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AR AT, RIS SRR K B A Y 1986
4E NAEP [ 3 5 % BF98” (1 1. Beaton et al., 1988;
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AL BB, ABAREM, MNBAF, BEERA SRR, KPR A R AR

A R AT S B08 H S8 AR, i B L
LG UALRRSE, FTLUED IPE 23X T35 H
S BRAE (Item Response Theory, |RT)SEUAAE M
(parameter invariance) L ORAE B SC N R L a4
M LA B 2 M AR 2 0 B A T T 2 AN RS

B, L SHFEWE S, SEABER
fIE2 IRT (iR KA AL (B IS, 2012). IRT IEJE
THRA&X Rk, AR TEESSEEER. it
FHLAL A & BN 58 (Computerized Adaptive Testing,
CAT)Hh R #46 Toik W PE I . [FIRE, S84
P AR IR A 2 0 50 A5 (1 B A D) S B AR AR A
1E Z A BT, 3R 55 20 55 0 56 15 3 (Kolen,
2006) /2 fi i UL Y SRR IR AL Tk, X ATt il
ab— 25 PR R P A T4 T I 56 v A ke S I P A
S RS ERTTIER 3> S SRS S 1
U B T 2 4 PR 78 S 6] 1 0 390 1) 7 322 A o 1Y,
B4 B 2 BN AR B . D3 b, 7E 5 PR EURE
(matrix sampling) B AR T, T L BAIR 24 2 1]
IR L, 75 BEAE N [a] YT ] 35 A ) ) 21 B
(block) I LAEEEz, I H 4 Py {7 B 76 458U )
WA R . B, SEE T8 SR

T e B N RPN N S 3
FEAR) B A A R 1) 8 B ) T 0 B0 R B G IRT
i — V27 2.0 WA PER
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PR, X R BORE BT A S0 B A e M
Wi o SR, IPE P AR IRT SHORN A MERAE 1) —
ik . BTLL, REWR IPE M52, XFHfR
IRT BHOCHB K45 . AR (H IR 2 | DU
BRI AR AR A PP S ) o, #RE A+ 4
EEME L,

HW, IS8 P R R, — DA
UH N RENS 25 52 I SRR L2, R S
AT E 4R B 500 5 H A ¢ Y £ 5. AR
(Roever, 2005). #ATm7ESE Y, A H 805K
TR A TR g2 218 H AL E . PR LI
TGS R R 152, T 3 BOE H A 2% (item bias),
FEI LN 52 I BRI HE R 0 (Zumbo, 1999) .
& 56 (W A% 2 A H T 8 25 7% (Differential Item
Functioning, DIF) (B H S BUEAEA R F B A]
FEAEZE AL ) B0 £ BE SRR 33X Pl 22 HEA T 20 B, (H2
LU IPE (1 BER 53 #T . IPE Fil DIF —FE#R2x
Xof D 55 18 22 S 7 R AN R ] AELJE AR AT 7
DIF & MR ARAE 17 22 S ok 2R 57 B W] H ARl
R EATEE H 28 B 225, I A8 H
DRE T 2 BN 25, X Bl 22 02 B T80 B A< B 2y
REPEAFAE BT DLSE /Y, Je i T H T ki, B
B r S80W; M 1PE M2 M AETH RHAIE Y 22 5
R H SHFE NS, B R H SR
(RPAL B ) I S B0 I 22 w25 2 B T8 H A7
TESERRIE T 2 19, J2 B T ISR i 2 801 .
LA, MR 26 7 A6 B PR Y S BE SR, I PE SUA T
DIF, A7 [ N AIESE & 4 H 5 s O S 805 (Trem
Parameter Drift, |PD)F=4& K, -4 IPD 5
DIF #E4T T ARG H X /- (], -, 2015).

SR, 1PE X B 18 2 T 18 S A2 i
TR IAEMRHE 5 L5 VR 28 S R X b A7 4328 . 4k
SFHOR MR PR, FEMT XS A, R
Wiy o b DXCUR AR B4 8 % 7 AR A K m (Hill, 2008;
Meyers, Miller, & Way, 2009; Wise, Chia, & Park,
1989). il AE i Al E ik, w3 A A A
F, WL E R R AL S . 4R S K UESY
K HERfME

WAL, FEN 4G Y S50 B 58 1, Weinstein
Fl Roediger (2010) X ) 46 & B Hp [l JB 44: fm 22
(retrospective bias)WFFEWRN] . & HHE5 5 X
AR, SERPSTEEE SN, AL AKFL
R 32 e B Rt - 55 D T A TE 2R 5

XU B H 7 B A0 AR AR Y B G 2R B A TR O
B, RS AR A R, A B2
—Fh S5 2 I N R N B SRR, T ATE NG
RS A Ry P SRR YR FH 22 A1, AT AT 8 s i 4
U B B2 SRR G 2, AR AR X L AT
JHE W EE,

BTk — 0 o8 W B, AR fEXT
IPE HHAT RGARIE LS, DIy Rt RS
SRR TR IPE MRS E R DL R 32 B 5T S R 42
HEFS By AR SCE RN IPE BUAE EHE& (L In S50
s H RN B E RN )T R, AR
JG RGBSR 1PE A5 ik LR AR B AR AL, [
BB~ EEXT IPE BYffREEA TS, B, M
YA T T 4R B F 9T 7 TR AT SR B

2 |PE RUfE XA

KT IPE MW SE4E th TR IRT 240K
AR PR IR 5 T R AR S, T DAAS B S X
IRT ZEAEEREH#AIT SN A, HH, KT
IPE FABIF 5t 2 Bt 0 o A 1) & J LA B o 43
3R] RO T A AR AR AW AR R, T LAES A X
— E BT BER, FRATT R R T K 5
| PE HE L sl AH G B 2 i AT X 43 o
21 IRT ¥ T HIFE

SRSV VR A5 I 56 45 58 5k 592 FH 1)
FHE, %4 . DIF Al IPD MR FEHEET S
A P 1 3005 2 A R rl 7 A 1 5 R T J A
KHFFER) o WFSHEORAEME, W LA B
TTERf 35—, A — R0 A BE A T A, BIAR
Pk A A — SR R IR R e AG 7115 3 1) S 80E
S HIn, R [ R — A B AR A A
[l —Hit 8 E , 3 AR 2 B A 45 3 i AL R B
SHUEE R, 55 =, MAS )B4 ff B 1A 7
PR, ROARHE R B A [R] S A B AR A BT A 115 21 1Y
SHUER—AFAEE LAY (Rupp & Zumbo, 2006)., 1H 2
EATZ A AR o &, AT DL i S5 Bk i
Tt . LB R, SRS
I TR] — S A N A [RIRE A (8 H BBl A ) BT Al
T8 3 9 AH [ il sl AH [ 8 H 9 S50 AR .

Hambleton F1 Swaminathan (1985)HH i % ik
“He 1 S B AL TH M S TR B R 5 E R
IRT (9= ZIHRRAE, R0 m) RS aE AT Ll 4 1) 36
fii. Meyers %5 A (2009)iA b 3 F S HURAS A1,
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% 26 &

WEFEE AT LA IRT BT E] CAT FITSFEE (pre-
equating)o ] LAUL, MEAFERJLT- TR BIC R . XF
W56 SE B 45 M kR, HORFERES IRT, s HE
I M, 2 BEE S BN S MR AR — L Y
(Store, 2013). {H IPE {444 & XX — 4 Ak i it
(Hill, 2008; Meyers et a., 2009; Wise et al., 1989),
Fr LA —FREAE IRT R A M EZE ALK,
KT IPE BB FE 0 127 | 36 I £ 4Rl AH O 2% 3 1) 1o
BEE A .
2.2 |PE #&HYE

IPE ZEABRMALRZNEWZ S, W—4
RO TEAS TR0 56 8] PR A7 1 AR Ak T 3 B0 B
SR, FEE, XSRS T T
A BAGR BT A AT Re SO0, bR H Y
7 B AR A DL K 224> 8 E B R A3 1 B AR b
(BD B T s B2 ) o B WA R AN | PE 43312 25 )
N (learning  effect) Fll 5 55 54 NI (fatigue effect)
(Kingston & Dorans, 1984), 7l i & 1) 5 2rfr
FEAERIE 55 BN, 23 (A5 T 50 2 3 1t I e
FEAR Z, 9520308 23 AR A0 T D0 46 2 3 Y
FH MEREREA

XFLAAERF R AT R R B, R IE B RN
(item context effect) 5 /8 B Wi FF %4 B (item  order
effect) 7S 5T I #2538 H A7 B 02 T 7 AR B R
e, FrLAPIEESV LUHJE T IPE MRE&E I, 4%
FRXTEATLA A M 56 R AT R BB
221 BEABRYK

Leary A1 Dorans (1985)Li } Davey F1 Lee
(2010, 31 [ Store, 2013)%: A\ KAl H 1% B R v E
SR S DNFE AR E b AR B B s 4 b
2 I 00 55 A B i A S A T ik e L Ah—
R ENIEANTY. 22 ek e 1A 7Sl = RN DK
5 H e I 3 i 457 & (Hill, 2008; Meyers et al.,
2009; Whitely & Dawis, 1976; Yen, 1980) . #&#¥ .
A 2 (Kingston & Dorans, 1984; Zwick, 1991)
VR iz 81 H T B A 8T H R BR AR E (Davis &
Ferdous, 2005; Haladyna, 1992), H T H A &
B E A B R — &4y, B, 1PE AT LA AR

2 7£ IPE AH BTG AT L5 B (AR S B BN 38 (unspeeded
tests), HBIEF R AL PE2 5] () 30 8 WA 7 3. AT LA
i /2 100%85% 1R 58 B 75% M H , 5E A>T 80%0Y B X 58
A 100%IH I 55 75 H

S B BN Y R

{2, BRI 78 I 45 28 1k imi % B i g
Tkt A m i A A E R T, B E A E AR
S E R (Leary & Dorans, 1985), A
5T A A TR B F R WM. FF IARSC
INHAELHSHFMRERE T, T8 HIEES
NAESE, R EEHE AR EEE R AL
BHEMNGOIRMEA XA, B H 5580y 5
S IPE,

222 FBIRFRL

SR BRI 6 rh 2 A PR T 5 N 2
AR T AR AR T S, R B IR AR PR,
Pem ik 4. A Mollenkopf (1951)% ¥ H
R B AR Ak 2s %8 H MERE . X A3 BE A RS,
TRZ W5 FH A MR IR T A R H HE I 2060 00 56
BRI (Brenner, 1964; Hanson, 1996; Monk &
Stallings, 1970; Moses, Yang, & Wilson, 2007), 5
BN 5500 2 48— 4L A8 B T8 1R A9 28 1k
ST K () 52 D 2 VR A s SR A2 e, RV [E] — 21
B DIAS [F] A0 52 45 ) — S P 19 2 AN () 174 3
AR, ZRMAGIRER —ABH FEEE R
B2 5.

LA DAAE I SCHR 8, T LUK R H I Fn
M B 0B 5E IR SR S O 8 H HE B (item
arrangement)J5 S I BTG53, A TR L, R Y
A IPE 7650 2 H M HES, A2 R —WF 5% )
HEAFBR BB 25K, W# ] LIGEFRN IPE. P
HRRTENE 1,

HAE L, X—FFE /T B 5T A g6
A 2 H A P B BN H 2 E e, 1345 T 70
ERARGEHEEARMN N H——h FAESERT
KA, LR T IRT MEMHERIT T,
S R E VR AR SE B AT, (45 2 T A8 B HES)
JIGE e Yot 2% A A 28 3% B T ) R 98 A 221t [ )5
JEE R A B R, L, Bk
37 %4 (Debeer & Janssen, 2013; Hartig & Buchholz,

® 8 E HE 37 3R R LA T (A BT LA 7 )
BB, R 1 SRR B % H AT HEA 2 i —
ey, MBS Gem BUHRYES HES L 1% IR
REHA WU HESN S o FEA SO, RATGE— K A B H
PO AN o PR DL AE S A L AR DL 2 A
AL o) T A F I 3, DA A2 T L o 25 6 X
AR R
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R 1 EEEN AR B NGB A X BRI ER

R G 54

LN RDACR VA

HORAEE RN AR
WRERC AR IS R HE S X
PO pmmm b
H%

i H B BRI
AP K AT E TR ) D056 1 B 7 B

CHEATORSY, ASRE A 5o F AL SR AL XTI 5T IPE Ay RJ B, w2 80 50 3 M0 0 3
e szm, BIFASRE ) 528X | PE B9 A

ST HYSE IR, RIAT L[] A S B A R 280
A

WA THARXT O T A SR B A, S R — WS RS [ S B B B B RS o

2012; Hecht, Weirich, Siegle, & Frey, 2015; Meyers
et al., 2009; Qian, 2014; Weirich, Hecht, Penk,
Roppelt, & Bohme, 2017), JFi6 WBLH )2 | %
FLIAAN R E A B 8 0 R g0 Al AR A
T RS o

SIS, LA 000 3 A 1 o A
PR TS, e LA BRI 1558, XA
A IR Xof o — 2 R 0 R B R4 A D U 2880 i 1)
WF5E, LA ARMEHE TS 2 AWM 5678 Xy ok
Xof R W 00, T 5 4 R E TE = AN [7) T i)
R AR IR A E R AN TR 9 4 2 sy B,
3 BEAFF G AL AN SC AE ET 3580 1 Yo i) 355 43 FF) 5%
e, R X 3k Aol A0 ) — 2 R, DT B
IPE 7] GBS 7E A [H] 9 0 46 18] AH LA, R e i
FRFAS I

3 @B E RN A R AR A

|PE (Y — AT 8 S8 i« B, % A g 56
DAL G A B A, 843 3BT A H EAS
[ h s B AR . SRIE, KA R R RE B
BLas AR R R, RS8R 5 1T S50k 1,
HERSHSHSBBMEN R, BELED
FEXt IPE JERLHFEIE, ATLLK IPE MDF9E 5 143
KPR — 2k
31 L&

P D 2 S R R — R0 AEAS TR0 H i 25
B AT A T, Bl RS . 2240 AR
A3 sk [0 V3 43 BT S5 G0 1 vk A 56 AH [R) A H AE AR )
PLE B S BOR A 25, SEeRAIWT IPE 248
FEAE LA S H T H 240052 W (e.g., Meyers et al.,
2009; Whitely & Dawis, 1976; Yen, 1980), LIfE3E
F WAk B 9T EEAE LR =58 T X IPE it
(T

B, AR . Kingston #l Dorans

(1982, 1984) . Whitely #l Dawis (1976) . Yen (1980)
AT AH AT A T H A B SR X 25 B 55
P8 (Classical Test Theory, CTT)F @ L*RK, L)
K IRT H Rasch XERE S WM . X LERFFEHS 1L
B R o7 AN, Hd Yen (1980)i—2
SIATIE N o AR T Y A 25 AR T A
L AR AN 0 9 T i P9 R, R T 98 55 RO i
TN 32 5 e Z WO o XX T8 95 R0 F) 3R i
REFTHEYE, Sl IPE BAf A% E %% ok
%% 17 1 JE B% A — B (Debeer, Buchholz, Hartig &
Janssen, 2014; Hartig & Buchholz, 2012), X it
— IR T E T — 5 TP A LA |PE B AE
ST BARE AR Z AR AR

HR, M55 {E 155 T . Davis 1 Ferdous
(2005) . Eignor 1 Cook (1983) L)X Meyers 2 A
(2009) 43 71 % 2 TR 5 (field testing) FiE 2 56
(living testing) "R FEA B AL AL X H A B S 8000 5%
L P S S Ik 7 VA W T s W LU )
A B, #58 Rasch ¥EESEUEARIR; 1M
H Y0 56 T A, AR E S Y 6
A0 56 2 F AR Ay, HOEBE AR THE B . Meyers
45 N\ (2009) 1A A 4 Ttk vl B (i /N E 7 T
TE S 5 A v L L MERE (ERBK R E T
56 Y R AR, A AE Sk Y 5 06 A 1 1 1A
SRIY IPE, X UL IPE B82S LA IRT S LAY
AT R SEIA ARSI, T H R AS 5
X I BE 7 7K SF- 18 4R A B W

5, 16 CAT 5T . Wise 45(1989) 73 1 %%
BB HLIE B 35 R 33 iR (Army's Computerized
Adaptive Screening Test, CAST)H i ialJC IR AR
AR A . BFFESE SRR R N80 AT 56
J& 2 AT B LA T 8 A B B A SR AR . X
A THETE R, RIS E A7 B U 45 7 A 9% 57 3L
NE; FF HAFEY ik 75% K% DL U g o
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% 26 &

RN AN 2, P A G 50%0 AU
95 55 AN 8 2, BIMIRAE 01 7K 1 B TE 5 &7 9% 57
AL RE ] o

EPL R R T T, Wh %
A IPE X H X 43 BE e, 45 R R WIE 20
B AR T H X 43 BE SRR, |PE X H
MERE SB35 0 B B 5 (Kingston & Dorans, 1982;
Yen, 1980), A I, Wik N RORFFT 4 SRAR— 2
H R I TR DTN, AHR XX — R I AT
Wg Y, V25 5 Y AT T TR I g )
JE XF 32 I 5 1 AR 27 I AT B R 1Y 5 e (Davis &
Ferdous, 2005; Yen, 1980).,

WA 25 0k 1 B I 3402 B 4 i i 7 8
HEZEA DA CTT WHELR T i@ o L R — 8 B ZEAS
R B AT R | R AH DG 2R B SR ) 48 v
AFLE IPE, B, MAEBA AR ()N T
PRI R S8R R — = R b, 4
FEAEA [R5 2L T A R AL 8 (WA %
B H S HNI R R 2, Bk, WEEHS
BAGTER IPE Azl 43 Pk T: MR EME S
Bt HE, 5 R S8 T RS B A8 )
BRFAR R G AR, IRy 2204, mIH
WragEgeitJr el IPE MUTFE . XBE, S 4
Sy BT B H S8 s e iR E 8 H S8
NGO iR 22, X FRAR VT REAH 75 404 45 S Hh B
fw#%; ()5 ZHEAREFM . Li, Cohen FlI Shen
(2012)%5 1y, HAS R RENE b A REAS BB A /NEE,
FPIE AV LR OLEEXT T CAT 1 H),
PR REA i /N2 R 808 H S8 THEAATE R R
R, HIEX IPE BRI A7 7E R M
32 —H*%

— R BT IPE AT, R AEAR A o
AL BN 8, I8 A BT A D
VEB BT AE— BRI T S8 i R &
H5AREEALERNSEH WA, DR
R 56 o B AR N S H R A WEANE, SR AW R
BAEAE IPE. AHX TRLH:, —SEEFUTH
B (DERBFIA T 2 BN S, 1T
DL H A B (4 X B S RO H A7 8 S50 43
B, M SEET IPE SEAEER Y53BT (2)7E SN
H SHONALE SHE T o s i R, o aT RLSE
P B RIS TE [RS8 T S50
HIRE, SUTERTE R A, — Pk FE R

TEfRREEI H [N S (Explanatory Item Response
Theory, EIRT) (De Boeck & Wilson, 2004)[fHE 42
TR A BRI LS IPE AR, X —HEZR
TR IRA AT LA SE X IPE A, tuwT
PUH TR — 22 BT i S X 1PE ik (1L 4
Debeer & Janssen, 2013),
B BF 9 32 R 3 T Rasch BB T &
JE BB IPE EAT R, 32O AR X
R MERE S B2 o 28 2 (1) T 7 s A (R A
1, PR EAAREAR R e i) 2
% Rasch BRI HE4T logit 2845 AUIE R, Hi logit
(Yo =1) R In{ P (Y, =1)/[1-P (Y, =1)]} Fm K2
LLi B SRXT AR, Y Tt p FEOL T & 007 B A AR
H i BB RN, 6, R p MR SI7KF, Ba
TR @ eSO, B 1 i A E Ak
NBHC—— (p, i, )G AR RIRIAL 2, FE7 2 A0
R 58— K35, f (p, 1, IR E N 5L
RXRTEH i ¥k p UIEAE k1 R%L
logit(Y, =1) =6, — By (1)
logit(Vy =) =0, [ f+ f(pi.K)] (2

WRIEFFF R £ (v, i, D)FBERBAR,
AL LR — 208 3 A B AR 4y Ry =2
S — SRR A AN 5 R E A A O,
A MBI, B f (p, i, k) =1 (k); 52
TR A o7 8 455 1o T e - 7 e 5 M ) 28 LA
M, B f (i, k) =1, k), 55 = 2B BASA E 5K
o B 7 B A B S R Ae S BEARH, B
(P, i, k) =1(p, K)o
321 F—FAEB— FHFER

Ry B T E VAW kA S = )
Pk, R T ARt R R — 058 A i
A5 1 B A [ — o L A o7 B RN (B AR TR o

Kubinger (2008, 2009)#I Hohensinn, Kubinger,
Reif, Schleich 1 Khorramdel (2011)%5 AR 140

4 ST IPE X H KA E S EOE W BT EEE DT A
& 1 5 v (Hamilton & Shuminsky, 1990; Steinberg, 1994)., ifij
T I U0 56 45 v, 3 R R e SR B 2 O 5T R A5 BIIE
S2o AR SCHT IR 1 BT 32 S vh T B AN, I T
2% L& BB 32 L T Rasch #5171,

® % ULIY) Rasch B8 HXERE S50 f, 78 |PE BT FS16 88 F
VLR B, BV A6 7B kIO MERE, HUJR7E— B 8T,
UH MO B ANE S 20 I PEYSEI, T2 Bu 15 0B, o
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] 3 T e A 38 8 iy A SRR (Linear Logistic Test
Model, LLTM)SZELXT IPE (g — 364600 . LLTM
JZf% Rasch AR5 HL ) H i BE S 80050 ol 2 Fh 2k
AN S W 21 21 B 45 2] 1) (Fischer, 1973),

R B :zqul.j . Hrp Pk 27/~ Rasch BRI |
J

AR A TESS kAL E I BIMERESEL, ny R85 A
AN IR T HERE, g FRAE—E FER 4k
iy LAY j R i A R RE R,

BIASUHSS o, ZEREE § RO . 2508 g, 4
J

84 200+ 1) 4y % B = 2ma (r RN
r=1

2R3 B AR R ) 78 2 L i 7 % 0 R
Hh L AN AR I R M (L (S E PR AE S B i

I HOREFER). T4 8, =3 e (k FRBLEALS)
k=1

Fk AL IPE, 3o il 7 i A8 B b il ) af J32
{H, RBHTECLE & WSS T2 B R

s i, BERS, B+, = n,q, TR L
J

MEREE, B Al f5 28 3.
exp| 0, - (B,+5,)]
1+ exp[ep —(8 +5k)]
YRR 3 34T logit F el #3 BIRLAL 4-1, B
B £ (p, i, k) =f (k) = 5.
logit(Y, =1)=0, - (B, +5,) (4-1)
i TR 4-1 PO WS INAT AT 6T IPE 1)
SRR LA, T AR EAT i — 2B B, ¥ IPE
M VR T H A 8 A R, BIOKE S E 7
MR — AN R A B AR AE IR 2B RN R L
(De Boeck & Wilson, 2004)., fif LI7E Rasch #iAIF,
15 M AR AL B A A Bk kAR, BpnT g
FIRERY 4-2, Horpr p TR RN Y S AR
NS DO o 2 VAW o e N el = R VA 8 B
AR, 5y BEAAE, IR 1PE
FIFETE . HE—2oRE, 4 9> 0 W, FRRAFTENEY
BUNE; y <O B, WIRRRAEAELR TR . BLET £ (k) =
y (k=1).
logit(Y,, =0)=0,-[ B +y(k-1)] (4-2)
WS AR A i B Bk ARZRMEAR R, W £ (k)
ATRARIRN kb M ZReRgk . fe8omdds . LIZ

P(Y,, =1p.i)= )

SRR, £ (k) =y, (k~1) + v, (k—1)3, HIA] 74550
4-3 (Kang, 2014):

logit(Ypik =1) =0, —[ﬂ, +71(k=1)+ 7, (k _1)2} (4-3)

(EARTER S, TESChR ), Wi A
R rffIn A R IR BSOR AR ADME B A Ak kB A7
BIARLRPEAE LS 2R, IARMEXT 1% R B TR R

55— BB AN B RO B 7 A ik A7 T A
H AR, {28 H A A, LkXT IPE
HEAT AR . X AR B A B S BUL T IPE
TEFTA %A BT E LR, t HEESR
B E AR 1 AE R A AR b i — A A R,
T AN TR) A A 7 2 555 17 1% B LA B | PE 7E A1
B] {22 A TER ST . E4h, Kubinger (2008, 2009) 42
HMET LLTM BRI IPE, S2hr b2 MW H
W RN IPE AT 9T, W] AR AR TE EIRT HE4L
THEAT 1PE A DA K fi B ST A A, (HR X
— T R AEAE— AW e, REWEH
FAERLEL IPE, [H MBI M R R IPE (W9 57
BN o
322 EZAEFEB FHNUESHHEMNXE

1ER

5 TR R 0 KN A2 v S
ZHAEHB RN, WASES HAES BAER kA7
R e AR AN ]

FR 4-1 F 4-2 O ERNSECSBH i
A, W fQ,i k) =10 k) =0a L f(p, i, k)=
(k=1), RNA]45F#EA 5-1 F1 5-2 (Debeer & Janssen,
2013):

logit(Y,; =1) =0, - (B, + ) (5-1)
logit(Y,, =0) =6, [ B, +7,(k-1)] (5-2)

A5V B R A 5.1 6, S5HA 4-1 b 6,
X, AT 20 Sl s AR IRV E i 78 2 B S ke
V7B 22 ) A M A A R AN T LA B T Ay, RO B
BIAEAb 37 B LA R 32 B8 H AR 2, o]
PA% 6= 0 + O Forfr 6, BIASERY 4-1 v (i ' 10 32
GV QAR RN PSS R e T O R VA Y G AN | B VA
Bk 58E i sCHAEHBIRON H o AN, FEREAD
5-2H14y, =y +y/, RALRIE y (k—1)BIfERE 4-2
TS RO, gl (1) R H ¢ S0 AR
FHML BB #7 LRy, WA, W
|PE BIBAAFLE; ELAT L@ I F 4 Al 5-2 1 4-2 %t
[i] — 0 56 2% S A 4045 B (U AIC ., BIC ) J&: A5 A7 1
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Z5, RAWHREAEM E A E 58 H M8 L
Mo BEAR, Kang (2014) iR 45 58 BN B 1K B8
ekat, EpRE 5-3:
logit(¥,, =1) =, —[ﬂi vy (k-1)+ yi(k—l)z} (5-3)

Albano (2013)fi JfI# % 5-1 fil 5-2 #f 57 GRE
WNC AR, B B 5 H RAE e B35
THAEM, WES: IPE 64 RS H A /77 8 %
1245 . 541, Kingston il Dorans (1984) %} A [A] i3
HZAId IPE 2R Toist, &RERW . 7
W SCH (verbal items) . (2R (quantitative items)
VL B Ay B (analytical items) =Fp BRI A 43 A 5
ZEEEMEEWRR, KGR EeEM, mH
HRIR L 2T BN o XU T B 38 AR TR (B TR A B AR
o7 5% 5 H A B 5 H 032 B S A B

ARG TSI RIAE 5 — ISR ) A L 2
THHEMNESSEZEAERYZm, §15 45808
HEA — MBS, B, 5 SRR N
BLE BN IPE AT BT GY, AR
FfFRE | PE AN — %) [m) B,
323 FE=HEA BEMNESWREMNRZE

1ER

B = AR R B o RN 37 A H A S
W EAE R m, RIS [R) 7 & 0 2 B e & 1
AR 2 TR

T ANRE E AR R 4-1 1457 B R 280
THEK p TR, LA FRAT RATe 3 TR 4-2
BB s TAEHBAL, BV f (o, i, k) = f (p, k) =y,
(k—1) A4 75 (Hartig & Buchholz, 2012)

logit(Y,, =) =0, ~[ B +7,(k-D]  (®)

Hrry, IRMIEZ 31, Rt Tl p, B H
XS FS 200 B AL 180 B 7 H R AR
L, MREHE, TTIAS 5=y + 9 FEALTE 65
(k—1) = A B 5 78— B 2 6E AR
foim. [FRE, &y, REANE, MR IPE B
Tete; WAlLhiFEE ), 15 0, RAIC R, LURH)
Wi IPE ZE MR 2Ry (-1 R p S50
BAHAE MO BN AE, KB p & —
T ICRR ) A 2 KRR EE 1 (B s RHE I D) A
farFh sy (BD pp B8 1E | 6715 ) D 25 B Bl 34 fig
J1As bt W p AT LEAEMSL T Bin % A 2
ZHNH YRR, NP AR T (persistence) B 5 %%
71 (examinee effort) (Hartig & Buchholz, 2012;

Debeer et al., 2014 ).,

IPE 1174 J5 2 Bl i 7 D00 6 3 8 v B 1 1 A8 1k,
AN Tl e X7 000 56 2 R o 1 B T AR Al SR AE TE AR
F5t . IS = RBR R A A SR IE Bl R
P e RS R R L B SR 1T LU B B K
N3 A TR A2 . Bk 4h, Debeer I Janssen
(2013)i Xif — 251k T B = b B AR 7 ik IR AT B A
3%, BEBRIE T IPE N iR o 5 A 5 i
FRAERT", 48 1T — 2 B0 5T 3 2 XA
BN HEA T — 2 R, ROXT 1PE TR 26 008
Y i AT R

MBI UL, 3T OIRT HEZEH)— 2 s A A
IPE B4 LR AEHE: (1)nl LKA H Az B 5% p
(4 LAt R ARRAE DX 437>k, X A] LA 2R TR
ROARAL,  EEANAT T e B = 2R, (2) RE WA
MG 2 MIFFERE, BTk IPE AR H A B
JE AT A, AR A R RSk, 7
B AESEH TR RIS H; ()4 IPE X 55
ST, B AR AN B H 3G e Y SR
AT S BLAE I 56 73 BOK X IPE 2% 4 . b, 3
1 IS REAE il 28 AT LAASEIE | PE X 58 5 4 ST B (.
Y 5% i (Debeer & Janssen, 2013); (4)1E 4 H /K P-4
L 1PE 7 BhF X BT AL i ke, L an AR B
A g (AN M 3 A 56 S LA ) T F TR IPE AR
R YRS

B T Bk ST Rasch AL AR AL E AT
BT iEAN, — B F @ B A T I T £
P IRT WA, X8 E A7 5 i FE 8500 38 B
NEFEATERST, BIKG A H A A A E K-S B 7
AR NSRS — K, g SCHA K B AL
PESRHAE IPE 192850,
324 %HIK¥FIRT B

SR b, X—FRM AR EIRT ER TR
Bl —Ah AR P IY |RT R R Z2 7K P2 A
AU BRI (XL 2, 3§77, 2008) H1F fis

N-1
KF1: logit(Yyy =1) = Bo, + D By Xy
q=1

K- 2 Pop =700+ Hop
/qu =740
RAHR . logit(Yp,k =l)=y00+yqo+u0p (7)
Hrpr p FoRtid, i FRBE, Kk RRAE, N
BB X, B4 p AT ¢ A HE s
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H(g =12 - N-1), %q =i, X,=1, w0
Xyip =00 ug, IRMIME N O WYIEZS I3, AT B
B p WIBESIME; yoo TR NES N DB H MWD
(easiness), y,o WAL RHE ¢ MBI H 5% N MEHZE
SN ZAE, BIEIR A (mixed models), 7] LA
BN i A EM Rasch MEEE: — 70— 700 o
Albano (2013)#iR T 4nfi R #E Z 7K F IRT JA
T RON AN AE AR A FEAG N IPE, A SR A AU
M T H FR, TERIRL 7 19KF 1 i A
ROV S R TR AR B, BRI A] AR F R AR R 8
K 1.

N-1
logit(Ypik = 1) = ﬁOp + z ﬁquqip + /BNpkip
g=1

K- 2 Pop =Yoo+ Ho,
ﬂqp =740
,BNp =7no
R R

logit (Y, =1) = yoo + V40 +Uop + Vnoky,  (8)
oot B, AL E W ERY, ki (ki = 1, 2,2, N)
RO p EE A E i (WR g = )T AL E, yao
Ry 57 1 T SO, RN A ] S 4
SO, B 8 SEAY 4-2 XTI, 346, AN
RO BB EALEAEN, MRS 8 KT 1
PRAIAWNV-D)EH S50 8 W RS, B
A9 2 22 H AN AT 9:

N-1
IR 1: logit(Vyy =) = Bo, + D BpXyp +
gq=1

N-1
'BNpkip + Z;ﬂ(Nw)ﬁthPkip
p

K 2 Pop =700 + Hop
ﬂqp =740
ﬂNp =7no
Bing)p =V (n+g)o
AR

logit(Ypik =D=yp+ Vg0 ttg, + 71v0k[p + 7(N+q)0kip 9)

Horf Bovegp Tl H 500 B A H AR R 194
BN, R 9 HRAY B2 XA . LY, iR
P8 SRR, MAERER 8 i Ay
SO HAR SR, F RIS 10,

K 1.

N-1
logit(Y,; =1) = By, + Z BopXaip + Brpkip
q=1

7J(SIZ 2: ﬂOp:yOO+ﬂOp
ﬁqp :}/qo
ﬂNp :yNO+/J’.Lp
TRAH

logit(Y, =1) = yoo + V40 + o, + ¥ noky, + ik, (10)

W HF A B BN B, L4 T8« T 288 1o ——
I B R yyo A BE BN ——17 B 5 9 A
& HAE ury, 10 H wg, IRNIE R Z M IE S 5310
FERL 10 51540 6 AHXT )Y . Debeer 45 A (2014) N £
K IRT MR A S &, FERE rpofin A2 7K P
KHRGT IPE TEARRK . ERBIMZESR

HATXTF IPE RRGIIARY, #n] LAE V25
F EIRT BIHESL R HRHE H A7 8 /Y 300 A8 H AL
RIREE 2 XK 1PE () — b B B AT T
Y% L o

F2 &M IPE—SZEALCR
logit (Yp=1) =
LY FR; B E R Y A8 HU B RN B Y 28 B
B 4 BH 5y ianw:i Ty MBH 5y ianw:i Ty BH 8 53
Rasch £ %! Oy —[Bi + y* (k—1)] 0y = [Bi + yi* (k-1)] Op = 7p* (k1) —Bi
ZI/KF IRT Uop Y00 + vq0 +ynokip Uop 700 + Vg0 + Ynokip ugp + ugpkip 00 + Vg0 Ynokip
R IRT 0, _z BXy 0, _Z B Xy Op + Op —Bi
k=0 k=0
IPE 528 H v & 5 8 B 3¢ BAEH . et
. o i X IPE 2Z /8 H o & 59l 8] 1 32 B4
ST E MR, B SFAT NEEERENGA “wA
— IPE 57 TAUE AP, R pysgm, BRI H (8 E AR VB, E AR ) A0 D

HeT R E A

[F)) e 2 BB & A0 8 2 I3 2
AT o

WAL, 2 B 2E S5
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3.25 EHhit

DL b A5 AR ) 09 Sy T LR TR A AR
(generalized linear mixed model), 1] FH— 5011
AR S EU T, B R Imed
1Y Imer 3% (Debeer & Janssen, 2013)LA M HLM7
(Hartig & Buchholz, 2012; Albano, 2013)., IR7E
DL BRSSO A DX A3 B, 3 SRR D] 1 R L
R4 #i%1(De Boeck & Wilson, 2004), . fif
SAS fEH i NLMIXED 254k 18 5 25
(Debeer & Janssen, 2013).
3.3 ¥t IPE HUfREE

DIFE R BIF9E 32 202 A A B AR 3 A A B ke
IPE SEATRRE. 55—, WELH MEEXT IPE #E17f#
FR 234 B B ME B2 S H0E W2 Pk S0 a3 () Ze
24 (Kubinger, 2008, 2009) ., 33X — ff & i AT 5T
2 AT 5 11 7 A 2 T 8 B ) T R S R
H A7 B B %R R A 25 R B, ELAR 3
RAEB LSRR ias, B IPE M8 2k~ A0
O 55 RN o AER X — AR B R R R B o T A —
AMER, RIS WA E M &, (AR R
A O AR, B 97 RN . X — 4IRSy
AR 7T B ASRETE A B | PE sl T AR e

%, B XS IPE ST AR, BN 1PE
BRI T HAR % A 4 B 2 ST 4 i . Hartig
1 Buchholz (2012)4% H} i 8 a8 H #4958 B AN
R, E UK IPE B AR ST T BE 1 4 5 Z 5B
YT, FFHARICNE T, T4, Debeer %5 A (2014)
1E Hartig A1 Buchholz (2012) 858 2Lat I, 441
RO A B N 5 A% T, 9F B £ 0K OF
IRT X IPE #EATARPR . BEIRZIE A IR, BRI
SN |PE B BUHT AR, FR 0] 4 B 1 L
ez M A RIS SRR T AR E AR TN
LR R SEBRAFE T  Jr (E, K IPE BT ER AR 2
B U HE AR I8 S T, A TR A
SAMRA BTN A B IPE TR RS, IRIAT,
ATt H 3 — i 4 B 3 T A SAIL | 56 3 i vh
127 2] B 1 S5 RR 5T R 2% Sk #1L i (Hartig & Buchholz,
2012), FrLA, H R — B 4 e m 4 58 I v ok
HEW .

4 WiERE
IRT S HOA VAR, A2 50 5518

CAT . L gk LA K R FAE I T rh i il A i 155
T3 B 28 A TTRR, RO T I S B K H
BN A . A SRy S R T, R EA
WPy 0 2 H0CAS 728 PR R I R 75 BE B A 21 2 o T 1 PE
JEXIRT SHAVENE M B S, 20 2
AR R AE G R AR B RS A . AR S SER
IRT ZHCAEPERRIE ) B & SGHAT T4, 98
JEX 5 IPE FHICHECH LA BEEEAT X 73, AR
s IR E A e B A A IPE WSS, T
i3k — FE Y R SR TR . A SCHESS =800 B
25T R 1PE AP B 5 h——P R — 2
T, R Y A A — 2 =2 R
PRIEATIRANGSS . WARREE IRT MM R, X
SR SR S T B X R A AN R IPE R AR A
B, BRI H # 8 5 g A X | PE ST A R
ZRA LMENFSE B 451 FUm BRAE, 1PE 45 BIBF5E 5
A4 LA PO D7 T
41 RRMFALZEN IPE WFER, FmE

W ESepT g, BF IRT HELL M —F k3
BALAE =AY, b o — A T BRI A A
SUG PIRR R AR AR S AL, o T AE R ALAE B 1Y
45 R Bl T 50 B IR 46 32 A3 B A0 52 K E
NITE =R nw R o A S ey S RI EE X i)
25 5L 0 A5 B T BH B A7 5 80 g % A ) 4 31 1
XA R RAF G PR — A, Ry IPE B4
EORAE M G R AR 1 BB, AR B T
B3 AR b Y BE 1 e sh BRI AN T

— BT SRR B AR E T B H S48
PN R 22, AH LA TR TEAE I, RS2 A AR A L
TR (1)K 1PE BRSE FE“ A T8 H IR
AN, BRRE (] B VR 45 SRR A BT
HARFMW N . B2 SEPRE TR iz R E x4 5
vt R, LA S i, R PR AR T
FRIEE ST ETE RGN, BTk, 2
5 1% a0 3h 2 (dynamic) |RT #E R SERRGR (1) A5 78 4b
PR QA REEEHR M EHETH—1
EE (L — > ML T — A ] SR Y TE ) B
FEAE BRI, X Pl B3R (sequencing  effects)h
JE R T H AL YRR, EL X A 5 R
A H P TFE(I—XT 8 E), R ERTEET IRT
HEE A 1) — 25 AN D& 1 — AN BN P B A~ E
QI A R FEE T T i FEHl 1PE, A5
ANGAER KA EXT IPE HAT AR AE
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Y F DAERF 5T B ZUE W] IPE AT LA AR R0 57
TR e T 4k B2 2 S i 4 B (Debeer & Janssen,
2013; Hartig & Buchholz, 2012), it ATEA )5 HBF
ST AT LI 22 458 R R i — 25 AR A | PE;
] DA S8 38 BR BRI A0 A 5 1k, A R AE
BAEH AL B R, BRI TR A
TTE A B[]S A o, JF A B AESC ) IRT

5 (Embretson, 1991; Paek, Baek, & Wilson, 2012;
Roberts & Ma, 2006; Von Davier, Xu, & Carstensen,

2010553 HT . (BRI, 0 — ik ny A
X, BRTOIRT (LAt mT LI B 43T i1
MATIE 1PE, JBOGERIYEE#H AT L2 % Schweizer,
Schreiner 1l Gold (2009) ) & Schweizer, Troche #ll
Rammsayer (2011)%,
42 XTHSMEIR | PE #HiTi#—H MR

A% DIF B AF5E #EF2 —4E (Zumbo, 2007), 7&
il IPE IR FEHEWMZ G, N LR EX A
PRGN AT Fé (Debeer & Janssen, 2013), W58 ]
VIRAE EIRT "h 8 MASRREEAR A (person explanatory
models) (De Boeck & Wilson, 2004), %I %& 3 i
SR IEITHE— P MR, fl, CAMRCAIUE
52, FEARA 0P rp 32 03 S 7RI e BB E A
ENEZES, BT DL EH o sh HLKT-
[ T 45 I E (K dn Wise & DeMars, 2005), 3
LW Wise & Kong, 2005)filIA £ IRT 4 #41
o, PEAESMO BTN AR JEXT IPE #E47 3 — 20
f#Fe, 53 4b, Borgonovi Fil Biecek (2016)iA Jy H Tl
TEARAN 3 1Y [ BROT b, i £ 1) S B 2 A AR,
RE(skil) 5B EWIlD)MA G, HMREREN . %
BT AT DU VR R A AR I 0 i s s A A 3k
Tl BE 7 Y pR AR, T ELIX AR BE AR T B,
PRITABATTIN A, 25 3B g A B 2 A ) 3 0 v
B s ez — o B, R R R
T RAN SRR T 1 A B i e, AEREARL g A 5 A
A KM R, BIT IPE MK 22 s 4
WA RS IPE A TINAE T, 1 SE it 1PE iy
— R
43 EHEBETERIPE

YT IPE sEmTZ M, DUERF R4S
FIBFFTREBEXT 1PE #1720 HRIE . X
4 :

H 4, Talento-Miller, Rudner, Han FlI Guo
(2012, 51 H Store, 2013)7E CAT H#I5T IPE, 4

BHEE
‘[J::‘L’, 2%

W

IRFWINLE 12X i VR & R B A 5 T
(b angg 55500 ) - o546, B E A7 8 AR N2 300
SR ZERMERN RN, B EA A R 8
Mz

i, EEEEIH, Store (2013)7F Hi 1
P& SHZ AN A 6 IPE IR 64T T 3408
W, If i — PRI R AR B T R A 2 I 5
WS IPE. RIEMBIRRY . 8N E ML 2s
o B (B &5 SR 7= A I 3 B9 52 (Whitely & Dawis,
1976; Yen, 1980; Davis & Ferdous, 2005; He, Gao,
& Ruan, 2009), 7ESFE BT, B RITE &S
AR ZAEAE DIF, T 5 AE & A U 5 1%
2 HEFEAH TR 1962 B |- (Cook & Petersen, 1987).
FEAAFRF I, B E ST A B AN %
B A (Cizek, 1994). IPE M7 A ST EB AR A
MR B2 PR . Weirich, Hecht 71 Béhme (2014)
AR AE ST AT A 2 TR B B2 =2 A, B
DAATE JEE | PE AT A BIREAS 2 —30W .

1E 4N Kolen #1 Brennan (2004) B 5 Hi 4 . 36
WY FF B FI SR 2 AN T 23 1 o FRATTAS R 12 T4k 252
22 W% S5 (3 R v R A T ) 6 R BT R
(5] L, T 32 R 25 T IR G 4 i 1 T Al R 1Y )
B, UEFRWEREN . S E A E A48
FE R AR (] T J5 53 ) v B 67 B A8 ) # 2
kMW, WX —MEER, @R ES G
AT DL TR IR 2 R SR E 7 i, L] DL % SR
HH 7] 14 BB 28 A R A 6 A5

Foh, FERIMETEAN (performance assessments)
o, LA g SN PR L SC DL B SR SRR AR
FHAR TA% Gt 1Y) 25 15 AT R B Ay 1) 4t 1% 2 A o S
TS b i 52 S O A AR, DR T 32 3 A%
SRR A R G ARG, 2013), {HJE:, R AT 4R
BT B % AN [ Bsf [R] B |y 0 9 45 SR 3R AT L A B
MIFAAEAR R A PR, 3 I v agh A 5 PR WL A4
AR JITHE 3K 1604l 2 18] A8 (M uraki, Hombo & Lee, 2000).

Hit, T 220508 R T A LAk 2L 7E X Seff
FEMT #— L BHZ R B, W aT LU
FRAIGE TR IPE Bys2m . i, i T 8H
(testler) 1) fdf F B R 7805 3l , B % A2 24 1) 55
DIF #5453 2IAH I W5 o i LUAH B 3, AT LA
2 B AR5 W AT R ST o
44 RRFESIER IPE B E

Tt 7E FE BT I FBA 2 5 B i FH Sk, | PE
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IS A AR RSB, AR Z W& 3X — RN,
LI A BRI SE B T AR 2 — R GRS e
(Wu, 2010; Meyers, Murphy, Goodman, & Turhan,
2012; Debeer & Janssen, 2013), Frl), Rk
THBR IPE B J5 A 0 325 | A 5T 3 I DG

B, MBIy sE R a) LG i
GINER DA 3 a2 WIS pIRFN C = = G S
Ak, HEARITE: SEBEHARNE FHE
UKL E AR, M iy T H AL AR T AR
YRION; B X T BT A A E R A E Y, TR 1PE
ok B F B2 (Hecht et al., 2015; Weirich et al.,
2014), &, WHPFRARRY] . BEBIIES
Z\ R B Y PR E (R4, IPE X E £
B 2 A B i (Haladyna, 1992). XA BF5E %
SIATINC, X FER TEH R Bl i R
BE AR SRy, i DL Ay S LA
[l R B i 5 L B R A X ANAR Y, T DA AR
AR I 50 A B 5 (Store, 2013), {HX — WL s A5 7 ik
—HE

BUgt: A £ B9 R K F X 4 (Chun Wang)
i Fo o g KT RAAES K 3 £ 3% (Ying Cui)ti+
AL R LB E LTS R AEE, BT IF
ERFFEAHET R RMNWE 4 F o) G
—IRF) F AR A F R F 2t LFAT LA g X

S 30 Hk
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Item Position Effect: Conceptualization, detection and developments
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Abstract: Item position effect (IPE) refers to the item parameter non-invariance when the same item is
placed at different positions of the tests, after controlling for the influence of random errors. The presence of
IPE causes the violation of the critical parameter invariance assumption made in item response theory,
making the applications such as test equating and computerized adaptive testing at risk. At present, the
existing researches in this field mainly focus on the detection and modeling of IPE. However, more research
efforts are needed to further explain the consequences of the detected IPE and to provide an in-depth
discussion of IPE under different scenarios, which is of great importance to both basic research and practical
applications.
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