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EaoaFANKE, SRFTTRKE QAMEE, RAFHHESMARE, THRIKFMAMAGZE, FME2
FHERFLIBFAOMAALRIHERETEN I L, S840 E5FTABFFEZFREHYTY L AN, £
THREMAOH T EAFELRRETHRAONA. ARTREBRFMAAZOT AR E. ARG I, F4
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1 3|

2014 £ 9 H 3 H, EFBEAR (TR
75 AR A B A Y ST R L ) AR i, Eer e
SRR N e | B S L SR S e S A o 7
HEE —FHH Z MRS iLe, <SMERH R
B F L 2R ENGR 7T L
A2 O ST, BOE 50 B
B S KRG R, SEPPAN RE I KT %R
U WD A S5O B TS R O A S R, AT
D6 T8 X 8] 4 2 BORH B 6, o R 7 TR S
EUICEO W 0P 2 G = e A i £ Fa o ) 50 & R
M, RREES.OEN SIS E S, R4
[], B AEFE ) [ A g ] 0 30 4354 7T L

95,25 {E (Test Equating), {F & Mo ik n] @5
SN R e S o = 1 e N R o = ol e
BB A BRI S22 (Kolen & Brennan,
2014), BARTF, AF(E R 08I o ) —. 0 BRARR BT A
AN [0 35 23 B 2 A, Sl A — BB R A,
A N R — B R e R, DAR TR B
f 7 ok (R, WARE, 1988), W ISR (H ik 58
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£ 45 5 T 2 0 I £ #1iE (Classical Test Theory,
CTD)M J5 ¥k 55 F I H [ i #i8 (Item  Response
Theory, IRT)AY 5. AIHE EE 4 N FEHHEH
(Mean Equating, ME), £:%{f (Linear Equating,
LE). % H /% {8 (Equipercentile Equating, EE),
Ja& EE N IRT B85 HART True Score
Equating, IRT TSE)4 IRT M %<4 %0 %5 {f (IRT
Observed Score Equating, IRT OSE), TR B
055 S EHIS I KRR, DI % (Kernel Equating;
KPHPF, FEFRWN, 2018; Dorans & Puhan, 2017;
Underhill, 2017; Wallin & Wiberg, 2019; Wiberg &
Gonzélez, 2016), Ja#45%{E (Local Equating; Xin &
Zhang, 2015). 44 A Wp78 & #9558 {6 J7 1% (Equating
with Covariates; Gonzalez, Barrientos, & Quintana,
2015; Kim & Lu, 2018; Lu & Guo, 2018; Sansivieri
& Wiberg, 2016; Wiberg & von Davier, 2017)% 4
RFZH)—HB DS FEEIIS SHAR, NS EREET
B, R TR S S R R

W, BEMEEEEEHETZ MRS O
(Educational Testing Service, ETS)MJ#F5¢ R 45
BE AR, T H BN IT R R A T,
FEATHE YE X EL L PEAE A (Log-linear model)fl A 43
B A A 0 SO0 (H 25 B R I AN WA,
ANIE FH T BEHLEF 2H 35831 (Equivalent Groups design,
EG) 14 % 41 44 M 45 152 31 (Non-Equivalent groups
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with Anchor Test design, NEAT), HJ5Ffi# von
Davier, Holland I Thayer (2004)} iR Z& /E The
Kernel Method of Test Equating ( { #% %l )), %%
B %R 8 25 P2 % 31 (Single Group design, SG).,
Wf AL 55 2] BE i . OF i 4 3¢ 1T (Counter-Balanced
group design, CB)-53F 4 2 84 I 515 1 1% 56 36 45
(HT57 o JTSBAR, WEFEH AT SOR RS O T 0%
HE(HIK R (observed score equating framework),
PE— 9" T N H Y8 B 5 1 (von Davier, 2011a,
2011b, 2013). fH45 THE CTT 5 IRT 4575k
5 R S 0, AR E T A B T R AMITSE
F AT 12 ¢ 1 (Andersson & Wiberg, 2017;
Arikan & Gelbal, 2018; de Ayala, Smith, & Norman
Dvorak, 2018; Ledncio & Wiberg, 2017; Wallin &
Wiberg, 2019) (AP E N, A H22# T4
SRR RS IR AT R SRR IR T B
FIL(HRMR N, 2008; B3, 2008a, 2008b), /K5 i
TEN )L BOAS SC B TR i PR AN 0 A% A (e
SEAERRR, ARSI SR SR, JFIH YA
FEARRWEF Ty ), LA AR N A5 46 . 3 &
SR

2 #ZEEER

WA — R SEE A T IE R R, EET
IEIfE S EE B )5, JF¥ LE AR N FRei % % 1ME
R f & 5 . (1)TF 3 (Pre-smoothing), HJ
SR FH 6 B2 M A B LA TR AR S B A,
T A5 2 A0 G Y B A% f 5l X0AR o 43 FOE R 4 A6
(univariate or bivariate score probabilities), (2)fifi 11
S B K (Estimation of the score probabilities), EJ
1833 1511 PR %L (Design Function), & HIEEAR 2>
B Ry B B R . () 2k
(Continuization), B[l i % £5 1 4% bR %X (kernel
function)5 47 7% (bandwidth parameter), #1555 (&
TR I 6 ) 2 T SR AR A3 A R B e Ab R i 2 R AR A
PREL. (4)55{H (Bquating), RISRHAIEZSFEAESR T
PS5 A 3 L SR RRIER, K TR0 30 A3 AR AT SR A
(5)1T 5 %5 (A 5 1 1% (Standard Error of Equating,
SEE) 4 {H 2 F#r1fE1R (Standard Error of Equating
Difference, SEED), B[ X[& {845 Bi#FTIEM. T
MLL EG RWl, AN A EESRE, HAib
AR R AT 2% von Davier %5 A (2004)f)
F1Eo

2.1 HEERRE
211 TERH

U B0 SR FH 40 1A 28 (2 2 O o B 2 M A
TG Fr S5 (E PTG i REAS 2 B A, JF il i
KASRAL - (Maximum Likelihood Estimation, MLE)
T AR SR, B E 2 LG FR bR E Bt
BRI GEitid e

BREA TR ENE: X 5 Y, B8
HBEHLE X 5 Y, T x; iy 435 ER T e 4y
B, vy s o AR BRI A 1]
o :(rl"">rJ)[ s=(s, ) s n; A m 73
IR, LA N =D n FIM = m, .

i k

J 4 n=(n,--,n) Al K ZEEE m=(m,--,
m)' A E A7, HL¥ AR A £ 55043 4 (Multinomial
Distribution), B[l

N! oy
mwai@fk, )

IR KT8 Y AR B al il g X 2 He A3,
AETEIE

[ AR, AT A FH T 4005 20 B5OHE 3 fr) 0] B P A
T — I

T
IOg(rj) =o + ri (Xj )I > (2)
i=1
Hob, o MFREALE L DM BRI 1
T, FABIG D EREIEG B MRS
5 AT MLE J5 s AR ABIAR pR i
L = an log(r; ) 3)

]

von Davier ¢ A (2004)$2 ! 4 NPEAr . 8T
SRR B AR UE . (1)—ZUM: (Consistency), BIBEE
FEARRIER, SEATHE R IR S T BR ELE; (2)
i Ve (Efficiency), B 25 IESAH RBAE A &, flTT
H 5 S EAE ) 0 Jm 22 0 AT BB/, )R R IE
(Positivity), BPBTAG W 56 43 FO R BE S8 3
B (4)58 2 (Integrity), BILA A9 50 5053 45
PRFF S HEAR S EC A B O R (USR8, 2
T EE . WERESE)ANAE . H HI48ARA Freeman-Tukey
B2 . ISR -1 75 % (Holland & Thayer, 2000).

MR, ATARREIDCT v MBCRYEEEAG T
Ul 22560 2, o ZRUEHA, W HCHE B o Al e A o 3
JNGEBE RS C,, AN T )5 4% SEE Fil SEED 1Y
THE, EEEESTRE.
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2.1.2 Ao

FERE T BOME R B B, RS 4 S5 (1 T
XoF L (TR T R, K FF- T B BB 1) 20 B R,
E2E 5 G N | E5 R S T F SR E R TSR N R
I RIE R

von Davier 55 A (2004)45 i, AT ML F50F-#5 B

Be BB B o0 A AR S5 (B 1T 43 SR W

R —FE EG, WAER M, 5 —FE SG.
CB Hll NEAT, bW 55701 o

fE EG ", SR eRES 2GR B R
AN

el 2

o 1y F 1 43000 I 3 F1 K x K B4R 4, Af
VLRI, r 5 s EHATEIF R R AW, XE
FR BEG MFFEEME, TOHRIREA D B R i 11 5%
e, {E T AT A LR B S . O A = A
Wit Byt R E X R R — B R i b
B WA A = A, R SR AR 4y
A1 B 0 B ) Bt A, PR S ALY B 5 AR e
LNIEEESIRER A 25 € R
BETT BRI F B AR A A B0 e L 45 L
(Jacobian Matrix), BT eREC T 8% r 5
B — B m S Jpe , EE AT SEE 5 SEED )
T
2,13 EEWK
A 5 (R T 00 5 %) 8 i R AR 3 A R B Ak
2k RN R, NG IR TS 2L SR e
o, ATREAR AR AR RIATE . AN
HEE IR, RIS A AR RRAE
ZUEH], KA HEE X 5 Y, SEZMLAE
VoA, IR AT — e, RS
X(he) 5 Y (hy) #EZE, HhC a7 B 5 R4
AR, BRI R BRGE S A i SR A SV . R A
S8 0 Wi (Gaussian kernel), $540/5 X (hy ) By
X(hy)=ay (X +heV)+(1-ax) ux, (%)

$orbr & =— T KA ERCID), g 5
oy +hy
o3 Fy XA A LT85 07 2%
BTk, RHEATF b AR, W E
X (hy ) 1 BB i 5
Fo, 09=) T@(Rix (), ©)
J

Hop @(2) b5 o IE 40 0 19 2 FBU5r 40 R 8L,
X—ayX; —(I—ay)ux
Rix (¥) = ach, °
AL, P hy #E T F, (%) BRI, &
W B hy 288 07 3 0 FE 5] 3% (Penalty  Method),
HeRECH

PEN(hy) = Z(r fr, (X7 + K - ZA(I B). (7)

ﬁ$m<mﬁxm)mmzar%ﬁ H (0=
memm 00 o R 500 A

Eﬁf@&, KRR HAE X TR ALE f (%) <0
m, A =1, 478 x Ml ez g fy (>0,
B, =0.
ZREE S A — T 02 e R R
X (hy ) B0 HE 3 55 B2 pR RS A T B SR T 25 S i
N, EEEJQEMAF?A%EEPE@ AR (teeth)” 5
“BRBR (gaps)" T B 585 55 R0 1Y 2 oM 1R
-E“‘WJEEK%T@%&I% UIE 3 A5 Al 9, LA
PRESEACS 153 B A P, s R o ME T
BREIIE X 7 14 hy A5 5
214 ZEE
B RS IR, K45 EE MR A AR,
1% S PR — B Rk R
& (X) =& (%r,9 =G, (K, (xr);9) =G, (R, (¥), (8)
Hor Ry () IEZALIS X (hy) B RPN BREL,
GM)%JY(W)H’J%% Uy A PR PR, X 43
BOx;, TSR ENHAE X (hy) B B 455,
#ﬁﬁk S SrERALY (hy) Sk xR S
f%, BISEE 8 e (%) o
% von Davier 25 A (2004)iF B, LE 5 EE [a] 4
Z— AR 27 R EIR(X) (shape difference function),
A 6 £ 3 KAl 98 GE B hy >100y, hy > 100y ),
i AZ S S5 T CTT S3{EH /9 LE 458, I
R SEE R LE AE y FORe 61 i B AR 40
2.1.5 3t& SEE 5 SEED
SEE WA FEHLIRZE, FERIE TRk,
M S E I T B AR SMRTEHEREAS, [ ARTE4E SEE,
AR 8 Jr ki SEE, HIEALN AN
SEE, (X) = o, (X) = JVar (&, (X))- ©)

FERIM, %% SEE BT F R AR =
SEE, (X) =l Jg, IpeC Il (10)

CIESE:
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Horr, 3o WBAEHRBOCT r 5 sHFERS A
Jop W RECET 1 5 s M LS, |vii=
/ZVJ?, B v A ROL AR SR C Aoy
J
KR B BeAS 2019 C, JEFE
Xof - AH ) S A 500, SR S [R) 45 (8 7 12 T A%
R[] 2 F AR, Bk SEED, HF:EH T
5 R TR Y B, P Sk A G 2 SRR 4R
b o FUA 4 fE R R 2% (i fF [-2SEED, 2SEED|
Ghit, AN HE2ZES B AR
SEED, (x) = |Var (g () —&,(x) =
19 561C = Jg JpeCll. 11
%240 X[ SEE.
22 BEEFS
B EEA 6 S (DB CTT S
IR W LE 5 EE, 1ERFeBI, AL —HER,
ARG A, QMinRREE, NFE BRI 25F
HIPHY, WEBT RS — RV S E R A B
AR I AR A HEZE b SE B[] At m) X 4% B B
SR, T E R PG S, (3) T iE
BB, WHAR Sk, AaAAEESY R
P, (HIFQIMEHIRH SEED WK, 1ENEE(EL
R ) 22 52 19 LU B (5) 2R JH 1 1 A 24k,
] 2 AR DR R A ok /o i A5 (B AL IR 22,
()t 35 T RAEA SR (6)TF A BIR E 15 56 {8 D00 46
T 4% s 20 KO I 45 (B (EE 5 IRT OSE #4147 I A A2),
T2 AR A R BORE 55 1 2 B L e
2.3 #ZFEIFNIER
PEM %S E 4R 224045 SEE, SEED 5
PRE. SEE 5 SEED ®ijC. /4. PRE 5 7F & &%
HJE 1 e (X) 5 Y B 5> A 22 5, DA ) 7 H X
CSERPE R R R, AT
1,(8 (X)) = 11, (Y)
1 (Y) '
F (1) =Y (%) S ttp(@ (XD = Y (8,(X)Pr; <
k

k
At A7 4 4505858 FH PPN 8 bRt T A%
Z{H . B4, bias, DTM, MAD, RMSD (Kolen &
Brennan, 2014)5 RMSE (Wallin & Wiberg, 2019)%,

3 MR#ER

3.1 URSEFEEZR
FEFRZAFEMTFE N LA, von Davier (2011a,

PRE(p) =100x

(12)

2011b, 2013)$EH T MBS R . Wik h,
VB[] A0 B PR A | SR S A v, AT
T AR A (10)H Y C AEFE . Jpr T, , HET
AR SR AR, R S (N B — 1 iR R ik
%, B0, von Davier % A (2006)#2 1, Al ¥4
By gE, R A T LT 4y CTT (4
FERE 1,

®1 ERCITHESRFEFEMNERE

AEBT CTT %t % A5H
EG  ZEAMu %M W S (R )
e MR TE, hyo>
100y , FH)

NEAT &7 3o R 45 {1 A e SR (B LT )
SRR EEE R AR 5E)

LR MRS T 55 (B R 5E)

Tucker %{H W5 43 2 S (e R 9
FEE&AETT)

Levine M EHE

IR VR 2 eV 3T TE JPUE -5 €A -EEN
ZEARWE . THRSERE, ST R X
55 H M S (A 7 45 A R A
3.2 EHURE
3.2.1 Epanechnikov #%

Cid Fl von Davier (2015), Gonzalez #1 von Davier
(2016)% Epanechnikov #5| ARZEEWFFY, Bl
T T 30 5 DX B KA, 8 3 B DX e
JNELER, NI ZE AL 34T FEAS H (bounded variables)
By 5 BAL# . BT, Epanechnikov 4% AU R
% I3 eREOR R B3 eR K3 301

f(v)=%(l—v2) V<1, (13)
0 v<li
V-V +2

F(v)= 2 -1<v<l (14)
1 v>l1

BET, ) S R R L
th (x) = Z rj(SRjX(X)_F?jX(X)+2)+ er’(ls)
j:
—-I=Ry =1

4 .
j:

Rix >1
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[A]#£+2 Cid 1 von Davier (2015), Gonzalez Fll
von Davier (2016), ¥ F i& I #% (Adaptive kernel)
FJIAZEEIE . 5EloRR, 3N R
WS 5% BE PR AL AT v o 10, eI B (W 43850
Ib, BB KA, VMR T P, W
NEERZE, RES NS

(ARG 213 EL A i B, K02
fr (X)) o

()R BUA A0 B AL TR R, A, =

fo (X))
[ﬁfﬂ LS g R AR £, (%) BL
FF%G o WEERE, H-1<a<I1, —KHiK
a=05 o
()R 15 2L b5 ) R A6 sRECH
Fy. (9= erd{x Ay X; — (1—ayy )y } (16)
j

ajx hjx

2

Hrr, agy :(_7{’;7th2>(,hj><

Cid 1 von Davier (201534 i T 60 &% A [F
JEACHRR . 1B« T . PR B 60 Ml ) T4 9 43
B (A A EP2.5 5L P97.5 14 5 LE y 4% 8%,
He/NE AR R B i R 4% ) VRS BE, DALE
B4 wm % . Epanechnikov %1 A & W A% AEA
[vi) 3 B30 A5 RV Bty 43 B30 O R S Ab I 25 SR . b
1% L, Epanechnikov A% 7E WP 5215k 6 s 44
ity () S RO B o AL 8% R AT B, H iR
N WA R AL Y s/ N R A B
R A%, FERR RSB, A N A T AR
HNREAN 7 AT o A% G e A X R 43 AT (spike)
BB RORTELr . w201k 07 vk FE AR i 43 4
Qb 9 2 32 A3 BT AT B S W
323 HftisE

Logistic 1% F13¥J%5)#% (Uniform kernel)J& i F
BOMEGMESA TS, B4 ARM Logistic
Gy AR5 5] 43 A R R, Xt M RE AR Ay B A T
L AL,

Logistic 1% i R A0 ok BRI 222 2 pR 4K

= Ayhy

HEZEBE LT, E T A P2.5 B P97 XM, K
a0 B AT T 25 CFR 3 A B A B — o e dn, A48 IE fim 245
SrAa, e i B P97.5. dee/ e dR KA B H TR 3

439N
1
H(U)—ms (17
h(v) = exp(—v/s) (18)

 s(1+exp(-v/s)?’
Hrp, s e RS (scale parameter), £ Logistic
BEZA ST X (hy) B9 R A1 oR K05 A 5
PRI

Fo, 09=) 1 H (R (x), (19)
j
1
mgm=2}maﬂm§;§o (20)

R 0 L, T 45250 R A B R
MR R 2 ST SHLIR X (hy ) 1 L
A3 BRI MR A B

0 v<-b
v+b
HV)=—— -b<v<b, 21
v) b 2D
1 v=Db
i -b<v<b
h(v) =< 2b , (22)
0 HAh
Ry (X)+b
R, 0= > 1+ [r,-. S j (23)
j: j:
Rix (X)=b -b<Ry (x)<b
r.
f ()= £, 24
W= > o (24)

B
—b<Rj, ()<b

Lee Fl von Davier (2008, 2011)¥ EG #¢ H
AT T R SR EAE N S IR, T
Logistic #% 523 511 R o 25 B i %
XoF S5 a6 A v B G R B R AR L, R R
W RIS X L I ik ma i k. fildn, wi
%5 Logistic #%M#% eRECAE A A EIX M 3428 1F
B, MESHSZIFEHEI BRIt 24, RAARRE
B ES RN EZRAK,

3.3 WREERE
331 ESET¥EE

Higgstrom Hl Wiberg (2014)¥f & & V15 &
(Double Smoothing method) i ff] F 77 T 2 5 H,
I L SETNE I, Be R H LR,
Jusi 22 RS, HE A RD AT PR O i AL B, DL
VR B TR RN E IR E  EE RS N =4
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() A KR B/ 53K 1 — S B AT
FELE AL B, T3 X (hy ) FO M 205 R B

2J-1
1
fo, 00 =) (R (X)) ——, (25)
B ;”ﬁ T agchy,
X_%XX' _(l_%x)ﬂx 2 0'2
Hip, Rx(0= ) el =X
Rix e ay s
Q)FIHT fg, (0, FRITEE X (hy ) HIBER 2
PREL

1
ay hy

J
fin 0= T, (X)FRix ()
j=1
(3) 3 7516 5 -V B A /ML 04 5
RN

(26)

2J-1

DS(h) = D (1 = Ty, (6)), 27)
I=1

e DBAH
Hrp, n=q 2 o
fo (%), 1918 %L
332 RXIEE

Liang 1 von Davier (2014)$% H 138 X 56 ik 1=
(Cross-Validation method), SEHEAEAR 7 B WIS 43,
IR 5K e T REAR BT A T AN BIAR R U KAk, L
ARAFXT L A e Al v . HARG g 4 25

O BEEHE 73 A BEL T FEAS

QFRHREA 135 R, 00 F1fi, (00 o H1T hy
KA, B— € T F W E E b R LG E (a0 e
[0.01,5] E:F% 0.01 B hy ). B, X T4 he, 78
43 B A Y4 AT R B0 X R

Q)R BEA R A MTAFA A5, 38 SR HIE 3 7% ]
AR, B

Ake?
f(k;4) = o

Hoh, A REBRQI T4 hy, R BRI HE
R, K OAFEAR 2 FIZ A BEIINR

(445 5 A B R (B A SR 15 B DLAR s %R, IF
T E SRR H ., 1% R B IAE BT X 1 9 h B Ry — A~
B 98 o F L FEE A 1000 YR H R B A 5
Bl B 2 5

HlATTKs R FH 38 B IR AR ik R Rl
Wifh EE 45 % He, & PUAE bias.SEE il PRE £ )i,
R FHAE SURUE IR R SR AT s PR A58 ik

Wallin, Higgstrom F1 Wiberg (2017)ikH, 38
XEEEREE I, SRR, R T

(28)

M — 22 X5 UE 35 (Leave-One-Out  Cross-Validation
method) 7ETFEE f, (%) I, 3207 B x; B
Am MR, TN BT LA TR, 4R T i
ARCR W R, AR 8O B, I £ 0r
P RINBUCAR L (HAE = 5 B, ARl 7 i i ds
SHSE RBAEB R 2 5o
3.3.3  Silverman 255N

Silverman £ 56 i W38 4o (i 7 3 °F- 38 B 43
J5 1% % (asymptotic mean integrated squared error)
/M, SRR T i (Andersson & von Davier,
2014). 443 HCh IER /AR HR A & T i
1453 Silverman 256 1N Ay

1
hy ~1.060y Ny (29)

AR, W 0.9 AU%F 1.06, LI/ i
HISE, e R T . RIS, 5 E] ay v
S B T, JREEAY Silverman £8 56 E N

90y

2
100n3 —81

WFIE R, Y80 8 i, &Sk
BRI SE;, K2, WER Silverman £33
WEN &SI, (P25 1Y) Silverman 2256 v ) B 2% H
AR, IHREABAE, FR . B A ESS
R AN R BT, 27T IE AT B R KiR 2
34 ETREFEWNHAGE
3.41 MAMEENZFE

MR R WA RE 22 20, TESSE
FR, P T A 0 3 9 TR R e [ 22
S o EL R R O A, SR 6 DR 2B A M
Je, AoEE R, FEARSFH RN, AN
G B IAAE RS L VS BB T R ) IR AR A R g
7122 5, MM &t fh %5 41 (Pseudo-Equivalent
Groups)#% 4 #1745 {f (Haberman, 2015) . #F 5% & ¥X,
ZOTE RIS HADEE T EAM BN, HEEw]
AETE Ik — % (Gonzalez et al., 2015; Kim & Lu, 2018;
Longford, 2015; Lu & Guo, 2018; Sansivieri &
Wiberg, 2016) HIREE KB W LT =20

(R A bris SRR, R Zy M1 Z5y
SRR X 55 Y M5 1AM j %A
R, BA, AN Y &5 mFEch

Ny
Z=Yzy /Ny, 31)
j=1

hy = (30)
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Hrph, Ny S 5% Y 9% 4 A8 R ER/DX
3 {5 B ¥ (minimum discrimination information
method; Haberman, 1984) 34 wy , fif5

NX
D Wiz /Ny = Z, (32)

i=1
NX
Hortt, e >0, H O wye =1
i=1

QA H /B o RYERAT A AL R
Wy, B AAEZ I X A P54 B A

(3)RH] EG T AR (B Jy XTI 95 X £A 5520 43
SR Y 5B T E

Wiberg I Brinberg (2015)%41% 7 5| A#% %
H, HE RGN R, B NEAT A4
WaG, HAABERBESEEEARME, PRk
W, ZITE TS BEG AR IR 3% (W) A foft R 60 ) 26
M RARE, 3R A S ES R, AN,
M SRR PHA L 20, O AHE LN
N 2RI, S EZE R, ik, Wallin
Fl Wiberg (2016, 2019)#2 11, H Logistic 1711 pR %L
BRIFRM T A s m A ik, AR
PAVC it % A= i 45 1] 438X (Propensity Score), 25 3¢
W2 7 vk 5 R R A A (A I 25 SR AL, B TR] 45 4%
T EG FHMEERE, f£—ERE L T2
v S SRSV i i1
342 BBMNEBHSBZEZFE

JR B AFE ARG 5 A e ) 25 5%, A onIAe R
E X ENTSE - N TR €= (= RES s =W A A TR = S & A S
FAE B (925 B (van der Linden, 2010, 2013), %)y
BRI R T Lord (1980)%F (5 A S E X,
B4 880 A0 A8 S A S e 5 IR AN . BB HHE
T 10 B — 400G R 0 T A S (A A Y S B
AR GIE, FEFNEME R MM T Fr e &
& H A7 75 2% (Wiberg, 2016a), Mk, RIE% 4 fE
HARR, REBEEMET — R R ., BIX
ZERE O, AEIE X5 Y & T
AN B R A, B

9 (¥:0) = Fyp(Ryp(Y)) (33)

TR, XMoo RIEERE T4, TR
RS S A3 R . SE T IRT SKASRYEE J11H 0 %

MREMREY, RFEHEARES IRT FH
JrEEME, BT CTT % {H J7 ¥ (van der
Linden & Wiberg, 2010; Wiberg & van der Linden,

2011; Xin & Zhang, 2015), ZItJi %, Wiberg, van
der Linden Fl von Davier (2014)%f J5 i &8 5 4% %
(ARG A, B2 = b R 3 28 43 B0k S5 7 %,
W H 5 R S A S E T . SRR, R
Wk IRT W55 8% {1 J7 5 1) bias, PRE il SEE
BB/, RS TR bias BN, WERTEZ
BN B B R RN, 25RO R E, 0 SEE &
KA Hu, MATAN, JRH IRT ML %51
AR IRT WRSR 4 B S5 (E . Wiberg (2016a)42 i1
T 2 IRTOSE, %77 % 2 %8 JELB% 2 Y IRT A5 AU 1
GAEE B, SR)E R RVEE ROV AR 1T CTT £k
PESFE A B RSB TR (B . 1L T IRTOSE
2 IRTOSE. #FZt: IRTOSE 5 Jm#f4k i
IRTOSE A% %58 PR 45l )71k, &5 IRTOSE.
¥ IRTOSE Jr ik b, I Ah Jm 3 55 (8 Jr i 7E
MSD. MAD. RMSD %3845 L R ME N F
343 IRT MBS EEEE

IRT W55 B0 55 (F R F IRT ASE R0 5 6
JEARBCHE,  DAARAS 0 5640 1 i A o AR . Ay
WG EMNE =L EZE AL IEAMM.
Andersson, Brinberg fll Wiberg (2013) 1 Jo4 %
Dk, FEEAINZ T HAE NEAT H#efERifR .
BiifS, Andersson (2016)#E T Z 9t /r IRT W%
43 BN S5 B #9391 3T bR E 2 (asymptotic standard
error), HFEZEH T RSN LI SEE M
o ZWRIEH, fEARFFEAR . BEJI0AE .
WK BE A PE R, 1% b 15 A A T34 48 o M
AR A I A R B A AR AL T TSRS R
Wiberg (2016b), Andersson #1 Wiberg (2017),
Sansivieri, Wiberg Fll Matteucci (2017)% I\ A [5] f
BT R AHEHESE, BIE T IRT WA E %14
1 R R
3.5 BEESERFEAENLEERRR

K THEMSH M CTT. IRT ZE TR L
BT, FFOIFARB IR (A2 25 T H AR
B, BEMHITESREHENREZ RESHIK.
LRI -

AHREYW, ZHEEMRILT CTT 5 IRT
S ITYE . B4, von Davier 45 A (2004) 75 A% 25 {H
FEAL 4R TAREE CB HUds O# ik, BBk
SEHAH T O E A S SG S X
LA A A, DI ARG R, I
Hr¥ 540 CB A#A SG 5 EG iy ab# )y =X,
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Ay 5 ) SFe b B >0 25 B8R A A6 U 24 I
1% Bi% 7 i 09 SEE S/, MITSIE T 4% 55 (8
R B 5 - von Davier #1 Chen (2013)#8 1, H
HrLf =P ib 38 NEAT 88771k, 5 —Fh2d
Gt I 56 43 B A A 4% 44 A% & (conditioning variable),
FE N Tucker ZHMH 5 )5 43 12 %5 {H J7 12 (Post-
Stratification Equating, PSE); &5 — Fh 205 4 I 56
SN SRy 1 S (L T 0 6 [ i B AR I, RO
Z#{H 77 ¥ (Chain Equating, CE); %8 =FhJ& W4
130405 CTT #H45 G, F N Levine OSE Jrik.
MRAE S =R R B, EREEERT, 18T
SETAI 55 L3 BUIR A Levine EE 5 PSE. #f
FEERWY, ZIrENEFEEERRML T CTTPSE 5 CE.
TESEAF R, &5 kA AR & 5.
AN ECHE AN R A TR, (] e iR R A,
EEZHHARNEL . AT, AHAREESL
A 4E, Arikan Fl Gelbal (2018) % eI 4IF T 2415 B 42
Ry B RE R, 7rubIEnt -, 2 EG R &
THAFHILT CTT LE 5 EE J5ik . Ayt e Fdia A
F X645 H 7 B2 i) ], Norman Dvorak (2009)2%
B R Sr i I K 43 B AR B (factor-analytic model),
3 o 5 R RIS AL AR W A VR S A, LA
T % % (H 5 I 56 5 AE il 2% (Test Characteristic
Curve, TCC)FHE T MR, K ATH 765
B E o BUL R IBT, 5 e R S Ak SR
B2 AN, RSB BE R R YUK GE T
G PIARYE A, BT SEE T R . Wedman
Q017)tL &2 B, 7 SG F, K %(HS CTT Al IRT
S5 77 ¥8 R F S B2l i i AE(E P, AT
I TIEE . de Ayala %5 A (2018)7E NEAT T,
LW TS TCC MR, 25 REW, Wy
A A R Y B, BES B R R
b, EEEMRIL T RS, HEAR SR EN
HWAREY, ZEESHAMEE T EA
I3ME A, I3, von Davier %5 A (2006)7E NEAT
WS AN MR ORI, K EG AL
188 2 B AR U (criterion equating), &I LM 5
LE. EE /iR 2248, HAr#H B R WSE R E
(S5 (5 AR E o Liu A1 Low (2007) A58 45 i1 T 4
RIS . 53— I, B FH 2R S EAE
BTF R B A TR, R LB 5 8 AR5
R FRIN, DI DU AZ S5 (1R 2R 005l ek, AN
Iy A B H& 1i SSR M AR B IR 2. 0, von

Davier, Fournier-Zajac fll Holland (2007)3§ i, 5
W LE J A, Levine OSE &5 HA /MR 2,
BT N T A S Berh . (AFE BE 9, A1 —H
KA EZ AR AT %, Wk, fifiE%%
{HAEZE T, W id% 4 Levine OSE 5 EE, #£H TR
&5 {H BB % (hybrid equating functions) /5%, FF¥f
Hop HF SR sE, Be ZBIZES CTT %
{77 2 9 25 SR AE % M {L) , Grant, Zhang Fl Damiano
(2009)LA K2 Chen (2012)7F NEAT F, 4 T IRT
OSE 5E T8 i Levine OSE J5 ¥k . i 13 %
B, BT ORI 5 0 R S A T 1k I A 4 R
TR, PR SE TR N 55 LAY B PSE MR
P Levine OSE J51% o SR i il 3 A B2 G [
F RN HE MR, Leoncio 1 Wiberg (2017) 1
BT IRT OSE., #%{H 5 IRT OSE &5 {Hix =F
S IrvE, RMEET IRT MSEZS RRaE .
W, RS ERCR T & ARG 3 i B A 4
B HEMRT, B EE RSB I,

TR KR, FERFESKMET, BEESH
A R R AR . #ln, Choi (2009)
A S, A AN [R5 K B SRR A Y
ARG, HE A T S S EE kR
MER ., FEEW, £ EG F, ZHRMAY; 1
fE NEAT F, HA PSE #5{H 5 CTT S {H Jr k4
A . Meng (2012)38 i A5, #RPFEAR R |
B . RE KSR = AN AR R, M T
PSE B4 {A 5 IRT 7 E MR L5 KM, K
AN IR K B AR A B A 3G, 45 TR 222 W
I%; BE T AKX M 45 R i K 75 A [F 435K
X IH), SEE kR4S S MR, SR Tk
R B B, AN IRT 258 )5 B U

FLH T RE ST AE . FEACRAE Jy A AR REAR R
FE T R G b, Sk ] X 25 SR 1 5 ) 4%
57 BRI, BREEAELSL, Choi #:9\ T
A, T Meng #4501 5 FIRE J1 K
o WA FR A HEI, A AR RO 5 KT AR
Z5, BEAZERR AR SEENLE
fEH, WRERMFIREsit R AR RME, EEME T
JE Y BRI

faian, [RIRE Ay b E AN [ 45 5 1% 76 A% i 43 4
AR, Godfrey (2007)&IAEZEUEM T, #%
SEE T R E ERA, PR A O, oA B
S IREER L, RIS G 57 4 25 {H (Chained
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Equipercentile Equating, CEE) IRT TSE; Moses,
Yang I Wilson (2007)E1HER], 76 A1/ 50BL, #%
S5{H 5 EE 25 ML, (HR AN 50k, #Z5EE
IERIBLT . EEMURET, THRES
H T HBWIRA R LS8 19 g i Bl ——Godfrey 1E
NEAT A QR 3548 D0 56 s B R A, Al A: i T AN )
g MERE | FEACHE | BRI B EE, JFI% SG
N EEAE NS HRAE(H, 1 Moses 55 A il i — It
SEUREIE T R ISR, IR ERAT, K
TCARAE L EE 18 1 S FRALRE e PR IR IR 9R 4518 1 7T
Pt TRRE RO B, % 5% (2008a) & B S 5
CTT 7 LB BRI, A/ MEARTERT,
SR LR 22 B0, (BIERFEARROLT, &£
MRS, MHREWH A, 4L SG TH4%
25 AR 2 IR I, NEAT F RSl 7 3%
PR, BE FPA2%; 4L SG FAY LE 455 h
Z A HIY, NEAT N1 LE JrikR3fl, EE Jr
AROR R I 22, WL, P 5E (W) A9 TR 3% S 4RI F
ASHETR], 500 56 3 B N 75 e KT B AEAE 22 5 1
B, B EG TR EE /B A S MR, TER
R B M e AN RS IREEE, DS (E
D7 R B,

AN, B LRI RA —EN A
P, A R HEM . AN 2 S (E 25 R
oy R EE R, A £ SR S BB S AT
US55 S, E Iy A A S A A T 1k
(2B, AL 2 BAT ULIR 1 1R .

3.6 ZEEMEWEAZE

HWZEERANE R EFEE . (DESEM
KAR R, FEAG WA EL k.
FEREFE TR, R EEB AN/, FEA
TRERRIRE I RIME R . B AMIEE . HA
i Q)BTRS B (4)FF S5 (8 I 96 4 DG AR
i, FEATMEAKE . SRS, K, %
AL TR B B OW A, I 32 5
3.3 &4
3.6.1 TUFFER

VE RN AEF RS — 28, a5 T 50 TR
WHAEA, BRI T RS R NERE, B
BT A 06 5 1 UG S5 2 0 AR (B 45 SR P e R 2
PREISEIE . 9140, Godfrey (2007)4% SG F 4 EE 1
RS MR, BT T R B e M A R X % 45 1Y 5
W, 5RO, BREA/NEA KIS RRE 1 5L

PEA1, 6-6-4 A5 H (RN GEFF DU 56 JFL 4R 43 800 A 7S B
O R 5 DU B 38 U AN AR ) 34 e 18 B A b 0L
BB BE, RIGER P EMEZ R . Moses
Holland (2007)%E TSI ECHE, #a @ Ol 56 K % A=
VR RNE, HCH T o B M 160 St A 25 (L o 12
MISEIR o Al 2 B, SR04 ot e L i 46
fHiR2E, (AU 2-2-1 TR fAT A5 0 X 45 {5 45 SR AT 52
R, HABBAIZ IR, DL By — e
FERW, MR R LA TERE, YT R
W SEEERRPE, (H2E T Y Fixr A e M s U 40 5 4
PR S TR I B 5% A R A 58 3%, X (A 45 2R
BOS IR ST A EE I . fldn, £F NEAT 1, Kim
(2014) b Ass T X 82t 1 O ik B = IR R U F
¥ 77 (cubic spline postsmoothing) X PUFh &5 {8 J7
2(PSE. &1FRY PSE. CEE. MZHE)MIEN, &
BB SRR FH = R BE AR S5 W O T A% S E R DL R
ZHUN, LR E RN EERKIRE
RGBT 2 BT /N e AT UL, AT [T Ak
PERIAY, PRZOK T 28000 F i 0 Tk B A AR,
AR A —AR
3.6.2 FHE&EIT

WH%E T EEA SG. EG. CB 5 NEAT,
PR EZ A R B RE S22 5%, BN X AT SR (E B
KEEE 2 R AN R A5 {8 1 1Ak BHAH [R) A 4By
A EERYE, SRR AME . F, Kim
(2014) b3 T NEAT N4 5 S P Fh 4 (H it 4
PR (PSE., BIERY PSE. CEE. % H A
BRI, RIAEAHFE R, M3
TFESEER 2, RHEREPLIR2E, BNERTT/N
Ay BB di- st Ak PR A5 T BEA SR R[], Duong A von
Davier (2008)7E#%SEHAER T2 T IR & 401 F
iy ¥ it (Mixture Distribution Counter-Balanced
design)” B BB % WA SG 5 CB BILH, B
So X B AR A AN R T R A B0y A, 1
R CB i Ab 3 AR A, IR AL, AT AR
e A4S 5 o TR A 2P L A58 R ASE 0L/ 25 K A,
W IRT ZRFAIRCHEFL B (AR 2 e,
BT RS AR R A B Y i R A,
M RLTE RS R A R R EL R, TR A A
ik e A S E kiR 22/, S TRk R AR
J125 T BRI W

B FE R T MR E W 4140, Jiang, von
Davier 1 Chen (2012)2R FHA 5L 4Nt 0 56 50 40 K
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SN P 0 A, RO T AR SR B A X
PSE Hil CE WM o fbfiTA B, 4 2 (E 7 kR A
o, BRI, 7E CE i, W5 X 545005 A 5%
(Linking)Z5 8 () PRE K-F4§ 38 A 555 Y #f 42
45 PRE, X ARG X) 7800
AT B Al Sy T 0 565 RN 36 A) 4380 AT B Ay TR A
Z, — 5, Al WAl S R A LR T A
B TSR E R R 55— T, WHREH
M BT R, WAL SR, 5 H AL AR
TR AR PIA K
3.63 BFEFERKEEINER

— NNy, SR A TR S50 T ik Ak 20 45 £ K 4l
HA R AR 5 Fr S (LG AR TB) RE ) 22 A K
MAE Sy 22 BRI, SFEARAAF; R,
S {E 25 B L AR — B (Dorans, Liu, & Hammond,
2008; Holland, von Davier, Sinharay, & Han, 2006;
Sinharay & Holland, 2010; Wang, Lee, Brennan, &
Kolen, 2008). XJ& MK, TEAFEMITEH, fA7EM
o 0 50 K 22 SRR, AT S e 6 A B e R
B AR A B B ) KA R R S, A BRI AR
WAL, 00 0K A [R] B8 ) 7K P R 1 43 $i s =
M5 535025 51 43 B o X F SGL EG, ME A
TR TE] BE ) 22 5 ORI, A Bt & i S “Rg 1 K P
AR RTEE IR, YT NEAT, £5F0 b3 7 = (4
In Levine 58 . Tucker S5 {EL) 1) v fiff 14 tho #5 (] 42 b
HAFT AR 8] 3 B (BE ) KF 23 Ai AL s o A
i, EATHTE—E R b2 B8 T 22 7152,
TESSIERFSE Y, Liu 1 Low (2007, 2008)%: T4 7]
FARRIAEGY B S SAT HE MR B 43 S # 7 H
BE /1 22 % /) (similar population) 55 g 11 2 7 K
(distant population) ) R SE{ELEAR, 1 L T #%
S-S CTT SRE T kMR . 2R KRB, AUk
] ) BE 7 28 S /NI, 2% SR R AR,
AR ] A BE ) 22 S ORI, AR —H,
K AL 5T 15611, Duong 1 von Davier (2008)H
R, HTRHRRIAFTERCORAE ) 22 0, SR AR
BT BB TR A A R BUE 5L CB b3
R R T NFE . Kim (2014)R ] IRT
RIBLHVE 8 H, KBS A 6e ) 216 R
0.05. 0.2 5 0.5 I}, RJHHCFH AL TR G
AL PR SRR, M 2EH 0.2 W, S5
AASL o ABHEDY, 33X W] B8 5485 A1 X B ) 22 S i o
ENOE PSS

3.64 HAEKE

AR 2 AT DA T 2 e S0 2 R A AR e
BUBEHLIR ZE R/ o Y IHABS AR, R
EAE/NBENLIR 2 . B0, Godfrey (2007)#Rit T
FEACT | WPELRMEATEAL 0050 R I 56 K B
I RESEEAS SR A2 . 4% SG T EE fE v R
B, DIRFEHEZEME. CTT %{H5 IRT %H
JREI RN ZE R, RIG R, YA RN,
AR A B 225, HREE AR
BAR, FHRZZE W, 25 S8 T 1k s 45 1
#T—2, Moses Hl Holland (2007)3% T EL 523,
B, WEONINES K A MR RN, ERE T R AR
ey i VRE R CRSE SN s R - A [ RUR T D]
RO o AT R B, REAR IR AOR, AR 0 Al
PE#E . Kim (2014), Liang 1 von Davier (2014)
WA THBILE R, XRHY, FHREAS R
SRz SKMLIRZE, RE1RZE EEORE P45
Wtk . Gl . SERTHS4m S, HEERE
BN R 2 NN S 8 it 2 2 Averd G ] i N
BRZEMIRER, B 23 BAE A 5 38 Kk /s 3F i
AR S T B AR SARER AR A B, (A
FETEREPLIR 25 o 4R, XA 58 2 PARAL Y I DL AE
SEPRF AT RESE I, BT, AR AR B X A
TS )
3.6.5 MEKE

ATFHAL P 2, W5 B RGER E, (FE D
AR, AT D A AR A T A R ETAR (HAH %L
W 2 REOM X RS R, ERSEENR, XE
P53 e 1) 4543 B0 L 2 A Bk b, 35T AT RE
2K AE{H 1R 75 (Wang et al., 2008), {PL-F-FR i
BRI, (HSEBRIE U, BEI S H 2
W2, e B AR Y R R N, A B
AR H 2 AW, TG # BT # R RE
HIVER . #9140, Norman Dvorak (2009)JF JEAEIST
L TH#EMEYS TCC R, LAk E, AN
B B N 25 JEBE IR 75 18, W56 {E AN
B, AR 25 R AR 2R bR E AR B B K

SRIM, 76 NEAT r, Al 58t 5 3% 2 5 n 6
SW/NEERZE, XFRERE A, B X 5
ZHRNERSREMEZER N CHNE, &Y
M BE, AT 4 v H AN ) A S U T S 3 A
EZRIXARe Ty, HEmAR S S E AL B,
Kim (2014)REHIBIF 5T K B, 38 fin 468 R L 3 ]
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SO/ NEAEIR 2, ARG iR 22 i A
Andersson (2016)t0.4 B, FHEE AL, CE #%
{5 PSE A (EHAE KR 56 55 T ¥ AT o E
FE HB/NIRAER; T CE X I 56 K B 4R
b, WA H R ML T PSE, #EM S —
WIGUE T R B . F R0 56 K 3 X 460 {1 o o 1
{14 5% W L A7 7E — 52 2 B 1) i o 3o DR I, BRIV o %
R R 22, SR P 10 A0 A R TN,
EEARES 50 . N, de Ayala % A (2018){F 5T
TS B, 50 B, 100 FE)FHHR L
(10%- 20% . 30%)XJ 1% S {HF1 TCC A5 {H HEAf 1 1)
S, BRI T H AR S AEAN, SEERILT
AR R AT, ik 32 R N Ok A LA
b, EURORE, W15 B SO /DN, DT
Und SERIVEIR IO EERES AR
3.6.6 SETIFE

SR /N R 23 B A3 A AN B A SR iR 22, A T
ST B B, A S R G B AR R A B AR
By, FeiE Sk B, SR FIAZ T 18 O vk 0 8 L
() RO A pR B Sk . BORTINC, REAS Sy
A RRE P RE 235 M AZ S (E M R B, BI, AR 4r 4K
I3 A A A /A 1) 3 BAS A S B0 A1 R A K
R E9FRIE, 40, Underhill (201745 258 AR 4381
Iy AN ARG I e, SR LT, BRYREA
FAZAEE TR R, #5577 EG it FEA
HAARRREWIEES MmN T, ZEEME
Ve 25 R R W], TR R AL, A
BRE . WERR; M, EASUREAR () an e o 43500
It BEAE I Sh B K, Mao (2006) I 8F 5 %1, 43
O RS2 SEE 11, BARRBLR, MY
BT BEAR T IA RG220, 38 ad B AR B 1 T
T AR AL B ] YERR AL 11 SEE; AREISE IR (C 240
k4 B 6 i, SEE M4k T8 Ry fEw . {H7E X )y It
A A B UWLAFE ., #I4n, Puhan, von Davier 1 Gupta
(2008)XF A 1T BB 434U (ED NEAT 47246451l 73 el
B R A B e 2k 1 )58 I R B, BB AT
e EUE, TS A prdkcs, (AR 2R AR,

DL AR, % S 25 R 37 40 By A RRAE 5
Wi, fF S5 T A S (B R 18 S s kb 2R, 2[R
SFHAUET, HRI ST H AR B WO
HISE(E 5k . fldn, Cid F1 von Davier (2015)i i
B A AN AT AS AR . 16 . Gt . PR RRRY 1
i ) 0 0 56 500, e B AR i 43 5 A R 43 508

BUPE, BAFELT EE.
4 RE

LEEHT, FNRAHSWIF AT REFEUN T A R T«
4.1 BEEEARENT AS5TE

B AR R U HLBSRAY R, g5 E
JrEWAIHT S R RRAL T A WET TR, FER
Z{EMEZE T, von Davier fl Kong (2005)% & T
Tucker. Levine OSE 5 CE; von Davier 55 A (2007)
4 Levine 2V 40%H S EE MHE5 G, 2L
TIRASH PR % Moses Al Holland (2008)iF— 2
5£2% 7 EE J7¥%; Chen F1 Holland (2009)3% 1} 7 I
434850 CEE, 3% Levine TSE 1F & HA%4]; Chen Fl
Holland (2010) }2 Chen, Livingston Fl Holland
(2009)#2 i T HH £k Levine OSE (Curvilinear Levine
OSE), F#¥1£5: Levine 5 Tucker % {H J7 i:AE A H
Wi, #6530 EE BREU%; von Davier Fll
Chen (2013)4& H{ 5 T B 56 FL M KU TR & Levine
EE 5 PSE, %4, X7k 5A1%, A
Z g THREE MR RY RS, WO, MIREFR
EAEHAER R, RIHEZ W . M S EITIE,
42 BFERENEHFSLR

A EF R MR AW 6%, IR ZE
Ak 5 SE PR AR T

(DIFEZAL T . wisN TS HE,
RZ LA T B (B R B WS | AU, il
¥57¥ | Logistic #% . Epanechnikov #% . H & W #%,
VI Jo F F X B0 2k PR BE R U7 vk (Wang, 2007,
2011). ¥R 205 R BEHLAS 1 5370 R ER
FHREMHE, RERIAMERNERS,

() S5 . Jones, Marron il Sheather
(1996) M\ FRLIE £ B2 VE 20 G5 T 4% % FEAG 1097
PEPE Tk, SRS AR R), A S U I R
A IS . ] von Davier % A (2004) & 4t i 48
IS EAE, PRGN ik Ha v, #H
ITF a6 BOLRER R st 57k . BEJS A
TEEEE . 22X UED: | Silverman 2256 v N,
VLK AL AR pR 887 5 (Likelihood method; Wallin et
al., 2017)% AR FE L 9 ST £07%, LLE I F
RE AL G ST 7 8 | Ao M i o 25 5 PR 4K
WA, RIRREAR G,

43 ZFESHMEFELFEESHRAMR

TR A MR R AL 5 0 B 24T
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DAHZE A, AT A (E B R R R S AR LT e 4
5 ikRE.

BAAEIE, 99 AP B0 S8 7 v 0T 1R B
i RS W] DC J5C 25 A= RE 3, DT Ay e 1) 5 25 i 0 4
{ELIA) R A T ik Ty 58 o (HA N AL gE 2745 Borp
TE U A R PR i, SEAE ORIE A5 HE A P 1 [
W, SO R PREE, B 2RO S
(Wallin & Wiberg, 2016), [F]H}, Logistic [A] 545 %Y
SEAEME R, MR BRI, X AE (R 45
R, W RRATTE o R A A D5 2%, Wi )
Oy BT AR IR T I LA AL B, B T — 2 i i A
{1 MEH 1 (Wallin & Wiberg, 2019),

5 IRT WEPEOZAFE T, R HATBR AR
MR IRT BEEHLA 1EZ 4% (Kolen & Brennan,
2014); 1A% S ] o SN S R 25 . TR
2, 4 IRT BRI SR B H AR A S8/,
2T R W TE—E PR R RAM A IRT A5 A1 E 0
ANPGRS R ? R, RS H R
NFEHT, Andersson (2016){XFE 25 18 R85 AN 56 H 8
T IRT WEIMEOZAFE O, BOMiZ 7 e 4L
5 i R A TE 2Pk
44 BEESERFEAENEER

115 2R S I e S (N U R A TN
WS 7 s I A (L ER M S CTT B IRT S5 J5 12
Y, LRI, HRZPREGIRIFA 3 X7
REA R o & WF T i Y AR B AR, S 30H
Xof 45 SR 14 538 L5 R AN BE A S B 4 1 -5 1 e A
(Andersson, 2016; Andersson & von Davier, 2014;
Liang & von Davier, 2014; von Davier & Chen,
2013; Wiberg et al., 2014), Ak i JF /& 5 Z AT
58, VAR TT RE R e S (E 45 R 0 A8 i, HEBRAEAT
5% H BB JC 78 5 X A (45 R T, TR ST
AR SE T R SR o [FIEE, AR TS
CTT a7k, HA5 IRT Z(E ki s>
Z X, RAEVRE RS 2w ppR kit
BRIRFEE Z BRI E SR
45 ZEERGOEN

TEMSEE A BRI, ETS e/ &k THT#
SEAH T ST I B S (ETS, 2007b)5 GENASYS
BAF(ETS, 2007a), HICAFATF ., BE R 41
(R Core Team, 2017)7E kRl 2= 4k iy )12 L
LI THT A B SE{E R kequate JX {441 (Andersson
et al., 2013)5INHEBC N LR A Y SNSequate 3K 141

(Gonzalez, 2014)AH4% ] 1, {H kequate 3K {42 T0 12
Ab 3PN B T TR, LR R R BCOAL U [ R AR
SNSequate #X{4f F JL-F- 10 35 % S (8 7 ik, H
X AZ S T 0 SRR WA . B, BEE T
SR A MR AE R 5, R IE R E 4 A iR
7 R A (A G K RIE, A8 A2k . i,
PRL TR R T N IIRE R . B A, BAE
J5 5 A R A SR A, T A i ST Y AR 9 R S B
PR KAEF]

Bl : RftEd Bt RF e E R EE (£
FEFFHRIGE IR EE., R EFR
MR AHmT S, RSN X e %,

&E 3k
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Kernel equating: A framework of observed score equating

WANG Shaojie; ZHANG Mingiang; LI Tuoyu; LIANG Zhengyan
(School of Psychology, South China Normal University, Guangzhou 510631, China)

Abstract: Kernel equating procedures include pre-smoothing, estimation of the score probabilities,
continuization, equating, and evaluation of equating performance. By incorporating linear equating and
equipercentile equating methods, kernel equating is more extensible and comprehensive. Pre-smoothing and
continuization are distinctive features in kernel equating to reduce the standard error of equating. Standard
error of the difference between equating functions are calculated as criterion for evaluating the
performances of different kernel equatings. Continuization methods, bandwidth selection methods, etc., can
affect the performance of kernel equating. New equating methods based on kernel equating provide an
innovative perspective for researchers. Further researchers could focus on extending kernel equating
framework by integrating other methods, updating smoothing procedures, and comparative studies.

Key words: kernel equating; continuization; bandwidth selection; new equating methods





