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IRT True Score Equating and Observed Score Equating for
Multidimensional Data
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Abstract: In practice tests usually measure more than one trait. In these situations if the multidimensional structure is neglected and
traditional unidimensional item response theory ( UIRT) equating methods are still used the equated parameters may be inaccurate. The
research data was selected from a large — scale English test using random — group design. Item parameters were estimated using MCMC
method. UIRT true score equating and observed score equating were extended to multidimensional structure. Four equating methods were
conducted and compared: UIRT true score and observed score equating multidimensional item response theory ( MIRT) true score and
observed score equating. The results demonstrated that: ( 1) due to the multidimensional structure of our dat MIRT equating methods
performed better than UIRT methods; (2) MIRT observed score equating was slightly better than MIRT true score equating but the re—
sults of these methods didn’t show significant difference.
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