 47.640 -1.133 12.848
44 -.002 .887 6.989 65.535 -.853 13.188
45 -.001 .916 -2.784 9.584 -7.780 1.528
46 -.002 .912 1.741 5.055 -2.234 7.569
47 -.002 .933 -.567 .330 -4.465 3.625
48 .005 .980 -3.258 8.623 -3.645 .312
49 .019 .882 -4.253 18.627 -7.050 .601
50 .000 .925 .688 .491 -2.656 4.673
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Residual Analysis of NOHARM Calibration: Dataset 2

Table 9

Item Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximui

1 -.024 1.024 -9.016 123.787 -20.199 1.199
2 .001 .949 -.069 .096 -4.318 4.171
3 -.001 .948 -1.147 1.957 -5.985 3.654
4 .016 1.168 17.936 518.789 -1.208 37.178
5 .009 .803 8.951 106.537 -1.229 13.507
6 .000 .894 .794 3.729 -6.085 6.176
7 -.003 .878 -2.800 19.436 -11.303 2.263
8 .009 1.003 5.991 58.410 -1.229 15.742
9 .004 .916 -.900 1.227 -5.733 2.944

10 .002 .874 5.205 33.354 -1.047 9.188
11 .008 .972 5.066 37.213 -1.558 11.717
12 -.009 .984 -1.774 21.359 -12.502 5.711
13 -.001 .856 -6.398 55.508 -11.793 1.009
14 .000 .874 1.664 5.563 -3.591 6.305
15 -.007 .966 -1.625 12.849 -11.905 5.218
16 -.007 .978 -9.631 170.501 -23.114 1.120
17 .016 1.098 8.449 104.167 -.987 18.496
18 -.008 .897 -10.751 208.599 -22.364 1.259
19 .000 .920 -.462 2.470 -6.105 3.897
20 .003 .933 3.354 25.208 -3.333 13.232
21 .007 .934 4.446 30.402 -1.374 11.422
22 .013 1.016 7.122 97.734 -1.563 20.389
23 -.005 .937 -.690 2.631 -6.084 4.491
24 .005 .966 3.087 19.278 -1.408 12.789
25 .013 1.032 7.092 76.751 -1.367 16.962
26 -.006 .896 .869 1.385 -4.621 3.807
27 .004 .926 2.107 10.561 -2.872 9.876
28 .003 .877 -4.174 20.275 -8.092 1.381
29 .003 .938 -2.404 17.081 -9.742 5.554
30 .000 .912 4.430 25.699 -1.067 10.057
31 -.069 2.278 -30.475 7.540 -82.177 1.185
32 .002 .933 4.232 27.227 -1.359 11.649
33 -.025 1.137 -9.691 137.001 -20.151 1.042
34 .019 1.096 19.192 544.247 -1.290 35.087
35 .008 .976 5.432 40.855 -.999 13.574
36 -.005 .937 -.286 2.318 -5.871 5.792
37 -.006 .922 -21.036 649.789 -30.987 .993
38 -.001 .911 -2.178 8.699 -9.412 1.670
39 .000 .926 .093 1.565 -5.019 4.471
40 -.006 .857 -2.549 17.539 -9.660 3.041
41 .016 1.167 9.724 184.576 -1.735 27.255
42 .000 .934 -1.458 4.051 -6.994 3.566

(Table continues)



Item Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Minimum Maximum

43 .017 1.050 9.556 143.616 -1.059 22.679
44 .011 .956 7.001 73.23? -1.268 15.481
45 -.004 .911 -2.900 13.006 -8.299 2.296
46 .004 .920 2.200 9.510 -2.710 8.604
47 .006 .931 -.443 1.192 -5.463 3.912
48 -.013 1.030 -6.099 49.314 -13.754 .949
49 -.001 .947 -6.323 53.701 -12.397 .832
50 .003 .917 .735 .912 -2.857 5.429
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Table 10

Means and Standard Deviations of Standardized Residuals for Different Estimation Programs

Program

MIRTE TESTFACT MULTIDIM NOHARM

Dataset Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

p = 0.0 .251 1.452 .001 .893 -.026 1.321 .001 .966
p=0.5 .253 1.312 .000 1.154 -.024 1.217 .000 .982

27



D istr ib u tio n  L ist

D r. T e rry  A ckerm an  
Educational Psychology
210 Education Bldg.
University o f  Illinois 
Cham paign, IL  MWM

D r. James A lg ina  
M 03 N orm an Hall 
University o f  Florida  

Gainesville, F L  ?2'41S

D r. Nancy A llen  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. N.I ORSIJ

D r. Erling  B. Andersen  
D epartm ent o f  Statistics 
Studiestraedc (>
1455 Copenhagen  
D E N M A R K

D r. G regory A nrig  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, N.I 0S5.II

D r . D onald A rm stro n g  
Rutgers University  
G raduate  School o f M anagem ent 
N ew ark. N.I il7 |n :

D r. Eva U  Baker 
U C I.A  C enter fo r the Study 

o f Evaluation  
MS M o o re  I lall 
U niversity o f Californ ia  
Los Angeles. C A  '*>02-!

D r. Laura  L  Hai nes 
College o f Education  
University o f To ledo  
2801 W . Bancroft Street 
To ledo. 01 \ 4?i4k,

D r. W illiam  M . Hart 
University o f M innesota  
Dept, o f Educ. Psycholo^r 
330 B urlo n  M.'ill 
178 IMIshurv- D r.. S.F.. 
Minneapolis, M N  55455

D r. Isaac llc ja r  
Law School Admissions 

Services 
P .O. Box Kt
Newtown. PA  1 »>•«».! Nl in

D r. A n n e  B ehnd  
Education:!I Testing Sc im c c  
Princeton. NJ (ISS'II

D r . Ira  Bernstein  
D epartm ent o f Psychology 
U niversity o f Texas 
P.O. Hon 1<'52S 
A rling ton . T X  7M I1'M )52*

D r. M enucha B irenlnurn  
School o f Education 
T e l A viv University  
Ram at A viv (>'**78 
IS R A E L

D r. Bruce Bloxom
D efense Manp<Hver D ata (.‘enter
99 Pacific St.

Suite 155A 
M onterey , C A  'A*'* 13-3231

C dt. A rn o ld  Bohrcr
Sect ie Pavcholiigisrh O n d er/o ek
R e k ru te rin g s E n  Select iecent rum
K w artier Koningen Astrid
Hruijnstraat
1120 Brussels. B E I . ( ; iU M

D r. Gwyneth Boodoo  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. NJ 0S5I1

D r. Robert Br caux 

C ode 252
Naval T ra in ing  Systems C enter  
O rlando . R .  3282^322-1

O r. Robert Brennan  
A m erican College Testing  

Pro tram s  
P. O . Box IhK 

Iowa C'iiy, IA  5 2 2 0

D r. David V . Uudcscu 
D epartm ent o f Psychology 
University o f  Haifa  

M o u n t Carm el, Haifa 31WQ 

IS R E A L

D r. G regory Candell 
C T B /M c G ra w -H ill 
2500 Garden Road 
M onterey. C A  9.W-I0

D r. John B. C arro ll 
■UN Elliott R J„ N orth  
CIm pel H ill. N C  275M

D r. John M . Carro ll 
H IM  W atson Research C enter 
U ser Interface institute. H  1-1152 
P.O. Box 701
Y o rk  town Heights, N Y  IIIS'W

D r. R obert M . C arro ll 
C h ie f o f  Naval O perations  

OP-U1H2
W ashington, D C  20550

D r. W . Chambers 
T ech  nolop,- .Manager. Code 2B 
Naval T ra in ing  Systems C enter  
1235(1 Research Parkuav  
O r  Ian Jo, F L  32S24S-322J

M r. I kia Hua Chang  
University o f Illinois 
D epartm ent o f Statistics 
101 lllini Hall 
725 South W rig h t St. 
Champaign. IL  ()1S20

D r. Raym ond E. Christal 
U E S  L A M P  Science Advisor 
A F I IR U M O E L  
Brooks A1; R, T X  78255

D r. Norm an C liff  
D e |\irtm c n t o f Psychology 
Univ. o f  So. C alifornia  
Los Angeles, C A  '<ouVl I IK, I

D irector, M anpow er Program  
C enter fo r Naval Analyses 

•M ill Ford Avenue  
P.O. Box l(-.2<«
A lexandria. V A  223u2-02<.8

Director.
M anpow er Support and 
Readiness Program  

C enter fo r Naval Analysis 
•t li 11 Ford Avenue  
Alexandria, V A  22.'H2-u2f»S

D r. St.-inky Collyer
O il Ice o f Nasal Technolot^,-
C ode 222
Six) N. Ouincy Street 
A rling ton . V A  22217-5 inni

D r. Hans F. C rom bag  
Faculry o f  Law  

University o f  Lim burg  
P.O. Box 616 
M aastricht
T h e  N E T H E R L A N D S  6200 M D

M s. Caro lyn R, C rone  
Johns H opkins University  
D epartm ent o f  Psychology 
C harles &  34th Street 
Baltim ore, M D  21218

D r. T im othy Davcy 
A m erican College Testing Program  

P.O. Box 168 
Iowa City, IA  52243

D r. C. M . Dayton  
D epartm ent o f  M easurem ent 

Statistics &  Evaluation  
College o f Education  
University o f M aryland  
College Park. M D  20742

D r. Ralph J. DeA yala  
M easurem ent, Statistics, 

and Evaluation  
Benjam in B ldg, Rm. 4112 
U niversity o f M aryland  
College Park. M D  20742

D r. Lou D ifle llo  
C E R L
U niversity o f  Illinois
103 South M athew s A venue  
U rbana. IL  61801

D r. Dattpras.id Divgi 
C enter fo r Naval Analysis 
4401 Ford Avenue  
P.O. Box 162*8  
A lexandria. V A  22302 0268

D r. N eil D orans  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, NJ 0R5-I1

D r. F ritz  Drasgow  
University o f  Illinois 
D epartm ent o f  Psychology 
603 E. Daniel St.
C ham paign. IL  61820

Defense Technical 
In form ation C enter  

C am eron Station. Bldg 5 
Alexandria, V A  22314 
(2  Copies)

D r. Stephen D unbar 
224B Lindquist C enter 

to r M easurem ent 
University o f Iowa 
Iowa City, IA  52242

D r. James A , Earles
A ir  Force H um an Resources 1-ib
Brooks A P B . T X  78235

D r. Susan Kmhretson 
University o f Kansas 
Psychologs' D epartm ent 
426 Fraser 

Lawrence. KS ntO-15

D r. G eorge Englehard, Jr.
Division o f Educational Studies 
Em ory University  
210 Fishburne Bldg  
A tlan ta , G A  30322

E R IC  Facility-Acquisitions  
2440 Research Blvd. Suite 550 
Rockville. M D  2i)S5t)-323S



A m e ric a n  C o llege  T o s iin g  P ro p ra n vU ccka *e 0* 02/01

D r. Benjam in A . Fairbanli 
O perational Technologies Corp.
5815 Callaghan. Suite 225 
San A n io n io , T X  7822S

D r. M arshall J. Farr. Consultant 
Cognitive &  Instructional Science’. 
2520 N o rih  V ern o n  Si reel 
A rling ton , V A  22207

D r. P -A . Federico 
C ode 51 
N P R D C
San Diego, C A  92152-<>8, <0

D r. Leonard !• cldt 
Lindquist C enter 

Tor M easurem ent 
University o f liw a  
Iowa City. IA  522 12

D r. Rtch'ird I.. Ferguson  
A m erican College Testing  
P.O . Box 1 ^
I cm  a C ir ,. IA  52M 3

D r. G erhard  Fischer 
Liebiggasse 5/3 

A  1010 V ienna  
A U S T R IA

D r. M yro n  Fisclil 
U.S. A rm y  Jlendquartci s 
D A P E -M R R  

T h e  Pentagon
W ashington. D C  2 0 3 I0 (V >|*>

Pror. D onald F iugerald  
U niversity o f N ew  England 
D epartm ent o f Pr.ychoio^- 
A rm idale, Ncm South Wales 2351 
A U S T R A L IA

M r. Paul Foley
Navy Personnel R A D  C enter
San D iego, C A  02l52-»-8'">

D r. A lfred  It. Freglv 
A F O S R /N L  Bide." -HU 
Bolling A I :B, D C  20332-M1K

D r. A lice  G erb  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. NJ <>85 I I

D r. R obert D. Gibbons 
Illinois Stale Psychiatric Inst,
R tn 529W
1601 W . T ay lo r Street 
Chicago, IL  6JK12

D r. Janice G iffo n l
University o f Massachusetts 
School o f Education  
A m h e rs t M A  D)tm.'

D r. D rew  G ito m cr  
Educational Testing Sem ico 
Princcton, N.I 1185-11

D r. Robert G laser 
Learning Research

& Developm ent C enter 
University o f Pittsburgh  
3939 O 'H a ra  Street 
Pittsburgh, P A  152<>0

D r. Karen Gold  
Education.i] Testing Service 

Princeton. NJ 0K5-II

D r. T im othy Goldsm ith  
D epartm ent o f  Psveholoi^’ 
Universiry o f  New  M exico  
Albuquerque. N M  8 7 1 3 1

H r. Sherrie  G o lt  
A  I-1 IR L 'M O M .l  
Brooks A F B . I X  78235-5«'>m

D r. B en Green  
Johns I lopkins University  
D epartm ent o f Psychology 

Charles A; 3-lih Street 
Baltim ore. M D  21218

M ichael 1 labon 
D O R M E R  G M B H  
P.O . Box N 2 0  
I) .? 1*!!) Friedrichshafen 1 

W E S T  G E R M A N Y

Prof, Edward H aerle l 
School o f Education  

Stanford University 
Stanford. C A  *>-1305

Dr. Rnnald K. 1 tomblcion  
(Jnivt/rsilv o f Massachusetts 
Laboratory o f Psychometric 

and Evaluative Research 
I lills South. Room  152 
A m herst. M A  0lfNI3

D r. D ch w n  Unrnisch  
I IniversiiY o f Illinois 

51 G erty Drive  
Champaign. IL  61820

Dr. G rant 1 lenning  
M ail Stop 1S-P 
Educational Testing Service 
1‘nnceton, NJ 0S5J1

Ms. Rebecca ( le tte r
S a w  Personnel R A D  C enter
C ode i-.l
San Diego, C A  92I52-**8 imi

Dr. Thom as M . I lirsch 
A t T
P. O . Box It'S  
Iowa City, IA  522 13

D r. Paul \V . Holland  
Educational Testing Service, 21-T  
Rosedale Road  
Princeton. NJ 085-11

D r. Paul Horst 
f.77 Ci Street, #18-1 
C hula V isia. C A  92010

M s. Julia S. Hough  
C am bridge University Press 
-It) W est 2fHh Street 
No> Y o rk . N Y  l im n

D r. W illiam  Howell 
C h ie f Scientist 
A I'l 1 Rl j 'C A
Brooks A  IB ,  T X  78235-5i‘« l

I>r. Lloyd Hum phreys  
University o f Illinois 
Departm ent o f Psychology 
(■it,' East D aniel Street 
Champaign, II. f t1820

D r. Steven 1 lunks  
3-l<> I Educ. N.
University o f A lberta  
Fdm om on. A lberta  
C A N A D A  Tr-G 2G5

D r. 1 kiynh 1 luynh 
College o f Education  
Univ. i if  South Carolina  
Colum bia. SC' 2^2(18

D r. M a rtin  J. Ippel 
Post bus **555 
23iiO RH  U-iden  
T H E  N E T H E R L A N D S

D r. R obert Jannarone  
Elec. and C o m p u ter Eng. Dept. 
University o f South C arolina  
Colum bia, SC 29208

D r. K um ar Joag-dcv 
University o f Illinois 
D epartm ent o f Statistics 
101 lllini Hall 
715 South W rig h t Street 
Cham paign, IL  61820

D r. Peder Johnson  
D epartm ent o f  Psychology 
University o f N ew  M exico  
Albuquerque, N M  87131

D r. Douglas H, Jones 
1280 W o o d fern  C o u rt 
T om s R iver. NJ 08753

D r. Brian Junker 
C arneg ie-M ellon  University  
D epartm ent o f Statistics 
Schenley Park  
Pittsburgh, P A  15213

D r. M ichael Kaplan  
O ffice o f Basic Research  
U.S. A rm y  Research Institute  
5001 Eisenhower Avenue  
A lexandria, V A  22333-5600

D r. M ilto n  S. Katz  
European Science C oordination

Office
U.S. A rm y Research Institute  

Box f'5
HPO New Y o rk  t>*>510-1500

Prof. John A , Keats 
D epartm ent o f  Psychology 
U niversity o f Newcastle 
N .S .W . 230S 
A U S T R A L IA

M r . H ae -R im  Kim  
University o f Illinois 
D epartm ent o f Statistics 

101 lllini Hall 
715 South W righ t St.
C ham paign, IL  61820

D r. Jwa-keun Kim  
D epartm ent o f Psycholog/
M id d le  Tennessee State

University
P.O. Box 522 
M urfreesboro . T N  37132

D r. S ung-H o  Kim  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. NJ tW>541

D r. Ci. G age Kingsbury
Portland Public Schools
Research and Evaluation D epartm ent
501 N o rth  D ixon Street
P. O , Box 3107
Portland. O R  97209-3107

D r. W illiam  Koch 
Box 72-16, M eas. and Eval. C lr .  
U niversity o f Texas-Austin  
A ustin , T X  78703

D r. R ichard J. Koubek 
School o f Civil Engineering  
Grissom Hall 
Purdue University  
W est Ijfa v e t le ,  IN  47907



A m e r ic a n  C o lle g e  T c s lin g  P rogram .'R cck ase 08 .'0 i '91

Dr. Leonard Kroekcr 
Navy Personnel RAD Cenler 

Code <■:
San Diego, C A  I m

D r. Jerry Lelm iis
Defense M anpow er D ata C enter
Suite •IIHt
1600 W ilson Blvd
Rosslyn, V A

D r. ’1'liomas Leonard  
University o f W isconsin 
D epartm ent tif Statistics 
121U W e il  D avion  Si reel 
M adison. \V I 53705

D r. R ichard I.csh 
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. N.l ftSJ t ]

D r. M ichael Levine  
Educational Psychology 
210 Education Bldg.
University o f  Illinois  
Champaign. IL  61Sn]

D r. Charles Liivis  

Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. NJ

M s. Ils in -hung  Li 
University o f Illinois 
Departm ent o f Statistics 
101 Illinl Hall 
725 South W right St.
Champaign, IL  6I82H

M r. Rodney Lim  
U niversity o f Illinois 
Departm ent o f Psycholo^r 
603 E. Daniel St. ’
Champaign, I I .  i >1 J4'n

D r. Robert L  Linn  
Campus Box 2>, i 
University o f C olorado  
Boulder. *C O  Mii3(i‘>.ii2i'>

D r. Robert l^ockman 
C enter for Naval Analysis 
44111 J:ord Avenue  
P.O. Box 16:68
A le xa n d ria , V A  223 ti2 -u2 t^

D r. Frederic M . Lord  
Educational Testing Service 
Princelon, N.l 0X541

D r. R ichard Luecht 
A C T
P. O . Box |t.S 
Iowa City. 1A 52243

D r. G eorge B. M acready  
Departm ent o f M easurem enl 

Statistics A  Evaluation 
College of Education 
Univer.siiv o f M ai viand  
College Park. M D  211712

D r. G arv  M arco  
Slop .11-1*
Educational Test ini; Sciviee 
Princeton. N.l (I.SI5I

D r. Clessen .1. M a n  in 
O ffice o f  C hief o f Naval 

Operations (O P  I.1 I: )
N avy A n n e x  R oom  2S32 
W a sh in g to n . DC.’ 2035U

D r. Shin ichi Mavekawa 
The Naiional C enter fo r University 

Entrance E lim in a tio n s  
2-l" -2 3  K O M A H A . M E G U R O -K U  
To kvo  I?.'
J A P A N

D r. J.imes R. M cB ride  

l lu m im O
6l,">i) Elmhurst Drive 
San Diego. (.'A « 2 i:«

Dr, C larence C. M cC orm ick  
N O . U S M E P C O M /M E P C T  
2.'i“ i G iv e n  Hay Road 
N o n h  Chicago, IL  <’0064

M r, Christopher M cC uskcr 

University o f Illinois 
D eparlm ent o f Psychology 
^>3 E. Daniel St.
Champaign. IL  61S20

D r. Robert M cKinley  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton. N.l 0P5I1

M r. A lan Mead  
c/o D r. M ichael Levine 
Educational Psychology 
210 Education Bldg.
University o f Illinois 
Champaign. IL  61801

D r. T im othv M iller 
A C T
P. O . Box K.S 
Iowa City. IA  52243

D r. Robert Mislevy 
Educalional Testing Service 
Princeton, NJ OK54 1

Dr. W illiam  M ontague
N P R D C  Code 13
San Diego. C A  'OI52-(>Si>0

Ms. Kathleen M o ren o  
Navy Personnel R A D  C om er 
C ode tv2
San Diego, C A  'i2152-«Wm

I leadquarlers M arin e  Corps 
Code MPI-211 
W ashington, D C  203S0

D r. Ralna Nandakum ar 
Educational Studies 
W illard Hall, Room  213E  
University o f Delaware 
N iw > r k .D E  1‘»7)6

Library, N P R D C
Cr.de P20 IL
San Diego. C A  ^215

Librarian
Naval C enter for Applied Research 

in A rtific ial Intelligence 
Naval Research lab o ra to ry  
C ode >5lit
W ashington. D C  2i>375->(» Wl

Dr. I larold I :. O 'N eil. Jr.
School o f Education - W P H  WlI 
Dep.irlm ent o f Educational 

Psychology A  Technolop,' 
University o f Southern California  
Los Angeles, C A  >i00[i<MX>31

IV . James B. Olsen 
W IC A T  Systems 
1*75 Soulh Slate Street 
O rem . I IT  S405S

Office o f Naval Research,
C ode 1 142CS 

Soft N. Q uincy Street 
Arlington, V A  22217-5000 
(6  Copies)

D r. Judith Orasanu  
Basie Research O f  lice 
A rm y Research Institute  
5001 Eisenhower Avenue  
Alexandria. V A  22333

D r. Jesse Orlansky  
Institute fo r Defense Analyses 
1S01 N. Beauregard St. 
A lexandria, V A  22311

D r. Peter J. Pashley 
Educational Testing Service 
Rose dale Road  
Princeton, NJ 08511

W ayne M . Patience 
A m erican Council on Education  
C R D  Testing Service, Suite 20 
O ne Dupont Circle. N W  
W ashington, D C  20036

D r. James Paulson 
D epartm ent o f  Psychology 

Portland Slate University 
P.O. Box 751 
Portland, O R  07207

D epL o f Adm inistrative Sciences 
Code 54 

Naval Postgraduate School 
M onterey . C A  93943-5026

D r. M a rk  D, Reckase
A C T
P. O . Box 168 
Iowa City. IA  52243

D r. M alcolm  Ree 
A F H R U M O A  
Brooks A F B . T X  7S235

M r, Steve Reiss 
N660 Elliott Hall 
University o f M innesota  
75 E. R iver Road  
M inneapolis, M N  55455-034-1

D r. W . A . R izzo  
Head, H um an Factors Division  
Naval T ra in in g  Systems C enter  
Code 26
12350 Research Parkway 
O rlando. F L  32S 2W 224

D r. C arl Ross 
C N E T -P D C D  
Building '*)
G reat Lakes N T C . IL  «-0<>S8

M r. Louis Roussos 
L'niversity o f Illinois 
D epartm ent o f Statistics 
101 lllini Hall 
715 Souih W right St. 
Champaign, IL  M S20

D r. J. Ryan
D epartm ent o f Education  
University o f  South Carolina  
Colum bia. SC  29208

D r. Fum iko Samejima 
D epartm ent o f Psycholog' 
University o f Tennessee  
310B Austin Peay Bldg. 
Knoxville. T N  3 7 9 lh -0 W )

M r . Drew  Sands
N P R D C  Code 62
San Diego. C A  92152-6&X)



A m erican College Tcsiinp Procr.irrrRccka-.e 08/02/9]

M r . Kenneth Sarno  
Educational l\sycln'l‘\uy 
210 Education Bldg.
U niversity o f Illinois 
Champaign, I I .  M W 1

D r. Janice Scheuneman 
Educational Testing Service 
Princeion. NJ (18511

Lowell Sc I w e  r
Psychological it  Q uantitative  

Foundations 
College o f Education 
Univcrsily of loua 
Iowa City, lA  522-12

D r. M a ty  S chra i/
4100 Parkside 
Carlsbad, C A  'OK'S

D r. D an Sega 11
Navy Personnel R & D  C enier 
San Diego. C A  92152

M r. Robert Scmmcs 
N21S E llioit I b ll 
Departm ent o f  Psycholop- 
University o f M inne>*'ia  
Minneapolis. M S  55 155

D r. Robin Shealy  
Illinois Stale W a te r Sui-vcy 
Room  149 
220-1 GritTnh |>r.
Champaign. II. M 82n

M j . Kathleen Sheehan 
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, N.I HS5I1

D r. Kazuo ShigemaNU 
7-9-24 Kugcnum a-Kaigan  
Fujisawa 251 
J A P A N

D r. Randall Shum aker 
Naval Research Laboratory  
Code 5510
455S Overlook Avenue. S .W . 
W ashington. D C  2i'375.5i“ K)

D r. Richard Li. S m «
School of Education 
Stanford University 
Stanford. C'A *n.'n5

D r. R ichard C. Sorensen  
Navy Personnel R A D  C enier 
San D iego. C A  ‘12152-hStio

D r. Judy Sprav
A C T
P.O. Box
Iowa City, )A  522-t.'

D r . M arth a  Slocking  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, N.I U85-I1

D r. Peler Stoloff 
C enter fo r Naval Analysis 
4401 Ford Avenue  
P.O. Box KO fS  
Alexandria. V A  223,,2 -h3k ^

D r. W illiam  Stom  
University o f Illinois 
D epartm ent o f Statistics 
101 lllini Hall 
725 South W right Si. 
Champaign. 11, r»182o

Dr. [lan h aran  Swaminnihan 
l .ab o ra io iy  n f Psychometric and 

F.valuation Research  
Schiiol o r Education 
University o f Massachusetts 
Arnhei-st. M A  tt|o0J

M r. Hrnd Sympson
N .iw  Personnel W A D  C enter
C ode- 2
San Diego. C A  '<2152-<'8oO

Dr. John Tangncy 
A IC 1S1C N I-, Bldg. 410 
Bolling A F B , D C  20332-M lS

D r. k iknm i Tatsuoka  
F’ducational Testing Service 

M ail Slop 03-T  
Princeton. NJ <>¥511

D r. M aurice Tatsuoka  
Educational Testing Service 

M ail Stop 03-T  
Princeion, NJ 0K5-11

Dr. Dav id Thissen 
Dcp.inm ent o f Psycholnfj- 
Uritversilv o f  Kansas 
Lawrence. KS i i ' i l t l l

M r . Thom as J. Thom as  
Johns Hopkins University 
Depart mem of Psychology 
d ia r ie s  it  , ' l t l i  Street 
IViltimoi'c, M D  21218

M r, C arv Thomasson  
UniversiiV o f  Illinois 
Educational I’sycholojj- 
Champaign, IL  r>lS20

M r, Sherman Tsien  
F'ducalional Psychology 
2 10 Education Bldg.
Univcrsily o f Illinois 
Champaign, IL  MHO]

D r. Robert Tsuiakaua  
Univcrsily o f M issouri 
D epartm ent o f Statistics 
222 M ath . Scicnces Bldg.
Columbia. M O  65211

D r. l.edyard Tucker 
Univcrsily o f Illinois 
D epartm ent o f Psychology 
i><)3 E. Daniel Street 
Champaign. IL  M R2('

D r. David Vale 
Assessment Systems Corp.
2253 University Avenue  
Suite -I to
St. Paul. M N  55! I I

D r. Frank 1.. Vicino  
Navy Personnel U .V D  C enter 
San Diego, C A  92152- i^ xi

Dr. I toward W ainer  
Educational Testing Service 
Princeion. NJ DSS-il

D r. M ichael T . W aller 
University o f W isconsin-M ilwaukee  
Educaiion.il Psycholog,- D epartm ent 
Box -113
Milwaukee, W l 53201

D r. M in g -M e i W ang  
Educational Testing Seivice 
Mail Slop «3-T  
Princeion. NJ liS M l

D r. Thomas A . W arm  
F A A  Academ y A A C 9 3 4 D  
P.O. Box 25082 
O klahom a City, O K  73125

D r. Brian  W aters  
H u m R R O  
1100 S. W ashington  
A lexandria, V A  223 M

D r. David .1, Weiss 
Nw>0 Ellio tt Hall 
University o f M innesota  
75 E. R iver Road  
M inneapolis. M N  55455-0344

D r. Ronald A . W eitzm an  
Box 14r>
Carm el. C A  93921

M a jo r  John Welsh  
A F H R L 'M O A N  
Brooks A F B , T X  7821 '

D r. Douglas W etzel 
Code 51
Navy Personnel f t & D  C enter  
San 'D iego , C A  V2152-6SOO

D r. Rand R. W ilcox  
University o f  Southern  

Californ ia  
D epartm ent o f Psychology 
Los Angeles. C A  yOOOT-lO'.l

Germ an M ilitary  Representative  
A T I'S : W olfgang W ildgruhe  

St reitkraefteam i 
D -5300 Bonn 2 

4«00 Brandywine Street. N W  
W ashington. D C  200Io

D r. David W iley  
School o f Education  
Northw estern University 
Evanston. IL  <>0201

D r. Charles W ilkins
Navy Personnel R & D  C enter
C ode 13
San D iego. C A  92152

D r. Bruce W illiam s  
D epartm ent o f Educational 

Psycholofj’
University o f Illinois 

Urbana, 11. M 801

Dr. M a rk  W ilson 
School o f Education  
University o f California  
Berkeley. C A  9-1720

D r. H ilda W ’ing
Federal A viation Adm inistration  
8<«1 Independence Ave. S W  
W ashington, D C  20591

M r. John H. W olfe
Navy Personnel R & D  C enter
San Diego, C A  92152-6WJO

D r. G eorge W ong  
Biostatistics Laboratory  
M em oria l S loan-K ettering  

Cancer C enter 
1275 Y o rk  Avenue  
New Y o rk . N Y  11*021

D r. W allace W ulfeck, III 
Science Advisor
N A V O P  01S A /P E R S  00R  
W ashington, D C  20350



A m e r ic a n  G 'lk 'sxe T est ini; IV.n;r: niv R c c l^ s c 0& 0T 91

D r. K e n la ro  Y a m :im n in  
02-T

l'Uuc;ilii>n:il Test ini; Sc i ■vice 

Rosed:,lu R».,d  
IV incetnn, NJ H85-II

Ms. Dunnli Van 
Education:,! Test inj; Sen'i tv 
IV inccton, N.I CiRi-ll

D r, W endv Yen  
C m /M < .G r .w  i llll 

D el M o rn c  Research I’ark 
M onicrey . C A  ()w  Hi

D r. Joseph L  Y oung  
National Science Foundation  
R oom  3 ’H 
ISfXi G  -Su-eei. N .W . 
W ashington. D C  2055(1

M r . A n th o n y  R. / - i t ” , 
Nation:,! Council of Stare 

Boards o f Nursing. Inc. 
625 N orth  M ichigan Avenue  
Suite 15 1 1
Chicago, II .  I



ii

-V

\









i


	00002
	00003
	00004
	00005
	00006
	00007
	00008
	00009
	00010
	00011
	00012
	00013
	00014
	00015
	00016
	00017
	00018
	00019
	00020
	00021
	00022
	00023
	00024
	00025
	00026
	00027
	00028
	00029
	00030
	00031
	00032
	00033
	00034
	00035
	00036
	00037
	00038
	00039
	00040
	00041
	00042
	00043
	00044
	00045



