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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to analyze the appropriateness of item, item difficulty, rating scale, and
compare people's ability to item difficulty with the AI Educational Contents Usability Test(AI-ECUT) scale
through applying Rasch Model based on the item response theory. The data are 105 students responding
survey after attending to usability test. For data processing, frequency analysis, factor analysis, and Rasch
model analysis are performed using jMetrk, Winsteps, and SPSS program. The results are as follows. First,
it is found that the AI-ECUT scale is found to satisfy one-dimensional fitness. Second, it is found that
appropriate to change the rating scale category from 5 points to 4 points Likert scale. Third, as a result of
examining the item relevance of the AI-ECUT scale, the Q41 item is found to be inappropriate and needs
to revise. Forth, there are lots of lower difficulty levels items compared to higher and middle difficulty

levels items.
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<Table 1> Explained the Variance of Eigenvalue
(Eigenvalue >1)

Factor Total Variance ~ Accumuation
Initial Eigenvalue (%) (%)
1 17.228 33.781 33.781
2 3915 7.676 41.457
3 2.380 4.667 46.123
4 2.168 4.251 50.374
5 1.973 3.869 54.243
6 1.614 3.165 57.408
7 1.596 3.130 60.538
8 1.460 2.862 63.400
9 1.314 2.576 65.976
10 1.213 2.378 68.354
11 1.067 2.092 70.446
12 1.001 1.962 72.408
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[Fig. 2] 5-Likert Scale Response Category Probability Curve
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<Table 2> The results of 4 Point Likert Category

Statistics
Category Threshold Std. Err  Infit  Outfit
0
1 -76 .06 97 1.03
2 -37 .04 87 60
3 1.14 .03 95 97
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<Table 3> AI Educational Usability Scale’s
Difficulty and Fitness
ItemDifficulty Infit Outfit Item Difficulty Infit Outfit
1 -021 076 073 26 -036 085 0.86
2 -013 1.03 092 27 -0.72 0.67 0.67
3 120 099 095 28 -1.01 0.76 0.75
4 025 1.08 1.08 29 -022 081 0.84
5 -042 122 128 30 -021 0.85 0.84
6 031 1.01 094 31 -0.56 059 0.55
7 1.04 101 095 32 -034 089 093
8 097 093 090 33 -0.70 0.70 0.69
9 1.01 120 122 34 -0.72 082 0.85
10 0.78 1.33 131 35 0.02 085 0.83
11 042 1.28 120 36 -0.01 0.87 0.81
12 -038 140 126 37 -050 0.72 0.67
13 -0.10 1.75 2.08 38 -054 0.80 0.73
14 117 150 144 39 -068 0.77 0.79
15 149 115 1.08 40 -052 0.67 0.66
16 131 .10 1.00 41 036 338 9.78
17 -050 078 073 42 -050 0.64 0.58
18 -0.15 0.83 0.76 43 0.19 090 0.85
19 002 095 093 44 031 0.98 0091
20 043 082 0.78 45 -0.01 0.68 0.62
21 -028 0.76 074 46 -022 1.16 131
22 030 153 210 47 007 094 091
23 -032 091 087 48 -017 0.76 0.79
24 -054 076 071 49 -052 074 0.73
25 -046 0.80 088 50 025 0.79 0.77
- - - - 51 012  0.78 0.72
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