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Preface

The thesis deals with reliability of measurements in the context of multiple-item
testing instruments, such as educational tests. It starts from author’s diploma thesis,
where the reliability was studied in the context of the classical test theory (that
is under the assumptions of ANOVA models). Some of the basic definitions and
properties appear here as Chapter 1. The rest of the thesis is dedicated to the
measurements composed of dichotomous items, for which the classical model is not
appropriate.

While there are numerous papers written on reliability in the context of the clas-
sical test theory (see for example Hoyt (1941), Guttman (1945), Cronbach (1951),
Novick and Lewis (1967), etc.), not so much has been written about reliability in
the case when the assumptions of ANOVA models are not fulfilled. Some works
discuss reliability in the presence of outliers and propose robust estimators of re-
liability (see Wilcox (1992) and more recently Christmann and Van Aelst (2006)).
Even though there is some work devoted to reliability of binary data (see for exam-
ple Ridout et al. (1999), Zou and Donner (2004)), it is mostly based on common
correlation models, where reliability merges with intraclass correlation coefficient.
Unfortunately, such models (for example the beta-binomial model) are not appro-
priate for multiple-item testing instruments, since they do not allow for different
item difficulties.

The present thesis provides an extension of the reliability concept. A more gen-
eral definition of reliability is proposed, of which the classical definition is shown to
be a special case. The new definition is applied to models appropriate for dichoto-
mous items. A new estimate of reliability of composite dichotomous measurements
is also introduced, an estimate which in some situations seems to have better prop-
erties than the conventional estimate based on Cronbach’s alpha.

A short overview of the thesis chapters follows:

Chapter 1 contains a summary of definitions and basic properties of the relia-
bility in context of the classical test theory. The classical definition of reliability of
measurement is discussed. The characteristic used most often to estimate reliabil-
ity (Cronbach’s alpha) and its relationship with reliability is investigated. Finally,
reliability and Cronbach’s alpha are studied in the framework of ANOVA models.

In Chapter 2, the models appropriate for measurements composed of dichoto-
mously scored items are studied. In Section 2.1, the model used for dichotomously
scored items most often (the Rasch model) is discussed. The techniques of parame-
ter estimation based on the method of maximum likelihood are described. As a new
result, it is shown that the conventional estimator of item difficulty based on the



least squares method in the ANOVA model can be understood as an approximation
of the ML estimators based on the Rasch model. The rest of Chapter 2 is dedicated
to the modified beta-binomial model, and to its extension which we call the general
model with additive item effect .

The general definition of reliability proposed in this work was motivated by a
paper of Commenges and Jacqmin (1994), where some possibly equivalent defin-
itions of common correlation models are discussed. In Chapter 3, we revise the
work of Commenges and Jacqmin, find counterexamples to some of their results
and postulate corrected propositions.

In Chapter 4, we propose a more general definition of reliability and we show
the legitimacy of the new definition. Also, we derive the formulas for reliability in
the models discussed in the previous chapters.

Finally in Chapter 5, the new estimate of reliability of composite dichotomous
measurements is introduced and studied via simulations in the Rasch model and in
the modified Rasch model.

The core of the thesis is based on author’s publications:

[1] Rexovd, P. (2003). Reliability of measurements [Spolehlivost mérend, in Czech).
Diploma thesis. Charles University in Prague.

[2] Rexové, P. (2004). Ttem analysis of educational tests. In Safrankova, J., ed-
itor, WDS’04 Proceedings of Contributed Papers: Part I - Mathematics and
Computer Sciences, pages 77-83. Matfyzpress, Prague.

[3] Martinkovd, P., Zvara, K., Zvérovd, J., and Zvara, K. (2006). The new features
of the ExaMe evaluation system and reliability of its fixed tests. Methods of
Information in Medicine, 45:310-315.

[4] Martinkovd, P. (2006). Reliability in the Rasch model. In Hakl, F. editor,
Proceedings of the XI. PhD. Conference of the ICS ASCR, pages 64-71. Mat-
fyzpress, Prague.

[5] Martinkovd, P. and Zvéra, K. (2007). Reliability in the Rasch model. Kyber-
netika. Submitted.

Chapter 1 summarizes author’s diploma thesis [1]. Some results discussed here
together with practical application were published in [3]. Section 2.1 was presented
in [2]. Parts of Chapters 2, 4 and 5 discussing the modified beta-binomial model
were published in [4]. Parts of Chapters 4 and 5 discussing the reliability in the
Rasch model are contained in [5]. Chapter 3 is being prepared for publication.



Chapter 1

Introduction to reliability

1.1 Classical definition of reliability

When describing reliability of measurement, it is usually assumed that the measure-
ment Y is composed of two random variables: an unobservable true value T and an

error term e,
Y=T+e. (1.1)

The error term is supposed to have a zero mean E (e) = 0, a positive variance, and
to be independent of the true value T Therefore we have

var (Y') = var (T') + var (e).
The reliability of such a measurement is defined by the ratio

_ var (T) _q_ var (e)

var (Y) var (Y)

(1.2)

and it compares the variance of the error term with the variance of the measured
property. The smaller is the error variance relative to the observed score variance,
the more reliable is the measurement. Thus, the measurement is considered to be
reliable when the value of reliability is close to 1.

It should be pointed out that reliability is sample-dependent: a certain educa-
tional test can have a different reliability when given to a population with a high
variability of tested knowledge and when given to a population with a low variability
of the knowledge.

The following simple lemmas give a natural interpretation of the reliability.

Lemma 1.1. Having two independent measurements Y1 =T + e1,Yo =T + e5 of
the same property T, where var (e1) = var (eq), the reliability can be expressed as the
correlation between these two measurements, R = corr(Yy, Ys).

Proof:
cov(T' +e, T +ey) cov(T,T)+0  var(T)

var2(Y7) var (Y])  var(Y)) =

corr(T' + e, T + e3) =



In terms of educational tests, the reliability reflects to what extent a test gives the
same result when taken repeatedly by the same person under the same conditions.

Lemma 1.2. The reliability can be expressed as the squared value of the correlation
between the observed score and the true score, corr®(Y,T).

Proof:

2 _ covi(T +e,T) _ var?(T) _var(T)
corr™(¥, T) var (Y)var (T)  var(Y)var(T) var(Y) h.

O

Thus, the reliability of an educational test measures the strength of the relationship
between the score reached by a student and his/her true knowledge.

Unfortunately, none of these representations is useful when estimating the re-
liability of educational tests because they cannot be directly estimated from the
observed data. We cannot estimate the error variance var (e), the true score T, nor
the knowledge of a student by the same test twice and independently. Therefore,
when estimating the reliability of an educational test, we must take into account
the fact that the test is a composite measurement.

1.2 Reliability of a composite measurement

Let us consider the problem of measuring the reliability of a multiple-item testing
instrument, such as an educational test. Consider a series of items Y; = T} + ¢;, for
Jj =1,...,m, where the error terms e; are mutually independent and independent of
the true scores T}, for k = 1,...,m, having the same variance var (e¢;) = 02 > 0, and
mean Ee; = 0. The observed overall score of the m items is given by Y = Y+ - -+Y,,
and the unobservable overall true score is given by T' = T +- - - +1,,,. The reliability
of such a composite measurement is defined by (1.2) and with regard to the above
mentioned assumptions it can further be expressed as

var (T') var (T') B var (T')

Hn = var (V) var(T) +var(De;)  var(T) +mo?’

(1.3)
To study the relationship between the reliability of a composite measurement
and the reliability of an item, let us define the essential T-equivalence of items.

Definition 1.3. Items j = 1,2, ..., m are said to be essentially T-equivalent if there
exist constants ¢y, o, ..., ¢y (We can require ) G = 0) and a random variable T
such that with probability equal to one it holds that

T, =T +c;. (1.4)

Lemma 1.4. The m items are essentially T-equivalent if and only if for the items’
true score the following holds simultaneously

var (1)) = -+ = var (T},) = o7, (1.5)
corr(1;,Ty) = 1, jk=1,...,m.



Proof: The first implication is obvious: If
T, =T +c; 7=1...,m,

then also
var(Ty) = -+ - = var(T,,) = varT,
cov(T,T) ,
corr(1;,Ty) = varT\/m_L i k=1,...,m.
Vice-versa, if (1.5) and (1.6) hold, then the conditions for equality in Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality must hold. Therefore for all 7,k = 1,...,m with probability
equal to 1, the couples T and T}, are related by

When summing (1.7) over k and setting T = L3, T}, ¢; = £ 37, ¢, we finally
obtain (1.4). Another summing over j can show that constants c¢; defined in this
way have zero sum. O

In the following lemma, the Spearman-Brown formula (1.8) gives a relation-
ship between the reliability of a composite measurement R,, and the reliability of
an item R; for measurements composed of essentially 7-equivalent items.

Lemma 1.5. For a measurement composed of essentially T-equivalent items all the
reliabilities Ry of the items are equal and the reliability of the whole test can be

expressed as

le
R,, = . 1.8

Proof: From (1.4) follows

var (Z TJ> = var (mT) = m*o%.

=1

Further, we have

var (Z Y}) = var (mT") + var (Z ej> = m?0F + mo?.

j=1 j=1
Therefore
0.2
R var (Z]ﬂ j) m2o2 a%fag
m = = 2 -2 2 o2
var <ZJ:1 Y}) miop +mog 14 (m 1)0%;2
. le

More generally:

10



Lemma 1.6. Let a measurement be composed of my essentially T-equivalent items.
Let the reliability of this measurement be R,,,. Let us assign R,,, the reliability of a
measurement composed of mo items, so that all the items of the two measurements
are essentially T-equivalent. Then the relationship between the reliabilities R,,, and
R, 1s given by

R i fm 1.9
mz_l—k(%—l)le' (19)
Proof: Lemma 1.5 implies for both composite measurements ¢ = 1, 2 that
R, — m; Ry '
Therefore we have
LR, LR
Rl = 7711 = WiQ >
1+ (m_l - 1)Rm1 1+ (m_2 - )RTTLQ
which immediately implies (1.9). O

The consequence of this lemma is the fact that the reliability of an educational
test is dependent on the number of its items. Therefore, by adding suitable items
to the test, the reliability could approach as close to 1 as we would desire. When
comparing reliabilities of two educational tests, which in principle cannot have the
same number of items, we should bear this property of reliability in mind.

1.3 Cronbach’s alpha — estimator of reliability

A widely used characteristic of reliability is called Cronbach’s alpha. It was proposed
as a generalization of Kuder-Richardson formula 20 for binary data (see Kuder and
Richardson (1937)) and it was deeply studied in Cronbach (1951). Cronbach’s alpha
is defined as

_om ovar(Y) =3 var(Y;)  om 2020 cov(Y), Y5) 1.10)
QCR =T var (Y) S m— 1Y cov (Y, Vi) !

A pleasant property of Cronbach’s alpha is the fact that this characteristic is easy to
estimate from the data simply by using sample variances s;; and sample covariances
s;i instead of their population counterparts in (1.10):

mo > Zj;ék Sjk

Qcpr =
5 m_lzzjgksjk’7

(1.11)

where
n

: D (V= Yo)) (Vi — Yar). (1.12)

t=1

Sik —
J n—1

11



In this notation, the bullet stands for the sum over the replaced index and the bar
over Y stands for the average:

_ 1 <&
Yo=YV (1.13)
=1

As a consequence of the mentioned pleasant property, Cronbach’s alpha is widely
used for the estimation of reliability of composite measurement. Moreover, Cron-
bach’s alpha is often mistaken for the reliability itself. Nevertheless, the equality of
Cronbach’s alpha and reliability holds only in some special cases as stated in the
following theorem (see also Novick and Lewis (1967)):

Theorem 1.7 (Novick & Lewis). Let Y =Y +---+Y,, be a composite measurement
with true scores T =Ty + - - -+ T,,. Then Cronbach’s alpha acg is the lower bound
of the reliability:

var (T') m >_; var (Yj)
R, = > 1-=L __ ") = 1.14
var(Y) —m—1 ( var (Y) aor (1.14)
with equality holding if and only if the measurements Yq,...,Y,, are essentially

T-equivalent.

Proof: Let us assign cov(T;,T;) = 0;; and start with the inequality

0 < (Vou — \/03;)° = 0ii + 05 — 2,/050,5, (1.15)

therefore:

Oy + 0jj > 2,/040j;.
The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

V0i0j; > oy > oij, (1.16)
(in other words the upper bound of the correlation coefficient p;; = corr(7;,T;) =
\/;—L% is one). Together we have

1505

Oii + O'jj Z 2Uij-

Summing over all ¢ # j and dividing by 2(m — 1) gives
1
Z 0= ——=) ) O
J

Since

D205 =D 05+ ) D 0
(A J i#]
the last inequality can be written as

S D0y z > o (1.17)

i i#]

12



Dividing both sides of the resulting inequality by var (Y') finally gives the desired
lower bound of the reliability of the composite measurement Y’

var (T) _ >0 0 S _m >0 iz cov(Yy,Y))

Fim = var (Y) var(Y) —m—1 var (Y)

= q, (1.18)

where the equality
cov(Y;,Y;) = cov(T;, 1) = o0y; for i # j
is an easy consequence of the assumptions set at the beginning of Chapter 1.

To see when (1.14) holds as an equality, we need to know when the inequalities
(1.15) and (1.16) hold as equalities. In (1.15), the equality holds for o; = oj;.
In (1.16), the equality holds if and only if corr(7;,T;) = \/Ui—j/@ = 1. These two
assumptions correspond with the assumptions for essential 7-equivalence, as shown
in Lemma 1.4. O

To give a summary of Theorem 1.7: Cronbach’s alpha is equal to the reliability of the
composite measurement if and only if the measurement is composed of essentially
T-equivalent items. In other cases Cronbach’s alpha is only a lower bound of the
reliability!

Example 1.1. For example, consider a measurement composed of m items whose
true scores are not correlated at all: corr(T;,T;) = 0, for i # j. In this case, the
Cronbach’s alpha is equal to zero, nevertheless the reliability

Zj var (T})
>, var (1) + mo?

R, =

2

2 close to 0.

can be close to 1 for o

Example 1.2. On the other hand, suppose a measurement composed of two items
whose true scores are highly correlated: corr(1y,Ty) = 1, but var(T}) = 1 and
var (Tz) = 100. Then

ey 10+ 10 1
“F=104+10+1+ 100+ 202 ~ 3

—_

but the reliability Ry of composite measurement Y1 + Yo

10+10+ 1+ 100

R, =
710+ 10 + 1 + 100 + 20?2

can be close to 1 for a* close to zero.

As shown above, Cronbach’s alpha says more about items’ internal consistency
(how correlated the items’ true scores are, whether they have the same variance).
From this observation, it seems clear that the use of Cronbach’s alpha for estimation
of reliability should be done with caution.

13



1.4 Reliability in the ANOVA framework

Classical testing situations can be described in the framework of ANOVA (analysis
of variance) models. In this section we discuss some of the models and we define
the reliability of composite measurement for them. In more detail, the mixed effect
model of a two-way ANOVA is studied where the reliability merges with Cronbach’s
alpha and with the intraclass correlation coefficient.

1.4.1 Mixed effect two-way ANOVA model

When studying properties of a certain educational test, we are usually interested
in the fized set of items the test is composed of. Also, we usually suppose that the
group of students taking the test is a random sample of all possible test-takers.
The testing situation can therefore be described by the mixed effect model of a
two-way ANOVA: We assume that the score Y;; reached by the i-th student in
the j-th item can be expressed as

Y;j:Ai+bj+e,~j izl,...,n, j:]_,...,m, (119)

where the ability of i-th person A; ~ N(u,0%) is a random variable obeying the
normal distribution, b; is a fixed parameter describing j-th item’s difficulty (we
often require »°.b; = 0), and e;; ~ N(0,07) is a normally distributed error term
independent of abilities A, for p = 1,...,n. Error terms e;; are supposed to be
mutually independent.

The reliability (defined as the ratio of the variance of the measured property
and the variance of the observed score) of composite measurement Y; = > i Yi; is

R - var (4;) _ 7220124 _ 01241 . (1.20)
var (Y;)  m?03 +mo? o} + o2
This is equal to Cronbach’s alpha
m 22D i cov(Yij, Yik) m  m(m—1)c} o3
QcR = = _ '
=1 var (V) m —1m20% +mo? o4+ Lo?
Let us now look at the sums of squares and at their distributions:
994 =Y Y (Yie = Yau)* ~ (mo + 02)x*(n — 1), (1.21)
i=1 j=1
SSe = Z Z(Yz] —Y,; - Y.+ Yeo)? ~ a2x*((n = 1)(m — 1)), (1.22)
i=1 j=1

where the "bullet” notation was explained in (1.13). The mean squares M S, and
M S, have mean values

EMS,=ESS,/(n—1) = mo? + o2,
EMS, =ESS./((n—1)(m —1)) = o2

14



Therefore, the reliability (1.20) can be expressed as

R o_ EMSy—EMS, o EMS.,
" EMS, EMS,

As was already mentioned, this merges with Cronbach’s alpha. Moreover, (1.23) is

also the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) in this model. For further connections
between ICC and Cronbach’s alpha see Bravo and Potvin (1991).

(1.23)

When replacing mean values EMS,, EMS, in (1.23) by their unbiased estimators
MS4, MS,, we get an estimator for reliability

~ MS.,
R,=1- .
MS 4

Since the mean squares M S, and M S, can be written as

MS, = %ZZSU,

(1.24)

i=1 j=1
e=——= D SiiT — Sij
m—14~""7 m(m-1)4&‘&"
7j=1 i=1 j=1

the estimate (1.24) merges with the sample estimate of Cronbach’s alpha (1.11).
Further, (1.24) can be written as
R = om = 1 — FiA (1.25)
where Fy is a statistics used for testing hypothesis Hy : 0% = 0 (either in mixed
effect model (1.19) or in random effect model (1.26)). Statistics F)4 has under hy-
pothesis Hy the Fisher-Snedecor distribution F,_y (,—1)(m-1). We reject the hypoth-
esis for large values of Fy. Therefore, (1.25) implies that the greater the estimate of
reliability is, the better the educational test can distinguish between the students.
Also, (1.25) implies that &cr = 1 in the case when Y;; = a; + b;, where @; and
b; are appropriate constants. In this case only one item would be enough to get all
the information about a student!
Expression (1.25) should also warn us that the estimate dog can take negative
values, although only positive values make sense for reliability.
Finally, as a corollary of (1.25) we can derive the confidence interval for Cron-
bach’s alpha and for reliability: (1.21) and (1.22) imply that the ratio
MS A () 2

c ___ _Fy-(1—-R,
MS, (mo? + o2) e )

has Fisher-Snedecor distribution Fj,_1 (,—1)(m-1). Thus
7/2 - P(FA : (1 - Rm) Z anl,(nfl)(mfl)<7/2))

an n—1)(m— 2
_ P(ngl— 1,(n—1)(m-1)(7/ ))’
Fy
v/2 = P(Fa-(1=Ru) < Fuoto-1ym-1(1 = 7/2))

_p (Rm S Fotn-1ym-1)(1 — 7/2)) |
Fa

15



and the (1 —)100% confidence interval for R,, is (Ruin, Rmaz) , Wwhere

EzL@lﬂml)G))

Fy

Ezunnmlﬂl—9>‘

R,;, = max (O, 1-—

Rmax = 1 17 11—
min ( FA

1.4.2 Other ANOVA models

When the test items are understood as a random sample from a bigger set of items,
the random effect two-way ANOVA model should be used:

The assumptions of this model are the same as in (1.19), only the j-th item’s
difficulty is supposed to be a normally distributed random variable B; ~ N(0, 0%),
independent of A; and e;, fori =1,...,n,p=1,...,m.

The reliability of composite measurement Y; = >, Y;; in model (1.26) can be ex-
pressed as

R — var (A;) _ mZU?4 _ UE‘ (1.27)

A 2,2 2 2 2 L 1 2 ;1 3"
var(Y;)  m?oj +moy +mo? o} + op + 02

This is not equal to Cronbach’s alpha (1.10). Nevertheless, we can estimate the
reliability (1.27) using the same principles as in the previous section. We can easily
derive the mean values of the mean squares:

EMSy =ESSa/(n—1) =mao} + 07,
EMSp =ESSp/(m —1) = nog + o7,
EMS, =ESS./((n—1)(m —1)) =02

The reliability (1.27) can therefore be expressed as

EMS4,—-EMS,
= EMS,+ EMS;-EMS.

(1.28)

m

The unbiased estimators of variances 0%, 0% and o? are

62=MS,,

5 MS4— MS,
AT T
o MSp—MS.
BT T

and the reliability of the total score (1.28) can be estimated similarly to (1.25) by

- MSy — MS,
P Sa S

m = MS, + MSp=Ms. (1.29)

16



Higher order ANOVA models can be used when variation arises from more
sources (e.g. variation due to administration, etc.). The sources of variation (the
effects) might be fized or random, as was shown with item effect in models (1.19)
and (1.26). The ANOVA model might be full (as was the case in models (1.19)
and (1.26) where all the students answered all of the items) or the model might be
nested (e.g. the case of k administrations, where each student took the test only
within one of the possible administrations).

When evaluating the reliability of measurement, we should first identify all the
sources of the variation — the effects. Then we should identify whether these effects
are fixed or random and whether the model is full or nested. Further, the true
value of the measured property we are interested in should be identified. Then, the
reliability can be expressed as a ratio of the true score variance to the total variance
of the measurement. Finally, the reliability can be estimated using mean squares
as shown within models (1.19) and (1.26): We express the reliability in terms of
mean values of mean squares (see (1.23), (1.28)). The estimate is then formed by
the mean squares themselves (see (1.24), (1.29)).

At the end of this section, let us remind ourselves of the least squares esti-
mators of parameters in the ANOVA models. Let us for example suppose the
two-way fixed effect model

Y;j:u+ozi+ﬂj+eij izl,...,n, jzl,...,m, (130)

where p, a; and §; are fixed, >3 oy = 370 3 = 0 and e;; ~ N(0,07). The
estimators are gained by minimizing the expression

n m

DY (V= (ntai+ )

i=1 j=1
with respect to ¢ and j. We get

27:1 D i1 Yij

=" = Ve, (1.31)
mn
G, — Zj:l Yis Zj:l > ie1 Yij G — Do, (1.32)
m mn
s S Yy geadea Y
ﬁj = L= — : d = ij — Yoo (133)
n mn

These estimators are intuitive ones: the i-th student ability «; is estimated by
his/her proportion of correct answers in the whole test and the j-th item difficulty
B; is estimated by the proportion of the correct responses to that item from the
responses of all the students (standardized, so that the mean ability and mean
difficulty are zero). We denote these estimators as conventional and we will return
to them in Section 2.1.2.

17



Chapter 2

Measurements consisting of
dichotomously scored items

The theory discussed in Chapter 1 is hardly applicable if the test is composed of
dichotomously scored items. Model (1.1), supposing that the measurement Y is a
sum of the true value T" and an error term e, is misleading in the case when Y
reaches only 0 or 1.

In this chapter we describe some models which could be appropriate for the
case of dichotomously scored items. As in Chapter 1, we pay the most attention to
the mixed effect models, assuming that the items are fixed and that the students
are a random sample from the population. We generally assume that the score Yj;
reached by the i-th student on the j-th item is either 0 (wrong answer) or 1 (correct
answer), and that it has a distribution

Y;ijij(.;Aiabj) izl,...,n, jzl,...,m, (21)

where A;’s (describing students’ ability) are independently distributed with the
same distribution function H(A;). Moreover, we assume that Y;; and Y;;; are con-
ditionally independent given A;.

In Section 2.1 we discuss the model used most often for description of dichoto-
mous items — the Rasch model. Attention is paid mainly to methods of parameter
estimation.

In a certain stage of our research, we were not able to define the reliability
of measurement composed of items obeying the Rasch model. On the other hand,
the reliability is easily defined by the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for
binary data obeying common correlation models, such as the beta-binomial model.
Nevertheless, the beta-binomial model is not appropriate for our situation since it
does not allow for different item difficulties. Therefore, as a step aside, we tried
to modify the beta-binomial model. The resulting modified beta-binomial model is
discussed in Section 2.2. Finally, Section 2.3 brings an extension of this model to
other ability distributions.
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2.1 Rasch model

The model used most often for describing dichotomously scored items (often in the
context of the Item Response Theory) is the logit-normal model, called the Rasch
model (see Rasch (1960)). In the Rasch model, the probability of correct response
yi; = 1 or false response y;; = 0 of person ¢ on item j is given by':

iy Sl )
PG =Wl = T a0,

(2.2)

where A; ~ N(u,0%) describes the level of ability of person 4, and b; is an un-
known parameter describing the difficulty of item j. The conditional distributions
are assumed to be independent. Usually, we require ) ;b =0.

A direct generalization of the Rasch model is the three parameter logistic model,
where item properties are described by three parameters: besides difficulty parame-
ter bj, there is a discrimination parameter c; describing discrimination power of the
item and a guessing parameter d; describing the probability of guessing that item
by a person with no knowledge. The probability of a correct response of person ¢
on item j is given by

exp[yi;c; (Ai + bj)]
1+ exple;(A; +b))]
In this model, a nice and clear interpretation of parameters is possible: Let us
define the item characteristic curve of item j as f;(a) = P[Y;; = 1|a, bj, ¢;, d;]. After
estimating the parameters of an item, the item characteristic curve can be plotted
out (see Figure 2.1). By further analysis of the function f;(a) we can derive that:

P(Yij = yij; Aiy by, ¢, dy) = dj + (1 — dy) (2.3)

e If ¢; > 0 then f;(a) is increasing (so that the better students are more likely
to answer the item correctly), which is a reasonable assumption for an item.

o If ¢; > 0, then d; = lim,_._ fj(a), therefore d; describes the probability that
person without any knowledge answers the item correctly.

e Difficulty parameter b; can be understood as a specific value on the ability

scale: If a person has ability @ = —b;, then the probability that the person
1+dj
2

answers item j correctly is , and so this probability is exactly in the middle

between 1 and d;.
e The first derivative of function f; at point —b; is equal to cj%%, thus the
discrimination parameter c; is described by the slope of item characteristic

curve at point —b;, more precisely it is equal to f'(—b;) 1f e
J

The item characteristic curve describes the properties of an item very clearly:
we can easily read its difficulty, the probability that persons with no knowledge

In publications, often a slightly reparametrized model is called the Rasch model: there is
a minus sign in front of the item effect b; in (2.2). In such a case, b; can be understood as ”item
difficulty”, while in (2.2) it is rather ”item easiness”. We use notation (2.2) for better comparison
with model (1.19).
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Figure 2.1: Item characteristic curve for an item with difficulty parameter b; = —1,
discrimination parameter ¢; = 2 and guessing parameter d; = 0.1

answer it correctly. From the item characteristic curve plotted in Figure 2.1 we can
easily see, for example, that the described item can very well distinguish between
the students with ability level between 0 and 2. On the other hand, this item does
not distinguish very well between students with lower ability level, nor between
students with higher ability level.

Other extensions of the Rasch model are possible, too. Among these there are
the extensions to polytomous models, such as the partial credit model, rating scale
model, binomial trials and Poisson counts model. The majority of these models can
be covered in a generalized linear model. Other possible extensions are models for
items in which response time or number of successful attempts are recorded. A well-
arranged overview of extensions of the Rasch model can be found in van der Linden
and Hambleton (1997). An advantage of models containing more parameters is a
better description of the situation. A disadvantage is that with small sample sizes
it may result in unstable estimators of item parameters.

2.1.1 Parameter estimation — ML methods

Let us for the rest of this section concentrate on the Rasch model (2.2). There
are three likelihood-based methods available for an item parameter estimation:
joint maximum likelihood (JML), marginal maximum likelihood (MML) and con-
ditional maximum likelihood (CML). All three of the algorithms based on maxi-
mum likelihood described in the next three subsections use the iterative procedures.
Therefore, the estimation procedures for item parameters can be hard to explain
to non-statisticians. Nevertheless, in Section 2.1.2 we show that the conventional
estimator (1.33) can be understood as an approximation of the estimators resulting
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from ML methods studied in the following text.

Joint maximum likelihood

The joint likelihood function for one-parameter Rasch model (2.2) is given by

plyiw) = [[T] PYis = vis; ai, b)), (2.4)
i=1 j=1

with w = (b",a”), a = (ai,...,a,) being the vector of abilities, b = (by, ..., by)
representing the vector of difficulties of items and with P(Y;; = v;;; a;, b;) given by
(2.2). We should emphasize that, when studying the joint likelihood function, we in
fact work with a model in which the impact of the i-th student «; is considered to be
a fixed effect. The item parameters are estimated by maximizing (2.4) with respect
to w given the data x. Nevertheless, when keeping the number of item parameters
and increasing the number of tested persons, the method leads to inconsistent esti-
mators. This is caused by the fact that a limited number of parameters of interest
(item difficulties b) is to be estimated in the presence of the growing number of
nuisance parameters (abilities a). A wide discussion of this problem in a general
setting was done already in Neyman and Scott (1948). Eliminating the nuisance
parameters gives a solution to this problem. The elimination can be accomplished
by the marginal or the conditional maximum likelihood method.

Marginal maximum likelihood

When estimating the item parameters using the marginal maximum likelihood
(MML) method, we usually assume that the abilities A constitute a random sam-
ple from an ability distribution with density h(A;&), with & the parameters of the
ability distribution. The joint probability can be then written as

e}
n m

pyb.8) = I [ TLP05 = ol st nas )i, (2.5)
=1 j=1

with P(Y;; = y;;|A:; b;) again given by (2.2). The above mentioned marginal likeli-
hood function is maximized with respect to b and €. The nuisance parameters are
eliminated by integrating over them. Often, the ability distribution is considered
to be normal with unknown parameters p4 and 0%, which are estimated together
with b. The main problem of this method is the correct specification of the ability
distribution. If the distribution is not specified correctly, the method can lead to
biased estimators of item parameters. The MML method can be used also without
specifying a parametric form of the ability distribution. This nonparametric dis-
tribution is then estimated together with the item parameters. EM algorithm and
MCMC method can be used for the estimation.

Conditional maximum likelihood

The last approach to item parameter estimation is the conditional maximum like-
lihood (CML) method. It results from the fact that if there exist sufficient statistic
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for the nuisance parameters, the model can be separated in a conditional part de-
pendent only on the parameters of interest and a part which models the sufficient
statistic.

Lemma 2.1. Let us define the total score variables®

and their realizations
m
S; = E Yij zzl,,n
i=1

Then under the Rasch model (2.2), S; is a sufficient statistic for a;, i =1,...,n.
Proof: Let us denote (x|s;) any vector & = (x1,...,%,,) for which it holds that
Z;n:l x; = s;. Let us denote ¢, = expa;, and ¢; = expb;. Then, supposing the
model (2.2), the conditional probability P(Y = y|S = s) can be rewritten as

PY:yaSZS i=1j=1
P(Y =y|S=3s)= (P(S:s) ): d

for S = s and as 0 otherwise. Therefore the conditional probability P(Y = y|S = s)
does not depend on a;, i = 1,...,n, and thus the total score .S; is a sufficient statistic
fora;, 1=1,...,n. O

Since in the Rasch model (2.2) the total score S; is a sufficient statistic for

a;, i =1,...,n, the likelihood function (2.4) can be rewritten as:
p(yiw) = [ [ f(wilsi; ) [ [ 9(si: b;.00), (2.6)
i=1 i=1
with Y, = (Yj1,...,Y;,) the response vector of person i. Maximization of the

conditional likelihood .
[T/ (wilsi: b) (2.7)
i=1

with respect to b leads under mild conditions to consistent and asymptotically
normally distributed estimates (see Andersen (1970)).

2While in the rest of the work we denote the total score of the i-th student Y;, for better clarity
of this section we choose a different symbol here: S;.
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An interesting topic in CML estimates is their efficiency. The problem is that
when estimating the item parameters, only the conditional likelihood (2.7) is used
and the second part of the full likelihood (2.6), the marginal distribution of S, is
neglected. Nevertheless, this second part could possibly contain some information
on the item parameters. For evaluating the loss of information due to using the
CML method, the F-information can be defined. This is a generalization of Fisher
information matrix for the case when a part of the parameters is nuisance. The
properties of F-information and the loss of information in CML estimation is in
detail studied in Eggen (2000).

2.1.2 Conventional estimator — approximation of MLE

When one is asked to estimate difficulty of an item, probably the simplest thing
he/she can think of is the proportion of correct responses to that item. In this
subsection we would like to show that this conventional estimator is justified and
that it approximates the estimators mentioned above.

We will demonstrate our claim on the joint maximum likelihood method, there-
fore the impact of the student ability a; is again considered to be a fixed effect.
Let us make a slight reparametrization of the Rasch model:

eithj ehtaitB; def

PIY = Tai;b;] = 1+ eoitti 14 entoittss (14 i+ 55), (28)

with Y a; =Y 3, = 0. Let us consider the Taylor approximation

flu+ai+ 8;) = f(n) +f'( )i+ 535) = fp) + f(p)(X = f(u) (i + 535). (2.9)
Let us define n = f(u) =

and

1+e/"

f(ﬂ+ai+ﬁj) i77+77(1— )(az"_ﬁ]) &f ZJ> (2'10)

then the new joint likelihood function can be written as

L= HHK'”” (1 — K;) i), (2.11)

=1 j=1

and its logarithm can be written as

InL = Z Zyzj In K5 + (1 — ;) In (1 — K35). (2.12)

i=1 j=1

Let us now maximize the logarithm of the joint likelihood function with respect to
n, a; and [, to get the maximum likelihood estimators 7, &;, 3;:

—1 — (1 —2n)(o; + ;)
—n—n(1—n)(a;+ 5;)

+(1—y¢j)1

alnL . 14+ (1 —2n)(a; + 5
ZZ{ + ( n) (i + 5;)

—~ = "0+ —n)(a+5)

_ (1 — wij)
O_ZZLHM— i+ 3;)  1—n—n(1—n)(+0;)

z1j—1

O—ZZ%J ==l =n)(ai+ ) = (1 =y +nl =)o + ).

=1 j=1
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When using reparametrization conditions ) «a; = > 5; = 0, we get the maximum
likelihood estimator

ﬁ = ﬂ.., (213)

where the "bullet” notation was explained in (1.13). Similarly for ability parameters
a; we get

Ol & am(1— 1 —y;)n(1 —
O:—:Z{ yin(1l —n) (I —yyn( —mn)

day; n+nl—n)e+p5) 1—n—nl—n)(a+p)
O—Zyzg — =1 =n)(a + 5)) — (1= yi5) (0 + (1 = n)(a + 5))),

0 = yie — mn —mn(1 — n)ay,
therefore we have B B
d' _ yio - yoo
Yoo (1 — Yeo)
Similarly for item-difficulty parameters

(2.14)

OlnL yiin(1 —n) (1 —wij)n(1 —n)

Oza—ﬁj: . L?Jrn(l—n)(aﬁﬁj) C1-n—nd-n)(a+ )

O—Zyz] — =01 =n)(a + 5;) = (1= yiy) (0 +n(1 = n)( + 5))),

0 = yoj — nnp +nn(1 —n)B;.

Therefore, the maximum likelihood estimator for item difficulty is

B = % (2.15)

Estimators (2.14) and (2.15) are multiples of the conventional estimators (1.32)
and (1.33) derived for model of analysis of variance in Section 1.4. In this sense,

the conventional estimators can be understood as justified approximations of the
estimators based on the Rasch model.

2.2 Beta-binomial model and its modification

An often used model in reliability studies of binary data (see for example Rid-
out et al. (1999), Zou and Donner (2004)) is the beta-binomial model. In this
model, we assume that the probability of success m; varies over subjectsi =1,...,n
according to a beta distribution with parameters a and b, and conditional to this
probability, the total score Y; of the i-th person is binomially distributed. The choice
of beta distribution for 7; is logical since it is a flexible distribution and leads to
mathematically tractable results. The beta probability density function is

f(ra,b) = ———~m (1 —m)" L, 0<rm<1,
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where a > 0 and b > 0. The beta distribution has mean and variance equal to

E(m) =u, var (m) = p(1 — p)6/(1 4 6) = p(1 — p)p,

where p = —% is the marginal probability of success for any individual, 6 = a%b
and p is the intraclass correlation coefficient p = corr(Y;;, Yix), j # k common for
any subject and any pair of responses (this model is therefore sometimes called the
common correlation model).

Marginally, averaging with respect to the beta distribution for m;, the total score

Y; has the beta-binomial distribution with

n) Y (O T (1 — p+ j6)
i 175 (1 + j6) ’

PYi=y) = ( (2.16)

and with the first two moments equal to

a

E(Y;) =np=n——
(Y) = npr = n—,

war () = (=) [14 0= D .

An unpleasant property of this model for our situation is the fact that it does
not allow for different difficulties of items. Hand in hand with this goes the common
correlation structure.

When trying to extend the beta-binomial model to cover different difficulties
of items and yet to preserve the model structure, we can think of the following
modified beta-binomial model: We again assume that the probability of success
m; varies over subjects ¢ = 1,...,n according to a beta distribution with parameters
a and b. We quantify the impact of the difficulty of the j-th item by a small number
b;, assuming that Z;n:l b; = 0. When parameters a,b of the beta distribution are
large enough, there is a slight danger that the sums m; + b; fall out of the interval
(0,1). Therefore, when neglecting the probability that the sums m; + b; fall out of
the interval (0,1), Y1, ..., Y, are for a given 7; independent random variables with
Bernoulli distribution with probability of success (m; + b;). To be more exact, let us
suppose

m ~ B(a,b) a>0, b>0,
bj fixed, such that > b; =0, (2.17)
j=1
P(Y;; = 1|m;) = max(min(m; + b,;,1),0) i=1,....n j=1,...,m.

Then we say that the total scores Y; = Z;”zl Y;; obey the modified beta-binomial
model. Let us now look at the first two conditional and unconditional moments of
Y;; in the modified beta-binomial model.

25



Lemma 2.2. Let us suppose that Y;, i = 1,...n obey the modified beta-binomial
model (2.17) and let us neglect the small probability that m; + b; fall out of the
interval (0,1). Then for conditional mean and variance, it holds that

E(Y;j’ﬂ'z) =T + bj,
var (Yy;|m;) = (mi + b;)(1 — (mi + b)),
and for unconditional mean and variance, it holds that
E(Yy) =+,
var (Vi) = p(1 — ) +b;(1 = 2p — by).
Finally, the covariances and correlations between Y;; and Yy, for j #t are equal to

cov(Yyy, Vi) = var (m;) = pp(1 — p),
1

aVeren

varm; 1
p(l—p) 14a+b

is the correlation between Y;; and Yy, j # t, in the beta-binomial model, and

corr(Y;, Yit)

where

p:

Ci=1+b, .
! Dol = p)

Proof: For conditional mean and variance, it holds that
E (Yylm) = E(Y|m) = P(Yy; = 1|m) = m + b;,
var (Yi;|m) = E (Vi m) — (B(Yilm))? = (m + b;)(1 = (mi + by)).
Therefore the unconditional mean is
E(Y;) = EE(Yy[m) = n+b;,

where we assigned u = a/(a + b) for the mean value of the beta distribution. For
the unconditional variance, it holds that

var (Y;;) = var (E (Yyj|m;)) + E (var (Yi;|m))
= var (m; + b;) + E((m + b;)(1 — (m; + b5)))
=E7} — (Em)* + E(m 4+ b; — 7] — mb; — mib; — b3)
= —1® + p+ by — 2bju — b3
= (L = p) + b;(1 —2p = by).

The covariance of variables Y;;,Y;; for j # ¢ equals

cov(Yyj, Yir) = cov(E (Yij|m;), E(Yie|mi))

= cov(m; + bj, m; + b;) = var (m;)
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Finally, the correlation between Y;; and Y, for j # ¢ is
cov (Yij, Yi)

\/varY;var Yy
var m;

ViU =) 0,1 =20 = b)) /(1 — 1) + by (1 — 28 — by)

var m;

p(1 = o)1+ SO fy o bl
1

=

corr(Yy, Vi) =

C,C,
O

For constant difficulties of items b; = 0 we get the common correlation structure,
corr(Y;;,Yit) = p. For unequal difficulties of items it is natural to assume a = b
(to assume symmetric distribution of knowledge), therefore ;1 = 1/2. In this case
C; =1~ 4b?, thus the impact of b; < 1 is small. Let us now study the first two
moments of the total score Y; = Z;”zl Y

Lemma 2.3. Let us suppose thatY;, i = 1,...n obey model (2.17) and let us neglect
the small probability that 7; 4 b; fall out of the interval (0,1). Then for the first two
conditional moments of the total score Y; = Z Yij, it holds that

B (Yilm) = m,,

var (Y;|m;) = mm(1 — m;) — mky,

where Kk, = Z] 1 j, and the first two unconditional moments of the total score
can be expressed as

E(Y;) =mu,
var (Y;) = mu(1 — p)(1+ (m — 1)p) — mky.

Proof: In the modified beta-binomial model, we have
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where K, = % Z;n:l bjz. Therefore, it holds that

E(Y;) = EE(Y)|r,) = mE (r,) = ma%b = my,

var (Y;) = var (mm;) + E (mm; (1 — m;) — mky)
= m?var (1;) + mE (7;) — mE (77) — mky + mE7; — mEx;
= (m? — m)varm; +mp +mp — mp® — mey
= (m* —m)pp(1 — p) +mp(1 — p) — mey
=mpu(l — p)(1+ (m —1)p) — mky,.

O

The formulas derived in Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 will be needed for deriving the formula
of reliability in the modified beta binomial model (see Chapter 4).

2.3 General model with additive item effect

When going through the proofs of Lemma 2.2 and of Lemma 2.3, we can notice that
the same formulas for conditional and unconditional means and variances would be
applicable even if the distribution of 7; was not the beta-binomial distribution, but
any other distribution on (0, 1). To be more specific, let

P(m <z)= F(x), F being a distribution function on (0, 1),
Em=pe(0,1), varm =02,

m

b; fixed, such that ij =0,
j=1
P(Y;; = 1|m;) = max(min(m; + 0;,1),0)  i=1,....n j=1,...,m. (2.18)

Then we say that the total score Y; = Z;”Zl Y;; obeys the general model with
additive item effect.

Lemma 2.4. The formulas for conditional and unconditional means and variances
derived in Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 also hold for the general additive model (2.18). In
particular (formulas needed in Chapter 4): When neglecting the small probability
that m; + b; fall out of the interval (0,1), then it holds that

E(Y;j|ﬂ'z> = T; + bj,
var (Vi) = p(1 — p) + 0;(1 = 2p — by),

E(Y;|m;) = mm;,
var (Y;) = mu(1 — p)(1 + (m — 1)p) — mky,

where ry = = 310 b and p = o2 /u(1 — p) is the correlation between Yi; and Yy,

J #t, in the model (2.18), where b; =0 for all j =1,...,m.
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Proof: The proof is identical with the proof of Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3. O

Example (Modified Rasch model)

As in the model (2.2), we suppose that the ability of the i-th student is A; ~ N(pa, 0%)
and that the difficulty of the j-th item can be described by parameters b;. In the
modified Rasch model, we suppose that the overall probability that the i-th student
answers correctly to an item is

and that the effect of an item is additive, that is
P(Y;; = 1|A;) = max(min(m; + b;,1),0) i=1,....n j=1,....m. (2.19)

In other words, when neglecting the small probability that m; +b; falls out of the in-
terval (0, 1), the probability that the i-th student answers correctly the j-th question
is
exp A4;
P(Y;;, =1]A;) = —— +b,.
(¥ = 14) = Tt 4,

This model can be understood as an approximation of the Rasch model (2.2).
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Chapter 3

Common intraclass correlation

As follows from Lemma 1.1, even in the classical situation the reliability is closely
associated with the correlation between two measurements of the same property. In
papers devoted to binary data (see for example Ridout et al. (1999), Zou and Donner
(2004)), mostly the reliability is understood to merge with the intraclass correlation.
This is true for the class of models called common correlation models, where the
correlation is common for all pairs of intraclass measurements: corr(Y;;,Yi;) = p,
for all 7 and for all j # j'.

In Commenges and Jacqmin (1994), some of possibly equivalent definitions of the
common correlation model are discussed. Since the general definition of reliability
proposed in Chapter 4 of this thesis is inspired by the coefficient 7, proposed in paper
of Commenges and Jacqmin, we devote this chapter to revision of the mentioned

paper.

Commenges and Jacqmin study the random effect model

with finite variance, varY;; < oo, independently distributed effects A; with the same
distribution function H(A;) and with Y};,Y;; conditionally independent given A;.
Our model (2.1) is a special case of (3.1): we assume Y;; = 0 or 1 and we suppose
that the model contains a fixed item effect b;, common for all subjects ¢ =1,...,n.

In the mentioned paper, two possible ways of defining the intraclass correlation
coefficient are discussed. One is based on the correlation between two variables of
the same group, corr(Y;;, Yi;/), the other is based on a decomposition of the variance:

For j # 7', let p;j = corr(Y,], Yi;i7). If p;j;» does not depend on j and j', we define
the intraclass correlation coeﬁiczent for class i by p;. In more restricted models, all
the p; are equal to a common intraclass coefficient p.

Consider now the model (3.1). The variance of Y;; can be decomposed as a
function of its conditional moments:

var (Y;;) = E [var (Yi;|A:)] + var [E(Y;;|A4;)] .

The first term of this decomposition is essentially the intragroup variance, that is,
the part of the variance that is not due to variability of A;. The second term is
an intergroup variance, the part of the variance var (Y;;) that is due to variability
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of A;. Commenges and Jacqmin further define

T = Varv[i(g;jj;l )] (3.2)

This coefficient is the relative part of the variance due to the effect of the variability
of A; on the conditional expectation of Y;;, i.e., the heterogeneity of means between
groups. Commenges and Jacqmin state that it may be the basis of a definition of
an intraclass correlation. We add that, moreover, it may be the basis of a definition
of reliability.

In their paper, Commenges and Jacqmin further study the relationship of the
following propositions:

P1 p;j; = p; for all j # j'.
P2 Tij = T4 for all j
P3 The model belongs to a class specified (with probability equal to one) by
E (Y| Ai) = kij [N(Ad) +m35] (3.3)
var (Y, A;) = 7%2] [U?(Ai) + ¢ij<Ai)] )
where k;; and 7;; are deterministic quantities, E [;;(A4;)] = 0, and
Vij(Ai) > —o7(Ap).

Commenges and Jacqmin denote a model satisfying P1-P4 a GICRE (general in-
traclass correlation random effect) model. In their paper, it is claimed that the
propositions P1-P3 are equivalent under the model (3.1). The following counterex-
amples should deny this claim.

Example 3.1 (Counterexample to P2 = P1, P3).
Let A; ~ N(0,1), e;; ~ N(0,1), i =1,...,n, j = 1,2,3 be mutually independent.
Let '
Y;‘j = CjA?]_l + el-j,
where constants c; are defined by
c; =1/ Var(A?j_l),

so that var (c; A7) = 1. For the Gaussian distribution we have

o (2k—1)!
BAT = 2k=1(fg — 1)’

E A1 = 0.

Therefore, c; is more explicitly equal to

222k - 2)!
SN T Ak -3
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qiving

1 1
C1 = 1’ Co = —, Ca = )
1 ERVE * 7 3V/105
Therefore we have
cov(ci Ay, caA?) 3 5 cov(c1 Ay, c3A?)
Pz - 7 - = Pi13,
2 415 7 2105 2
but |
var [E (Vi 4;)] var (¢; A7) 1
Tii = = _ ===,
’ var (Y;) var (c; A7 4 ey;) 2

The model does not belong to a class specified (with probability equal to one) by
(8.3)-(3.4): For example, the conditional mean value

E (Y| A:) = ;A7 71 2 Ky [N(A) + i) -

Example 3.2 (Counterexample to P1 = P2, P3).
Let A; ~N(0,1), e;; ~N(0,1), i =1,...,n, j =1,...,m be mutually independent.
Let

Y= A7+ ;A7 ey,

where constants d; will be specified later on. Then for all i, j it holds that
E(Y;|A4;) = AP,
var (Y;;|4;) = d?AiQ@j_U‘
Therefore,
var [E (Y;;|4;)] = EA2®Y,
E[var (Y;;|A;)] = &JE A2%-Y,

which cannot be written as in (3.3)-(3.4). Neither P2 holds in the case of d; # d;
for some j # j', since

o var [E (Y;;]4:)] _ 1
[ — [E(Yi;|A:)] + E [var (Yi;[A:)] 1+ di

For j # 7' we have

cov(AZT1 AT
\/Var(A?j_l)var(A?j/_l)
E A20+7 =) (2) + 25 = 3)! \/ (2j — 2)! \/ (2j' —2)!

B /B A2 465D U+ =2 V=3 (=3

and the correlation between Y;; and Yy can be written as (see Lemma 3.1)

@ijir = corr[E (Yi;]|A;), E(Yiy|Ai)] =

1 1
Pijjt = Pijs'/Tij\/Tij! = %‘jj'\/l +d-\/1 4
) J

32



By the appropriate choice of constants d; in our example, we can achieve the equality
of pijjr for all j # j'. To be more concrete, let us suppose m = 3. Then

3 5 VT
©i12 = Qi1 = g, Pi13 = @i31 = o Pi23 = Pi32 = —(—.

21’ 3
When
2 4 2
1 77 2 \/37 3 37
we get
7 5 3
Til = = Tio = == Ti3 = =
71 97 12 217 i3 57

but we get common correlation p;;; = p; = 1/3.

As we have shown in Examples 3.1 and 3.2, propositions P1-P3 cannot be consid-
ered generally equivalent. Let us now look closer at the relationship between p;;;:
and Tij-

Lemma 3.1. Suppose Y;; obeys model (3.1). Then for all j # j'

Pijs = \/Tij/Tig corr [E (Vi Ai), B (Yiy | Ai)] < /Tij/Tigr- (3.5)
The equality in (3.5) holds for all j # j' if for all j # j'
COl"l"[E (}/Z]|AZ),E(K]/|A1)] = ]_7 (36)

that is, in the case when for all i, j the condition (3.3) with positive k;j is true,
which means that with probability equal to one, for some k;; > 0, some n;; and some
function X\;(A;), the conditional mean can be expressed as

E (Yij|As) = kij [Xi(As) + nig] -
Proof. Suppose j # j'. We start with a well known formula

cov (Y, Vi) = cov[E (YA, E (Vi | A)] + Eleov (Viy, Yip[A). (3.7)

3 5
The assumption of conditional independence implies
cov(Y;;,Yiir|Ai) = 0. (3.8)
Therefore, the correlation coefficient is
cov[B (Y| 4), E (Yiy | Ai)]
V/var (Yyj)var (Vi)

Pijj' =
From (3.2) we have

var (Y;) = L var [E(Yi;|Ad)],

ij

var (Yy;) = ! var [E (Vi |A;)],
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which together implies (3.5).

The correlation (3.6) is equal to one if for all j = 1,...,m, the conditional means
E (Y;;]A;) are with probability equal to one a linear function of one of them, for
example if they are all a linear function of E (Y;1|A;) = A\i(4;).

Lemma 3.1 can be extended to the following theorem revising the Theorem of
Commenges and Jacqmin:

Theorem 3.2 (Commenges and Jacqmin revised). Suppose that Y;; fori=1,...n,

j=1,...m, m > 3 obey the model (3.1). Moreover, with probability equal to one
let for all i, j hold the assumption (3.3):

E (Yi;As) = ki [Ni(As) + 45

where k;; > 0 and n;; are deterministic quantities. Then the following propositions
are equivalent:

P1 pijy = p; forall j # 5.

P2 7,; = for all j.

P3’ The model belongs to a class specified (with probability equal to one) by (3.4):

var (Yi;|Ai) =k [07 (As) + i (Ai)]
where E [1i;(A;)] = 0, and 1;;(4;) > —02(A;).

In addition, these propositions imply that

P4 p, =1
If moreover it holds

P5 )\, =\ and 0? = o2,

then also T; = p; = p.

Proof: Equivalence P1 < P2 is an easy consequence of (3.5):
Under (3.3) we have

corr [E (Y] A:), E (Yiyr| )] = 1,
therefore
Pijj’ = \/Tij\/Tij'-
Now P2 implies
Pijy = VTiN/Ti = Ti.
Vice-versa, if P2 is not true, then there exist j # j’, such that 7;; # 7,;. Having
m > 3, there exist k # j, 5, and

Pijk = \/Tij\/Tike 7 \/Tig /Tig" = Pijrk-
Proof of P3’ = P1, P2:
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Let us suppose j # j'. Using (3.7), (3.8) and assumptions (3.3) and P3’ (that is
(3.4)), we can write
cov (Y, Yijr) = cov[E(Y;;]4;), E (Yiy|4;)]
= E{kii[Ai(Ai)] = ki [E (i (Aa)]} - {Fige [Xi(A0)] — kage [B (Ai(A3))]}
= kijk;ijfvar [)\’L(Al)]
Using
var (¥i) = B [var (Vi A0)) + var[E (V[ 4,) (39)

we have

var (Yij) = E{k3[07(Ai) + i (A)]} + var {ki [Xi(Ai) + 5]}
= k{B[07(A)] + var [Mi(4))]},

var (Y;‘j/> = k’,?j/{E[O'?(AZ)] + var [)\’L(Al)]}
Using sign(k;;) = sign(k;;) we obtain
cov(Yi;, Yiyr)

N V/var (Vi;)var (Vi)
kijkijxvar [/\7,<Az)]

pijj = corr(Yij, Yiy)

= 3 2 = P; (310)
(Fijkiy )?(E [07 (Ai)] + var [X;(A;)])
and finally also
E(Y.:| A (A
Lo BOYA) )
var (V) E[o7(Ai)] + var [Ai(4;)]
Proof of P2 = P3”:
P2 together with (3.3) gives
S var [>\z (Az)]
1) var [Al(AZ)] + E[V&I‘é?‘j'Aﬂ}
which implies
E [var (Yi;]4;)] = k7, fi(As),
where f; is some function. Therefore
var (Y| Ai) = ko7 (Ai) + i (4))],
where E [¢ZJ(A1)] = 0, and wz](Az) > —0'12(141)
Proof of P5:
If moreover \; = A and ¢? = 02, then neither var [\(4;)] nor E[0?(4;)] do depend
on i (recall that A; have the same distributions). Thus (3.11) is equal to p. O

Remark 3.1. Notice that implication P1 = P2 does not necessarily hold under
(8.8) for m = 2, therefore the assumption m > 3 is needed.
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Remark 3.2. In the original Theorem of Commenges and Jacgmin, authors do not
require the assumption of k;; > 0 for each i, j. We think, the assumption of the
same sign of k;;’s is needed to obtain the independence of j in (3.10). Nevertheless,
the mentioned assumption is a reasonable one for our purposes, since it implies that
all the items “grade in the same direction”.

Remark 3.3. Moreover, we could for example set the constraint ;" kfj =1 orthe
constraint ;" k:fj = m and multiply N;, o2, n;; and ¥;; by appropriate constants.
Remark 3.4. Assumption (8.3) is reasonable in our situation: if for some j # 7',
corr[E (Y;;|A:), E(Yij|A:)] # 1, then the j-th and the j'-th item of the educational
test do not estimate exactly the same property. In some sense, the assumption (3.3)
is equivalent to the assumption (1.6) of essential T-equivalence in the classical model.

We close this section by looking at the models discussed in previous sections in
terms of Theorem 3.2.

Example 3.3 (Beta-binomial model).
In the beta-binomial model (2.16) we have

B (Y;|m) = m,
var (Yi;|m) = mi(1 — m),
therefore, the model satisfies (3.3) and (3.4) with k;; = 1, N\i(m) = 7, n;; = 0,
o2(m;) = m(1 —m) and ;;(m;) = 0. This agrees with the fact that
pijyr = corr(Yij, Yigr) = p
and
oo var[B(Yylm)] _ var(m) _ p(l—plp _
U T () var(G) (-

Example 3.4 (Model with additive item effect).
Model (2.18) satisfies (3.3) since

E(YZJ|7T1> =+ bj-

Hence, by Theorem 3.2, the propositions P1-P3’ are equivalent. The model does
not satisfy P3’, since the conditional variance

var (Y;;|m;) = (m; + b;)(1 — (m; + b;))

cannot be written as in (3.4). This agrees with the fact that by Lemma 2.4 and by
Lemma 2.2

1
piij = P—7==== 7 Pi
e [E (V)] 2
o var ij 1T _ (o '
T (V) 0@ b2t

Remark: The probability that m; 4+ b; fall out of interval (0,1) is neglected in this
example.
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To see when does the Rasch model satisfy (3.3) and P1-P3’, we need the following
lemma:

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that for some function \(x), for all x it holds that

er 1

G e = a—j()\(ﬂj)—l-nj), j=1,...,m, (3.12)

where m > 1, a; > 0, 8; > 0. Then

==y,

Br="-+=Bm

M= = .
Proof: Expression (3.12) implies

e’
AMz) = 3, i i/l
Suppose now any 1 < j #t < m. Since (3.12) holds for all z, necessarily for all x
aje’ e’
B+ e —Uj:m—ﬁt-

The latter expression can be written as a polynomial in e*. To hold for all x
Ay + Are” + Axe®™ =0,

Ag, A1 and Ay must be equal to zero. Therefore

Ao = muBi B — 0056 =0 =10 ==,

AQZOéj—Oét—f‘n—T]:O = Q; = 0 = Q,

Ay = Ba = Bjoe = (B + B) +n(B; + 5) =0 = B =p =0

(]
Example 3.5 (Rasch model).
In the case of the constant item difficulties by = --- = b,, = b, the Rasch model
satisfies (3.3) and P1-P3’ of Theorem 3.2 since
exp(A; + b)
(¥i4:) 1+ exp(A; +b) (4:)
A,
var (V| Ap) = =20 by

(14 exp(4; + b))%
In the case, when the item difficulties are not all the same, that is when b; # b for
some j # j', the Rasch model does not satisfy (3.3): To satisfy (3.3), for all A; it
would be needed to hold
exp(Ai + b]) €Ai

(¥5143) L+exp(A; +b;) e 4 e 1A + 1 (3.13)
Nevertheless, by Lemma 3.3, (3.13) does not hold for unequal 8; = e, hence the
Rasch model with unequal difficulties does not satisfy (3.3).

In the next Chapter we will show that it does not satisfy either P1 or P2, never-
theless that 7;; are equal at least ”approximately”.
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Chapter 4

Reliability of composite
dichotomous measurements

Since no error term is assumed in models discussed in Chapter 2, the classical
definition of reliability (1.2) is not applicable for these models. In this chapter, we
propose a new, more general definition of reliability and we show the connection
with the classical definition (1.2). Further we derive a formula for reliability in the
model with general intraclass correlation (3.3)—(3.4), in the model with additive
item effect (2.18), and in the Rasch model (2.2). In each model, we discuss the
validity of the Spearman-Brown formula (1.8).

4.1 General definition of reliability

In Chapter 1, we defined the reliability by the ratio (1.2) comparing the variance of
the measured property and the observed score variance. This definition is sensible
for the assumed model (1.1), where the observed score is supposed to be a sum of
the measured property and of an (independent) error term, and where the observed
score variance is a sum of the variance of the measured property and of an error
variance.

Nevertheless, the setting of model (1.1) is very restrictive. Therefore, to be more
general, we may want to suppose only that measurement Y is somehow dependent
on the true value of the measured property T :

Y ~ f(e; 7).

Such a general setting is supposed in Chapters 2 and 3 (see models (2.1) and (3.1)).
When defining reliability in these modes, we can take an inspiration from coefficient
7;; defined by (3.2) in Commenges and Jacqmin (1994). We propose to define the
reliability more generally than in (1.2) by the ratio

var [E (Y|T)] .

h= var (V)

(4.1)

Similarly to the classical definition, there is the total observed variance in the
denominator, and there is the part of the var (Y') due to variability of the measured
property T in the numerator.
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For the classical model (1.1), where
E(Y|T) =T,

the new definition merges with the classical definition of reliability (1.2).
In the following sections, we derive formulas of reliability for models discussed
in Chapter 2 and 3.

4.2 Reliability in the general intraclass correla-
tion model

Suppose the model with general intraclass correlation, that is the model satisfying
(3.3) and (3.4):

E(Yi|Ai) = Kij [Ni(Ai) + mi]
var (Yi|Ai) = k7 [07 (Ai) + i (A))]

where k;; > 0 and n;; are given constants, E [1;;(4;)] = 0, and v¥;;(A4;) > —c2(4;).

Let us moreover set the constraint of ZT:1 kfj = m, discussed in Remark 3.3.

Then, the reliability of (every) single item can be written as

[ var [E (V;;]A;)] _ k?jvar (4]
T var[B (Y] A)] + B [var (Y] 4y)] kZvar [Ni(A;)] + B E[07 (A)]
var [\;(4;)]

— var P‘z(Az)] + E[O_ZQ(AZ)] =T, =p; = COI'I'(YFZ']-,Y%]V)7

and by Theorem 3.2 it merges with the correlation between two independent mea-
surements of the same property Y;;, Y, j # j.
The reliability of the composite measurement can be expressed as

_ wlEmA)
var [E (Y;|4;)] + E [var (Y;|A;)]

var |7 B (Vi |4s)|
var [0 B (Vig|Ag)| 4+ S0y B [var (Vi 49)]
var {Z;nzl KijlAi(Ai) + 772'3’]}
var {27 kil (Ai) + mig) |+ 07 KEE02(As) + 635(A0)
(S ) van (A0
(S0, k) var (4] + mE[02(4)]
:H((Z?—T;ij)z_l)&. (4.2)

m
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Expression (4.2) is almost equivalent to the Spearman-Brown formula. It merges
with Spearman-Brown formula if k;; = 1 for all 7. We can conclude that the as-
sumptions (1.5)—(1.6) of T-equivalence for model (1.1) correspond with assumption
that with probability equal to one, the conditional mean and variance of Y;; can be
written as

E(Yi;]4:) = Ai(Ai) + mij, (4.3)
var (Yi;|Ai) = o7 (A) + i (Ai), (4.4)

where 7,; are given constants, E [¢;;(4;)] = 0, and ;;(4;) > —0?(A;).

Notice that if we were interested in the question for which combination of k;;
j=1,...,m does for given \; and o? the expression (4.2) reach its maximum, the
solution of this simple problem of constrained optimization would be k;; equal for
all 7.

4.3 Reliability in model with additive item effect

Using Lemma 2.4 we can easily derive formula for the reliability of the j-th item
Ry; and for the reliability of the total score R,, in model (2.18):

varE (Y;;|m;) o2
R - n . A
o, =7 var (Yy) p(l = p) +0;(1 — 21 = by) (45)

Notice that the reliability R; in the model with no additive effect (that is when
b;j =0 for all j =1,...,m) equals to the correlation between Y;; and Y;; which is

Ir

P= wi—w:

The reliability R,, of the total score Y; = Z;nzl Y;; can be expressed as

R var E (Y;|m;) B m2o?
T ovar(Y) mp(l—p)(L+ (m—1)p) — ke
mp
= — (4.6)

where k;, = % Z;’;l b? describes the variability of items’ difficulty. When b; = 0 for
all j, then (4.6) merges with the Spearman-Brown formula (1.8). Nevertheless, this
is already the consequence of Section 4.2, since in such a case, the assumptions (4.3)
and (4.4) are fulfilled.

We should recall that we neglect the small probability that m; 4 b; fall out of
the interval (0, 1), and that we suppose b; being "small numbers” and m; being "not
too close to 0 or 1.” Therefore also ﬁ is small and we do not face the situation
when the denominator is zero or even negative.

Formula (4.6) implies that we attain greater reliability when the variability
of items’ difficulty is bigger. Nevertheless, as mentioned above, this difference is
supposed to be small.
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4.4 Reliability in the Rasch model

As follows from Example 3.5, in the case of equal item difficulties, the Rasch
model (2.2) satisfies assumptions (4.3) and (4.4). As a consequence of Section 4.2, in
such a case, the reliability R,, of the composite measurement Y; obeys the Spearman-
Brown formula

le
Rm = )
where the reliability of (every) single item is
oA tb
R, o v [E (Yi;]4:)] var [A(A;)] var <1+6Ai+b>
1= — = , 204\ i eAi
var (Y, var [A(4;)] + E[o2(A:)]  yar (%) +E ((1+:4—+fb)2>
eAith 2 eAitd 2
E (—Hewb) - ( W) _ Cc-D?

E eAi+b 2 Atb 2 E oAb - O _ D2 T B (47)
Unfortunately, integrals C, D and B in (4.7) cannot be evaluated explicitly, never-

theless their value can be approximated numerically.

In the case, when the item difficulties are not all equal, the reliabilities of items
do differ, too:

C.. — D?
R, = 7 I 4.8
Y ¢y - DI+ B, (4:8)
where A+b A+b 2
i o0 i 1 A
Bj:E%Z/ ¢ y ey e *adA,
(1 + eAtbi)2 oo (T+eA00)2 s
A+b; o) A+b; A2
e el 1 -4
D.=F— = 22adA
! 1+ eAths /_OO 1+ eAths \/me
and
A+b; A+by 0 A+b; A+by 1 _A2
Cn=FEq ey 1 e :/ 1 o 1 o Fe TAdA
+etil t+e o L el fe \/2mog

In the case of unequal item difficulties, the reliability R,, of the composite measure-
ment Y; can be expressed using the integrals mentioned above

_ > i1 2y (Cye = DiDy)
2?21 Z:;(Cjt - Dth) + Z;n:l Bj

Table 4.1 shows the values of the reliability for some numbers of items m and
some variabilities of student abilities 04, when the equidistantly distributed item
difficulties between —0.1 and 0.1 of length m are chosen.

The values were calculated using function integrate in software R, using multi-
ple of £25 of the variability o4 as the limits of integration. The maximum absolute

R (4.9)
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Table 4.1: Reliability in the Rasch model for different number of items

Number Variability of abilities o 4
of items 0.01 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.9 2.5 10
m=3 0.00008 0.00741 0.02881 0.15047 0.34335 0.73121  0.94152

m=11 0.00028 0.02667 0.09814 0.39386 0.65731 0.90890 0.98335
m=20 0.00050  0.04747 0.16519 0.54160  0.77717  0.94775  0.99077
m=50 0.00125 0.11078 0.33098 0.74709 0.89711 0.97843  0.99629
m=100 0.00249  0.19947 0.49735 0.85524 0.94577 0.98910 0.99814

error reached in integrations for m = 3, m = 11, and m = 20 was less than 0.000025,
for m = 50 and m = 100 it was less than 0.00013.

Let us now look "how far” the numerical values of Table 4.1 are from the values
achieved by Spearman-Brown formula (1.9). Let us set for example m; = 11 and
take the values of the second line of Table 4.1 as R,,,. Then, the Spearman-Brown

formula would give us the following values of reliabilities for m = 3, 20, 50, and
100 :

Table 4.2: Spearman-Brown formula used for m; = 11.

Number Variability of abilities o 4
of items 0.01 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.9 2.5 10
SB R3 0.00008 0.00742 0.02882 0.15054 0.34345 0.73125 0.94153

m=11 0.00028 0.02667 0.09814 0.39386 0.65731 0.90890 0.98335
SB Ra2g 0.00050 0.04746 0.16518 0.54159 0.77716 0.94775 0.99077
SB Rso 0.00125 0.11077 0.33095 0.74707 0.89710 0.97843 0.99629
SB Rioo 0.00249 0.19944 0.49731 0.85522 0.94576 0.98910 0.99814

The numerical values in tables 4.1 and 4.2 are very similar and it is a matter of
question, to what extent the differences are due to integration error. In the following,
we will try to show that the Spearman-Brown formula holds in the Rasch model
with unequal difficulties at least approximately.

Let us assume ) ; b; = 0, and apply the Taylor approximation:

pA+b; oA eA(1 — eA) A1 — )
B, = E ~E bE————>=B+b0E— =
’ (14 eA+bs)? (1+e4)? M (I+e4) M (I+ed)3”’
pA+b; oA oA oA
D; = E—~E b;E =D+bE——
! 1+ eAtbs 1+e4 0 (1+e4)? 0 (14 e4)?’
eAth; eAtb: e24 2e24
Cy = E ~E—+ b+ ) E——— =
Jt 1 + eA-‘rbj 1 + €A+bt (]_ _|_ eA)Z + ( J + t) 1 + eA
2€2A
= O+(bj+bt)E1+eA. (4.10)

Therefore the reliability of the composite measurement is approximately

m?(C — D?)
m?2(C' — D?)+mB’

R, =
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When assuming moreover that b;’s are close enough to zero, we have

C —D?

Rim————
'Y oD+ B

which gives an approximate validity of the Spearman-Brown formula.

As for conclusion of this chapter, we have shown that the reliability of composite
dichotomous measurement can be defined even if the item reliabilities (and the
intraclass correlations) are not the same for all items (all pairs of items). In such a
case, of course, we can hardly talk about validity of the Spearman-Brown formula.
Nevertheless, if the item difficulties differ only slightly, the Spearman-Brown formula
is valid at least approximately.
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Chapter 5

Estimation of reliability of
composite dichotomous
measurements

5.1 Cronbach’s alpha and logistic alpha

As we have already mentioned in Section 1.3, Cronbach’s alpha was in fact designed
as a generalization of so called Kuder-Richardson formula 20 for dichotomous scor-
ing, proposed already in Kuder and Richardson (1937):

m 87— pi(1—pj)
2 b

(5.1)

o =
m—1 S

where p; is a relative frequency of correct answers to the j-th item and
1 n
st = - E(Yi ~Y)?
1=

is a sample estimate of variance of total scores. One can easily see that (5.1) can be
obtained when computing the sample estimate of Cronbach’s alpha (1.10) in case
of dichotomous scoring, where E 3. V;;/n = p; and var 3, Y;;/n = p;(1 — p;).

Nevertheless, with dichotomous items, the assumptions of analysis of variance
are violated. The scores cannot be assumed to have normal distribution and, more-
over, the variance is dependent on the mean value. Therefore it is a matter of
question to what extent is this estimate appropriate at all. To answer this question,
we should investigate the properties of Cronbach’s alpha in the models described in
Chapter 2.

To modify Cronbach’s alpha for the case of binary outcomes, the following idea
(see Zvara (2002)) can cross our mind: while the F-statistic in (1.25) is best suited
for normally distributed variables, we should replace it by an analogous statistic
appropriate for dichotomous data.

Testing the hypothesis Hy : var (T') = 0 is equal to testing the submodel B where
the score Y;; depends only on the test item (and does not depend on the student’s
ability) against the model A+B where the score Y;; depends on the student and
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on the test item. In the fixed-effect model of logistic regression, the appropriate
statistic is the difference of deviances in the submodel and in the model

X?=D(B) - D(A+ B), (5.2)

where deviance D is defined as a function of the difference of the log-likelihood for
the model and for the saturated model (for details see for example Agresti (2002),
pp-139). Statistics (5.2) has under the null hypothesis asymptotically (for n fixed
and m approaching infinity) the x?(n — 1) distribution. Therefore, the proposed

estimate is
n—1

X2
In the next section, we demonstrate the properties of Cronbach’s alpha and of
the logistic alpha (5.3) in the Rasch model and in the modified Rasch model.

(5.3)

Qlog = 1-—

5.2 Simulations

First, we supposed that the data come from the Rasch model. We studied the case
of n = 20 students and m = 11 items, which corresponds to common situation in
high-school classes. Besides, the number of n = 30 and of n = 50 students, and
the number of m = 20 and m = 50 items was studied. The item difficulties were
always taken equidistant between —0.1 and 0.1. In each case, the number of the
55 values of 04 were chosen so that the resulting 55 reliabilities would cover the
interval (0,1).

For each of the five combinations of number of students and number of items
(figures 5.1 — 5.5) and for each of 55 values of o4 (55 points in the figure), the true
reliability was computed via formula (4.9). Further, the following procedure was
repeated 500-times for each point:

1. The set of n student abilities A; was generated from the N(0, 04) distribution

2. For each of n abilities A;, the m scores on the test items were generated from
the Rasch model (2.2)

3. The sample estimate of the Cronbach’s alpha (1.25) and the logistic alpha
(5.3) was computed from the data

For each of 500 sample estimates of Cronbach’s alpha and logistic alpha, their
average value and sample variance were computed, and finally, the bias and mean
squared error (MSE) were displayed.

Already the first Figure 5.1 gives an impression that the new estimate gives better
results (smaller bias and mean squared error), except for the case of the true reli-
ability value close to 1. When looking at Figures 5.2 and 5.3, we can see that the
properties of the new estimate are even better. We can conclude that the new esti-
mate can estimate the reliability of the composite dichotomous measurement better
than the classical estimate based on Cronbach’s alpha, especially in the situation,
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bias

Figure 5.1: Bias and MSE for classical (empty circles) and logistic (solid circles)
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Figure 5.2: Bias and MSE for classical (empty circles) and logistic (solid circles)
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Figure 5.3: Bias and MSE for classical (empty circles) and logistic (solid circles)
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Figure 5.4: Bias and MSE for classical (empty circles) and logistic (solid circles)
estimator of reliability. Number of students 30, number of items 11.
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Figure 5.5: Bias and MSE for classical (empty circles) and logistic (solid circles)
estimator of reliability. Number of students 50, number of items 11.

when the number of items is high, and when the true reliability is not too close to
one. On the other hand, in the case of high number of students relatively to the
number of items (Figures 5.4 and 5.5), the results of the new estimate are a bit
worse for the true reliability close to one.

Similar results are obtained, when the data are supposed to come from the modified
Rasch model (2.19). In Figure 5.6, the case of 20 students and 11 items is displayed.
The trend is similar to Figure 5.1: The new estimate gives better results for true
reliabilities not too close to 1. Higher bias (for both Cronbach and logistic alpha)
for the true reliabilities close to zero is connected with the fact that in this case,
the probability m; + b; often exceeds the interval (0, 1).
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Figure 5.6: Simulation from the modified Rasch model: Bias and MSE for classical
(empty circles) and logistic (solid circles) estimator of reliability. Number of students
20, number of items 11.
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Conclusion

This work was concerned with the reliability of composite dichotomous measure-
ments. Since the classical concept of reliability is not appropriate for the dichoto-
mous data, a more general definition of reliability was proposed, of which the clas-
sical definition was shown to be a special case.

The proposed definition was motivated by coefficient 7;; introduced in Com-
menges and Jacqmin (1994), where it is claimed to be in some sense equivalent to
the intraclass correlation coefficient p;;;, which is known to merge with reliability
for common correlation models. In Chapter 3 we revised the paper of Commenges
and Jacqmin and we have shown that stronger assumptions are needed for the
claimed equivalence to hold.

Since the discussed coefficient 7 is of similar nature as the reliability (that is it
compares the variability due to the measured property with the total variability of
the measurement), we proposed its use as a more general definition of reliability.
Further, we derived formulas of reliability in different models appropriate for di-
chotomous data. Even in the case when the reliabilities of items are not all equal,
the reliability of the composite measurement can still be defined. We have shown
that when the item difficulties differ only slightly, the relationship between the reli-
ability of a single item and the reliability of the composite measurement obeys ”at
least approximately” the Spearman-Brown formula.

In the last chapter, a new estimate of reliability was proposed, which could be
more appropriate in the case of binary data than the classical estimate based on
Cronbach’s alpha. Via simulations in the Rasch model, we have shown that the new
estimate tends to give better results (smaller bias and mean squared error) than
the classical estimate. Nevertheless, the new estimate gives inferior results when the
true value of reliability is close to one or when the number of students is too high
(when compared to the number of items). Further work should contain the study of
the theoretical properties of the classical and the new estimate in the Rasch model.
This could also lead to improvement of the proposed estimate for the mentioned
critical situations.
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