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Figure 2. Data pattern and model evaluation. The pattern of the observed Sum-of-Score data
(upper left) was reproduced by modeled Symptom Severity (upper right). Model-estimated
Category Characteristic Curves (lines) were overlaid on the distribution of observed categories
(circles) for each item over the range of symptom severity (lower left). The proportion of the

simulated scores were compared to the observed scores (lower right).



