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ABSTRACT

A study for Comparison and Analysis of Vertical

Equating Results

- for level-based differentiated subject (Mathematics) -

Jaeyool Boo- Dong-Yeop Seo
(KICE)- (Chuncheon National University of Education)

Vertical equating, one of linking methods that

are used to make test scores on different
is suitable for

linking scores from different grades or levels.

testing conditions comparable,

Vertical equating would be proper evaluation
method  for
differentiation in the 7th national curriculum.

mathematics  for curriculum

In this study, a conception of linking and
vertical equating was given and characteristics
of common items were shown. Results of four
vertical equatings were compared, characteristics
of common items were analyzed, items showing
differential
item contents were studied.

item functioning were found, and

Key words: Equating, Linking, Vertical equating,

Common items

Followings were found: difficulty for lower
level test not be too high, common items be
more difficult to lower level students than to
higher level ones, difficulties and discriminations
for common items be similar to those for
uncommon items, the Tucker equating method
is robust to characteristics of common items,
and common items not show differential item
functioning.

Differentiated curriculum,
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