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Abstract
A lot of cognitive diagnostic models (CDMs) have been developed in several decades. The objective of this study is to
check how we can detect misspesifications among data generation models and analysis models in relatively small sample
size situations. We employed simulation study for the purpose. We got three results. First, that Bayesian information
criterion (BIC) indicated LLM (linear logistic model) as optimal model when G-DINA (generalized deterministic noisy
inputs “and” gate) model was true model. Second, when the LLM and A-CDM (additive CDM) were true models, it was
difficult to distinguish these model with Akaike information criterion (AIC) and BIC. Third, AIC and BIC can select R-
RUM (reparametarized reduced unified model), DINA (deterministic noisy inputs “and” gate) model and DINO

@ 9

(deterministic noisy inputs “or” gate) model models as correct model. We discuss these results.
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BRHMZEETILIZE T AETILEIRDLLEER
2 aL—2a vtk BN TIVIRRT TOREE

1, R&ELEH

AW 7 L (CDM, cognitive diagnostic
models; Leignton & Giear, 2007; Rupp, Templin, &
Henson, 2010; (L - [fjH, 2017b) X217 A
F D FEFEOMBREEHEL, FE oo
ESZNONWTOHFRER/L LN TE LA
mET N E LCEFEBRAICHE I TN D, 1t
KDOT A ROIHTY — & UL T X b
HERCHE H SOUGEE R (IRT, item response theory;
Embretson & Raise, 2000) & \-o 72 B i 23 B i X
NTETRY, avCa—FT7XTTATTA
FRe, HERT A MEREFIRRIZT 570 E, 7
Z b OB ZRET ISR D 72 DR I E
BMEmE LTHRELTE,

IRT (ZH— DRI RICEBEZIETF S5 2
LR, Bipole T A NEZBR L T-ZBRE R, —
EDFRMED G LB ATRRICT 5 2 L N EER R
Thd, LML, TO—HTTAILELR
LHFEEIZE > TOAMRFERIZRE TN D,
DFEY, OFEEE L O R BEERN RO
EENRL LR, FERICHEARERESGS Z
ENRMT UHHES TIERWANRHEEE LTHIT
bivd, T, HEJ1 & —RITHNTHRIE S 2 7l
DO FEE OB - TR AT ~FEA 515 A
LTS Z EntEfiisnThy (B - H
5,2010), 7 A MERARZEFRIHMT L
DOITETROEM P LEL WX I,

CDM X IRT &350, 7 X Finb¥EEFIC
Lo THAZREREZMBTE 2, Hl2X, S
DFFFIZEBNT Nl BV oo EEHERO
BEPIA S THONE, Z0EZZEBTL-

WIZEB M EFRIHT 2 &0 9 HE A FTTRE T H
2 FBNEDERIZR > TV HBRIZENT,
HIROZEBIEMZ EO L HITWATH5D00nE N
DI RN R EEEITI) DA THEETH A
9, £72, COM AWV T A b b IidEE O
K DT, B o TCHbHAREHRESSL 2
EWTEDEEZZLND, BIxIX, 7 FANT
BEOFHEROEEGNA+5THLFELD
BlENOINIE, TRIZE-THY F2T LR
BIRNEOBEEERFHDZ EbAREE DI,
COM IZ L » T, BE O FEEZDOHBOFED
MEEICET 2 RBLINZRIERESHD 2 L A AlRE
LD, T, FRTEHBIND/NT A ML
HEOREZHMFTHI-OICERHEZZLND
2N, COM ZFHT2H2Z2ETEHI LEE/INT A IO
fREN\ LB IR A DRES) DAL A H T DN T O
WEMDZENTED, ZOXH7%, BBIOM
HEDEERAN OIS 2 OIXE G TIXEN
259, 2121, Z 9o 7= CDM OFEIE IRT
OHEREEEET D H D TRV, CDM & IRT
X7 A MOBEBIZEDETHW T ARELD
THY, ELLOHMBENLTHNDLDONEND
AT LB ERITERE R S RV AIDITEE N %
BWTHD,

CDM VI AIZHE L= E & AlRRic L, 4k
FEEIETHHMAOARETALTHDEEZ LN
Do LU G, EERIZ COM 2#FIAT 5%
BT 2 NgmaBET 5 &, CDM OF| IR
LCOMENREL D, &I, BRTH L1,

CDM I3 %< DEFANRANEAINTEY, B
DETIVREREOT A MIELTHND DN
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CDM F| FIZ XN HIWT 2 DI LV, 78
BWROBWT 2 MZBWTIE, S0k 5 R%HE
ERE LD L ITHAEDE D L REDRE T
HELZ 72 D D% FRNTFEMIC E O 7o AR E 2 AF
L, TOMEEEEICH ESWTT A MNER %
HKTDHIENEE LY, LL, BEMNCITT
OAUE LTz K 9 I RS % F 8/ E 3T 5 LI
RE&T, EEOT A M RAWEEAKISET )V
DIBROLEMENEL B,

ZHETILOLE
COM IZIFFFIZL L DET ARG S, £
FARMEIIZERET LOHR L RET
JLVDOER A A B D, CDOM OERIZIB VT
FT— XD T VAL O HER BT e
INT&ETW5 (eg.,Li, Hunter, & Lei, 2016; $5
AW - A -, 2015; 10 - [EH, 2017a),
Bl zE, W@ - [@HE (2017a) TiE TIMSS 2007 &
4 HEOREET — % ZHWT, G-DINA E£7 /L

1.1, ZHRGERA

(generalized deterministic noisy “and” gate model;
de la Torre, 2011) I[CWE SN D ET VLTS
WCET NV EAT R o T, BEHRET L EL
TIX, G-DINA €7 /L, R-RUM (re-parametarized
reduced unified model; Roussos, DiBello, Stout,
Hartz, Henson, & Templin, 2007), LLM (linear
A-CDM (additive

DINA £ 5 /v

logistic model; Maris, 1999) ,
CDM; de la Torre, 2011) ,
( deterministic input noisy “and” gate model,
Junker & Sitsuma, 2001), ¥ XUt DINO £5 /L
(deterministic noisy “or” gate model; Templin &
Henson, 2006) &\ 7=EF L% Fhlskt2 & L,
& IZ TIMSS OH > 744 X 639 DHARA
T — X ZB\WTIL AIC, BIC D#L#75 5 R-RUM
ETNAVDOHEENINEND T AR LI k.
EH -l - £R(2015) (ZBATAARAES A

NRT [HI%2 14507 0 948 £ O H2RE DR
F—H 2% LT G-DINA £ 5 /L, A-CDM, DINA
5/, DINO EF VvZ&uA L, AIC O ML)
5 G-DINA €5 /L, BIC - CAIC OELED A-
COM BXFF SN/ LA RE L TND, I HIT,
Lietal. (2016) [3EFEDT A N THDH IV H
BFET B A A h3w 7 U — (Michigan English
Language Assessment Battery, MELAB) @ >~
LA R 2019 fRET— % % G-DINA ET /L,
A-CDM, LLM, R-RUM, DINA &5/, DINO
ETNEHB L, AIC OBLS) 5% G-DINA E
TV, BIC DBLE 51X A-CDM MBI S iz,
Chen and de la Torre (2014) (% ¥ VU X ® 2012
ADPISA2000 D) —F 4 VT TEARX Y N
FAWC, o - fME (2017a) & RBEOET IV
24T\, AIC, BIC DR S LLM 238R S
N5 EERL,

RO X IICET —F 2 AT T VR
WHRBRINTERY, BENLRT—ZIZED L
D IRET VAT D O RRERI 72 0 RN
Sho2H 5,

1.2, HB®

RBRIV) 72 CDM O T L BEINIFSEIXIER ICHE
BEChDH—F, EF—F TIIEOHEA KIS
IEbhnhbiawn, Zokd, €T IVHERIZ &
WCRIH S o EwEHYE (3213 AIC, BIC) &
Wo T RIEN ENIE E CDM DT VEIRIC
WTHNTHDDD, HLMN TR,
LHROMEEZT T, KMFRETIEYIa b —
varERWT, BTOVERICHAE SN AR
DI A FHm L, ?—&EW%?»&%W%%
VICTEBES A LTV D IZZ DTl E & Dfe
ERHETE500, vYIal—ra UAFRICK
STHRFETAZ xR BMET S, AT TIE
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PISA Fi 472 & LB KB 72 7 2 M IT CDM %
BWHLTWD2Y, CDMBAEFHAINS &
WRBIE, 1 ODOFEHLT T AR E, HIRAYNE
W TN ARBEIND, ZORESBE
LC, AR TR/ NS N T A X
TORFEEITS Z LIk » T, BENRRIIC

T9
EWGEERET 5,

2, A&
AR TIIAMIICFIA L7z COM o ERfLE
L, BT NVEICHER LI2IRE (&< I2iEH®
BHE) 2R LERIC, EBEOVIaL—Ta
Y OFHiE LFHM T EE LT, 728, CDM @
EXALOFEANZE L TIE, Wr - [ME (2017b)
DEAFEOHNE LTIEREL W,

2.1, RBHZHETILOERE
BAREINTVE DD T T b E VR
H&EF>FET LT G-DINA E5 /1 (de la Torre,
2011) T D, AHFFTIL, G-DINAET LI L
CZEDOFAET NV E L TRILAHE, A-CDM
(de laTorre, 2011), LLM (Maris, 1999), R-RUM
(Roussos et al, 2007), DINA €5 /L (Junker &
Sitjsma, 2001), % L T DINO £ /L (Templin &
Henson, 2006) @ 6 fE¥HOET V%7 — Z Ak
BLOETET LV E LTHWS,

HET VOWNEZ 77T, G-DINA E7 /VILIE
BT LT DBRIZ, BEOMREICLE
RENTHDT M Ea— MEBOZEIERAD
REEBXDRPFEROET LV Th D, A-CDM 1L
ARMBEHEB OEZICHLERT U Ea— R
HEICHEE O EEHRICYEEL 52 5ET LT
5, LLM (X A-CDM L RIERIZT U B2 — |
DIMEMNC B E 5250, "I AX)E—
gy LTEARISHERDO L 2icr Yy M

BEITHZ L THRIBICRDBET LV TH D, R-
RUM i Z L E TOET /L LTI, RO T K
JEa—F2HEBLTWARWNWI L2k TEX
RANEHEITIHDOT HETF L TH D, DINA E
TONIIEIZMLE 2T R Ea— h 22 TEHA
LTWAaWnERE~OESHERNE < 2520
EIRETDET NV THD, DINO EF /ML
RIEDEZICNERT M) Ea— &2 128k
BHRLTWIEBICIEEMENRELS 2D L%
RETDHET LV TH D,

WIZ, BRZENDLDET VL ERERT D,
P, j(=1,,) %, ZBREEZKTHIET L
T5, &6, ThUbEa— &S %2k(=
1, K) T 5, KBFETIET FU B a— N8
REDORTIRI(=1,-,28E Lz, 2hid, 7
b U E o — BB TR &
ETOBE[/NRY L EWET D EEEKRLTWY
%

Z® G-DINAET V%

B (o) = Pr(X; = 1]aj;)

Kj
=%+Z%%+m
k=1

Ki Ki-1
J j (1)
+ Z Z S jker Oy Oge? 4
k'=k+1 k=1

Kj

) +5j12---1(; | | Qe

k=1

EEHRT D KITHAJICLERT FY Ea— b
BThd, apiIlFEBEOT RV B a— FEHES
ZoDkFAOEFEZRXRLTEY, 0-1021E
D, 0 1EREE, 1 IXEBICHET 5, o
FEH TR TESDLT MU B a— MG
ITH D, SHIT, 8l /8T 24, 83137
FUE2— hkEBEEHLTOHDEHADO TR
TAL, Sl 7 P B a— MK EBEGBLT
WA ORENERNR T AL, Sjrg i3 H
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BROREEAEZEXRLT5, G-DINA E7
NTIHIBIL—BIEREET LD L I 7
MEsiEETs2 b TE D,

G-DINA E7 VDA HAEMB KA 0 L7
% Z & T ACDM 23364, S5 o7 B%
& LTClogit 25 RT 5 & LLM & 615, R-

Table 1

Summary of The Models Used in This Study

Deviance = —2logLik (2
LEFRT D, loglikl T KL S LT /B LT
BV, 2/BFTH LT, MEWVIEEET VO
BERTHRIEE D,

*7-, AIC %

Model Compensatoy/Noncompensatory ~ Three Types  Link Function
G-DINA Sturate Saturate Identity
R-RUM Noncompensatory Main effects log

LLM Compensatory Main effects logit
A-CDM Compensatory Main effects Identity
DINA Noncompensatory Parsimonious Identity
DINO Compensatory Parsimonious Identity
RUME7 /LiZlog V v 7 BA%A SR L, 240 AIC = Deviance + 2 X #parametar (3)

XLEWAEITH & R-RUM EFARESN D, Y)
L EEROEEEROREZHEET 25 & DINA
ETINEHTE %, DINO ET/LOHIFKILFH
THEMETHLN, 12ULET P Ea—2H
BLTWDEAEEEMEN LE T2 L5 210
BTN TED, WA - HE (2017b) 7 &
ELEIZINLOETIVORBET LD D L
Tablel & 72 %,

2.2, EHRERZE

A TITMERFZ— K TRH STV D 15
BHEIZOWTRNS, ARFEOIEIZEL T
W/ - AR (2004) MERERIEIC OV TO
FRIRIZBI L CTRE L\, ABIZE Tl Deviance, AIC

(Akaike information critetion; Akaike, 1974), BIC

(Bayesian information criterion; Schwarz, 1978)
D32% M5, £7, Deviance &

LT 5, #parametarff B S NI T A XK TH
5, %Iz, BIC &

BIC = Deviance + #parametar log(samplesize)  (4)
9%, TTCORLEHRESEICEL T,
i EHEETE (MLE, maximum likelihood estimation)
WZRDHETHY, WTIBHXHEE L S,
MaXHP 2B OMBUL TE 20, Fiz, WTho
BELENINIVIEEFEEN LN LE2RT D
DTHD,

2.3, YEal—LarvDFHE
AW TIEY > 74 X541 200, 400,
600, 800 D 4 £ ERE LTz, T —FAERET
v, SHrET L G-DINA £5 /L, R-RUM,
LLM, A-CDM, DINA &5/, DINO EF /L%
A, 7—F2AERICELT, HOHA T A
HEBRETDHLEND DM, DINA T,
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DINO &7 /L ® slip, guessing /X7 A ¥ % 4TD
HET2ICHEE Lz, Zo&E, thoking
HVWET VT, HMOHEBICKLERT MU E

— FEATEHEAELTWARWES (OF Vo
NIRAR) 2L, 2ETCOT NI Ea—1%

B/ LTCODLADIEAMRENS (DFE D Y%
HEOT7 MY Ba— 22 TEEL TV LFEE
FEDOIL2ENIRET D) LOIKRELE, £
72, 7Y Ea— bEEARE AT RELED D
AR LTz, T — X AERICIE GDINA Ry r—
(Ma & de la Torre, 2017) @ simGDINA Bi% %
FIH LT,

Ial—va T, FEOH T AYA
R, FTHERETNVERE LD LT, HE
RIGEAERL, 1 2OF7 =%t LT 6 FiHD

SHTET VA Lz, RDET AHEEICEE
LTI, PIEZZ X CTL0EHEEERZ L, o &
HLERE L ol FMERMA Lz, #EIC
GDINA B & FIH L7z,

QITFNZB LTIk, ZDFRREIZ L - THAE
F A Z O#BIE (identifiability) o> RIEAEFEFES

ZERNEMEN TS (Xu & Zhang, 2016),
ARFZETlE, Xuand Zhang (2016)737 L 7= DINA
ET ST DFBINED S 2T L D 1Tk
E LT QITHIEMER L, & CoEMETHmIcH]
M L7z (Table2) . BARAYZRERBIME D RAFITOUN
CI% Xu and Zhang (2016)75)7?5%61 L7,

KT NY A XM, T F R
12V 2 b—3 3 0% 100 [4T - 72, @ 100
Bl OHEERE R A TTIT, HHREREL S &ITTFY
JENT & K2 e 7 % B H L 72, Deviance, & #H & JH
YT T R TEN DS VIZEWETH D Z L &R
LCWDEETHLID, bok b/ VMHEN
BIELE 147, 2 {7 &NERL & D) 7z,

3, #E
F— & R E T L8 G-DINA £ /L, R-RUM,
LLM, A-CDM, DINA £/, DINO EF /LD
ENENGAIZBT D0 TV A XEM08
£ 7 /LBI0 Deviance, AIC, BIC DA
Y OEHE R = % Table 3~8 (Zx L7z, £72,

Table 2
Q-matrix Used in the Simulation Study

# Attribute # Attribute
#ltem 1 2 3 4 5 #ltem 1 2 3 4 5
1 1 000 0 16 01010
2 01000 17 01001
3 0 01 00 18 00110
4 0 00 1 0 19 00101
5 0 0001 20 00011
6 10000 21 11100
7 01 000 22 11010
8 001 00 23 11001
9 0 0010 24 10110
10 0 0001 25 10101
11 11000 26 10011
12 10100 27 01110
13 1 0010 28 01101
14 1 00 01 29 01011
15 01100 30 00111

Deviance, AIC, BIC DZNZENOBA THR S &
WEAE TR LEETLORVICEE DT, F

YINERT 23 5 & IV B LI G-DINA &7 /L 13 fn
T NLTHY, &b Deviance 2MEW Z & 1P
AL T0D, E£7, RIFETORETD
RF A 2T, G-DINA EF/L73 175, R-RUM,
LLM, A-CDM %124 T, DINA TF /LB LN
DINO EF /L8 93 Th -7,
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Table 3 725, G-DINA EF LR ERET LT
HDHEE,AICIT—BELTHEOET VEIRIN LT,
LL, Hr A X8 200 DA OEHIE
7l 1.370 TH Y LT L HHOET LHBER X
naRWEER A BND, LvL, o7 udAg
A5 600 LA B TIEEENIENLAS 1.000 TH Y, &

FOYIa2lb—ya VFEETIXIELWET L E
BIRWRD Z &R siiz, —F, G-DINA E
FIANEDETILOEE, BIC OBLENGILH
IZ G-DINA E 7 /LTRSS I WEIR 2SR E 4

Table 3 Table 4
Mean Rank and SD When Data Gatagenerate Model was G-DINA Mean Rank and SD When Data Gatagenerate Model was R-RUM
Deviance AIC BIC Deviance AIC BIC
# Sample Analysis Mean sD Mean SD Mean SD # Sample Analysis Mean sD Mean sD Mean sD
model model
G-DINA 1,000 ( 0000 ) 1370 ( 0.800 ) 5.960 ( 0.197 ) G-DINA 1000 ( 0.000 ) 3.690 ( 0.677 ) 5350 ( 0.730 )
R-RUM 3950 ( 0.219 ) 3.900 ( 0.302 ) 3.340 ( 0590 ) R-RUM 2190 ( 0545 ) 1200 ( 0550 ) 1.190 ( 0.545 )
200 LLM 2000 ( 0000 ) 1780 ( 0.416 ) 1.160 ( 0.368 ) 200 LLM 3010 ( 0460 ) 2120 ( 0.624 ) 2.010 ( 0.460 )
A-CDM 3050 ( 0.219 ) 2950 ( 0.386 ) 2.320 ( 0510 ) A-CDM  3.800 ( 0449 ) 2990 ( 0.611 ) 2.800 ( 0.449 )
DINA 5890 ( 0314 ) 5890 ( 0.314 ) 4.900 ( 0.461 ) DINA 5030 ( 0171 ) 5030 ( 0171 ) 4.190 ( 0.419 )
DINO 5110 ( 0314 ) 5110 ( 0314 ) 3.320 ( 1.262 ) DINO 5970 ( 0171 ) 5970 ( 0171 ) 5.460 ( 0.558 )
G-DINA 1,000 ( 0000 ) 1060 ( 0.278 ) 4.360 ( 0.503 ) G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3610 ( 0.634 ) 4.030 ( 0.171)
R-RUM 3920 ( 0.273 ) 3.920 ( 0273 ) 2950 ( 0.330 ) R-RUM 2010 ( 0100 ) 1.010 ( 0.100 ) 1.010 ( 0.100 )
00 LLM 2000 ( 0.000 ) 1950 ( 0.219 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 400 LLM 3000 ( 0142 ) 2080 ( 0307 ) 2000 ( 0.142 )
A-CDM 3080 ( 0273 ) 3070 ( 0.293 ) 2.080 ( 0.273 ) A-CDM 3990 ( 0100 ) 3300 ( 0.482 ) 2990 ( 0.100 )
DINA 5900 ( 0302 ) 5900 ( 0.302 ) 5.880 ( 0.356 ) DINA 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.970 ( 0.171 )
DINO  5.100 ( 0.302 ) 5100 ( 0.302 ) 4.730 ( 0.679 ) DINO  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )
G-DINA 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.930 ( 0.293 ) G-DINA 1,000 ( 0.000 ) 3290 ( 0.782 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM 3950 ( 0.219 ) 3.950 ( 0.219 ) 3.010 ( 0.333 ) R-RUM 2,000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 )
600 LLM 2000 ( 0.000 ) 2000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 600 LLM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 2200 ( 0402 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 )
A-CDM 3050 ( 0219 ) 3.050 ( 0219 ) 2.060 ( 0.239 ) A-CDM  4.000 ( 0.000 ) 3510 ( 0502 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 )
DINA 5910 ( 0288 ) 5910 ( 0288 ) 5.910 ( 0.288 ) DINA 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 )
DINO 5090 (0288 ) 5090 (0288 ) 5.090 ( 0.288 ) DINO  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.500 ( 0.704 ) G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2770 ( 0.750 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM 3950 ( 0.219 ) 3.950 ( 0.219 ) 3330 ( 0570 ) R-RUM 2,010 ( 000 ) 1.010 ( 0.100 ) 1.010 ( 0.100 )
800 LLM 2000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 800 LLM 2990 ( 0.100 ) 2410 ( 0514 ) 1.990 ( 0.100 )
A-CDM 3050 ( 0219 ) 3.050 ( 0219 ) 2170 ( 0.378 ) A-CDM  4.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.810 ( 0.394 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 )
DINA 5930 ( 0256 ) 5930 ( 0256 ) 5.930 ( 0.256 ) DINA 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 )
DINO _ 5.070 ( 0.256 ) 5070 ( 0.256 ) 5.070 ( 0.256 ) DINO _ 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )
Table 5 Table 6
Mean Rank and SD When Data Gatagenerate Model was LLM Mean Rank and SD When Data Gatagenerate Model was A-CDM
Deviance AlC BIC Deviance AlIC BIC
#Sample A;ZZ:;S Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD # Sample A:]:'é’::s Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.890 ( 0.469 ) 5340 ( 0.831 ) G-DINA /1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3850 ( 0.500 ) 5360 ( 0.835 )
R-RUM 3480 ( 0.835 ) 2540 ( 0.858 ) 2.480 ( 0.835 ) R-RUM 3610 ( 0787 ) 2720 ( 0817 ) 2610 ( 0.737 )
200 LLM 2910 ( 0.683 ) 1.940 ( 0.736 ) 1.910 ( 0.683 ) 200 LLM 2840 ( 0.647 ) 1.860 ( 0.682 ) 1.840 ( 0.647 )
A-CDM 2,610 ( 0.680 ) 1.630 ( 0.720 ) 1.610 ( 0.680 ) A-CDM 2550 ( 0.672 ) 1570 ( 0.700 )  1.550 ( 0.672 )
DINA 5430 ( 0498 ) 5430 ( 0498 ) 4.770 ( 0.763 ) DINA 5510 ( 0502 ) 5510 ( 0502 ) 4.840 ( 0.721 )
DINO 5570 ( 0498 ) 5570 ( 0498 ) 4.890 ( 0.751 ) DINO 5490 ( 0502 ) 5490 ( 0502 ) 4.800 ( 0.778 )
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3950 ( 0219 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) G-DINA 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.940 ( 0.239 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM 3830 ( 0551 ) 2870 ( 0.597 ) 2.830 ( 0551 ) R-RUM 3900 ( 0414 ) 2960 ( 0491 ) 2.900 ( 0414 )
00 LLM 2640 ( 0523 ) 1650 ( 0557 ) 1.640 ( 0523 ) 400 LLM 2550 ( 0539 ) 1550 ( 0539 ) 1.550 ( 0.539 )
A-CDM 2530 ( 0.627 ) 1530 ( 0627 ) 1530 ( 0.627 ) A-CDM 2550 ( 0575 ) 1550 ( 0.575 ) 1550 ( 0575 )
DINA 5380 ( 0488 ) 5380 ( 0488 ) 5.380 ( 0.488 ) DINA 5520 ( 0502 ) 5520 ( 0502 ) 5520 ( 0.502 )
DINO 5620 ( 0488 ) 5620 ( 0488 ) 5620 ( 0.488 ) DINO 5480 ( 0502 ) 5480 ( 0502 ) 5.480 ( 0502 )
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3970 ( 0171 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.910 ( 0288 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM  3.890 ( 0424 ) 2920 ( 0464 ) 2890 ( 0.424 ) R-RUM 3960 ( 0.281 ) 3.050 ( 0411 ) 2.960 ( 0.281 )
600 LLM 2580 ( 0589 ) 1580 ( 0589 ) 1.580 ( 0.589 ) 600 LLM 2560 ( 0519 ) 1560 ( 0519 ) 1560 ( 0.519 )
A-CDM 2530 ( 0540 ) 1530 ( 0540 ) 1530 ( 0.540 ) A-CDM 2480 ( 0522 ) 1.480 ( 0.522 ) 1.480 ( 0522 )
DINA 5260 ( 0441 ) 5260 ( 0441 ) 5260 ( 0441 ) DINA 5370 ( 0485 ) 5370 ( 0485 ) 5370 ( 0.485 )
DINO 5740 ( 0441 ) 5740 ( 0441 ) 5740 ( 0441 ) DINO 5630 ( 0485 ) 5630 ( 0485 ) 5.630 ( 0.485 )
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.880 ( 0.327 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) G-DINA 1,000 ( 0.000 ) 3.730 ( 0446 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM 3940 ( 0343 ) 3.060 ( 0489 ) 2940 ( 0.343 ) R-RUM  4.000 ( 0.000 ) 3270 ( 0.446 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 )
800 LLM 2550 ( 0520 ) 1550 ( 0520 ) 1550 ( 0.520 ) 800 LLM 2550 ( 0500 ) 1550 ( 0.500 ) 1550 ( 0.500 )

A-CDM 2510 ( 0541 ) 1510 ( 0541 ) 1510 ( 0.541 )
DINA 5270 ( 0446 ) 5270 ( 0.446 ) 5270 ( 0.446 )
DINO 5730 ( 0446 ) 5730 ( 0.446 ) 5730 ( 0.446 )

A-CDM 2450 ( 0500 ) 1450 ( 0500 ) 1.450 ( 0.500 )
DINA 5440 ( 0499 ) 5.440 ( 0499 ) 5440 ( 0.499 )
DINO 5560 ( 0499 ) 5560 ( 0499 ) 5560 ( 0.499 )
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Table 7 Table 8
Mean Rank and SD When Data Gatagenerate Model was DINA Mean Rank and SD When Data Gatagenerate Model was DINO
Deviance AIC BIC Deviance AIC BIC
ssample A pen  sD Mean D Mean  SD ssample A" e sp Men  sD Mean  SD
model model
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.870 ( 0.630 ) G-DINA 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.950 ( 0.687 )
R-RUM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 2010 ( 0.100 ) R-RUM  5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5170 ( 0.428 )
200 LLM 4000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.250 ( 0.435 ) 200 LLM ~ 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 2190 ( 0.39%4 )
A-CDM 5000 ( 0000 ) 5000 ( 0.000 ) 4.880 ( 0.356 ) A-CDM  4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.920 ( 0.273 )
DINA 2000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) DINA  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.770 ( 0.489 )
DINO  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.990 ( 0.100 ) DINO _ 2.000 ( 0000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 )
G-DINA 1000 ( 0.000 ) 2000 ( 0.000 ) 2570 ( 0.498 ) G-DINA  1.000 ( 0000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 2010 ( 0.100 )
R-RUM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 2430 ( 0.498 ) R-RUM  5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5000 ( 0.000 )
400 LLM  4.000 ( 0000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 400 LLM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 2990 ( 0.100 )
A-CDM 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) A-CDM  4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
DINA 2000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) DINA  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )
DINO  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) DINO _ 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 )
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 2000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) R-RUM 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 )
600 LLM 4000 ( 0000 ) 4000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 600 LLM ~ 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 )
A-CDM 5,000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) A-CDM  4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
DINA 2000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) DINA  6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )
DINO _ 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) DINO _ 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 )
G-DINA  1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) G-DINA 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 2000 ( 0.000 )
R-RUM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) R-RUM 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 )
800 LLM 4000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 800 LLM  3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 ) 3.000 ( 0.000 )

A-CDM 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5000 ( 0.000 ) 5.000 ( 0.000 )
DINA 2000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 )
DINO 6000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )

7. LA, —BELTLLIMB®ERI N, 20D
FERIZ—FIMET D, Table3 ® BIC Ol % FEHE
ICHFES 5 &, LLM, A-CDM, R-RUM O°F-#j
ERLSFVMEII N A b Te, £, Ty
A A 200 DA TiE G-DINA £ 5 /L D EHIE
frix 5.960 TH Y, To L AR FAAIZITVMET
HVESTELEDET NV ERINTETELT,

DB L\ DINA €74 DINO 7 /L L 1
HARWIIENL 275 L7z, G-DINA ET /L OEIN S
NBNERLIZY > T YA X3 ERA B0 - T
RAZA LT 2600, FRRO X D IZRERE
FTL LTI RE W e hoTz,

R-RUM NEDET )V TH D HAITITEHN
IZIZ AIC & BIC H EDE 7 /L& 8 4R L 7= (Table
4), 7272 L, T A A KR 200 D & E X AIC
DIEEINENRL S 1.200, BIC D EHJNENMLA 1.190 T
HY, HFETLVRRIZDLERH -7,

EDET LN LLM DA, AIC % BIC & LLM

BIRT A A A LN (Table5), LaL,
HOET L THS LLM & A-CDM OFE¥JENL
EEBHLL LEHIETHY 2 DOET IVEIUL

A-CDM 4000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 ) 4.000 ( 0.000 )
DINA 6000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 ) 6.000 ( 0.000 )
DINO _ 2.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 ) 1.000 ( 0.000 )

LW ATBEME S R S Tz,

A-CDM REDEF L THLEEITIE, A
CDM NELSBIRISNDBEMAHLNTZH D
D, RIELY LLM b7 b33N S
B~ (Table 6), LLM & A-CDM D Rix
SEIRRFE LIS F TV 7 A4 AR K&
7ol & LTHIE LWETFILVRIRNThR
Mmoo,

BT — X AT T V08 DINA, DINO €5
NDOELLDEETH>THY TP A AR
200 RETH> THEYIAMLRN L i THY, IE
BIZEHDOET VERIRT LN TETND

(Table 7, Table8),

4, EE
AT DB L, /N TV T T —
HAERRET NV ERTET VR R 572 & &,
CDM OEBRNIELL &N 5 D% HEET 5
ZEThoTl, RO RIIEICELDDBN
%, 1. G-DINA EFANEDETTILOBRE,
AIC IZEDET NVEEIRT 523, BICIT—EL
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T LLM Z&RT 5, ZOEEII/NF 75
HFCIEBEL R 27, 2. RRRUMBEDET
DL, AIC & BIC IEFERICEDET L %%
WT&X2, 3. LLM, A-CDM BREDOET LD
A, A-CDM & LLM ORBIE T —F b5 T 5
LT LWHREER D D, FLEOET AN
LLM T¥»->TH A-CDM TH-> T A-CDM 28
BIRSNDAREMERETEWNEEZHND, 4.
DINA €5 /L, DINO EF LV REDET LDOHA
TH > 7oA XH200 T - TH AIC, BIC I
MEIZEDOET NV ELTHI LN TE S,

— Iz, AICIETRINCE L7727 VA3 L,
BIC X EDHEIEIZUTVVE T /L & IR T 5 A A
HDLEIND, BRI AIC T8 M
TIOVERIRT AN MO TS, £, BIC
SRIEICY > TP A AR DD T
YA X RELTHZ LTIV EIRID L 72
Bo RMFROFER BT T WA XD/ NE
WIRILTIX AICIZ X 2 E 7 VIR LRI H %)

mm

Th b AREMEN/RIB STz, AIC & BIC 2R
B2 ET N> TNZDNE, T —F AR

EF NN G-DINA EFNLDFETH-7T-, AIC
IEBIC kv & FIRIARN/NEL, RIS ED D L
DHBENRENWTD, NTAZRELLENE
KBRDETNVOHBBRINLTNEEZ LR
e

G-DINA ET LV REDOET LOEHAIZIE, BIC
E—BLTRSTZETAERIRL, ooy
ARXPREL o7 LTHEDET L HER
T2 LT ol AEIORETIE, slip-
guessing XT A X DL EEE LTI, T —4
EROBICR AR RT A ZBLT LHREL
RhlRho A RENER EREILND, G-
DINA E7 V& FH-31F 52 DIIREERE TS
DT, TOHROKEIIZI-TE, PR

10

DIHDETIVTH5y &7 D Alh
E2zHN5,

A-CDM & LLM 1X[A UIEHME - ERRET LV
ThHY, EFICEHL LEZEF L ThH o220
LWETAVEIRINT S Z ERRBECTH - L5
Z5h%, —7, R-RUM % A-CDM, LLM LA
BOEHRET L THELOO, FEMENRME
Huebb, thoeF L IR SheT ol
EEZBND,

KIFFREOFRERNE, FETF— 2 fITICBIT 2
FILEPIZEB VT LLM X A-CDM 23R S h
T AICIIEERMLETCH DL EERLTND,
F B OERBEE A MLA AR 7T
AT D MBS R S ATz,
AFFROBRF L LTI, 7 hY Ea— MK,
HAY, HEARTAZ, QITAI&MFEEEL,
7 MU Ea— hOSME —FEOMITIGE LTz R
METFOND, T—HEROFHEELEETDZ
L TEBOBRNENT D LIFTBZOND T
W, L IFEIFELEHERNTHEIORREE
FBURAET 2 BN H D259, BT, 4
[E13 4 COHEHE CH UHEH KGE T VEE L
e, ERIIZHEBIC X > THAKISET LR
H7poTWAEELEZ NS, ZDRICH
LTI, EERE b E 2 T, EEo¥E
FENRED LD REHGEFO OO ERAEL,
WHTYI a2l —aifgEaiTo 2L LB
LWz B, T, AHFETIE, REHEEEE A
W AR LR LR /N T Th D
7o, WHNRFAZROT M) Ba— NGRS
VORHEEMBDOD S ENKEWVATREMERH D, 4
I/ T NVRLTOEHERT A ZROT MY
Ea— FEERY COHEBNED L IITED
2O D), FMRHBNILETH D,

e m< s &
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