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Using the LCT (learning check testing) results in the follow-up (FP) program system, we
have shown that we can predict the students’ future results of success/failure to the end-term
examination with a probability to some extent. However, we also anticipate that we may not be
able to enhance a certain level of prediction accuracy for evaluation because the description type
questions and their evaluations to the final examinations depend on two or more teachers, resulting
unfair scores although the LCT provides the multiple-choice questions and the evaluations are
performed automatically using computers. However, we have had a chance to perform such a CBT
using the multiple-choice questions and the automatic evaluations using item response theory. Here,
in this paper, we have investigated whether the accuracy for success/failure prediction to the end-
term examination using CBT can be improved than that using the description-type testing. We have
found that the CBT based on the end-term examination using the LCT improves the prediction
accuracy for success/failure than that based on the description-type testing using the LCT.

Key Words: success/failure prediction, learning check testing, computer based testing, multiple-
choice paper questions, description type questions, item response theory, end-term
examination.
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