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UM — A4 B2 (0I5 B S B TR B o 5 A1 SRR A o W R Tk A S B Ny FH RO 2 R R A ) R AR T

Q%@-D‘(o

ZUETTH RS, BRI R, SR 2R

B&41

1 55
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FAELRTER R

PR 2R 0 W7 75 o B 2 v i TR 20 A 0 356 T
HA5 MB35, SRR ZE B AL 2
W& T B A B 1945 5 (Gierl & Mulvenon, 1995), 1l
RZWE BT ATHE S5, TES5H )7 R AL (Structural
Equation Model, SEM)AYHESL T R FAL S 1 KA
SRk (Maximum Likelihood, ML)k i1 77 32 % &4 847
SIHT, IXFEAS B A SR T K R I A A v R AR T
fie H PO 22 (Bollen, 1989), i AN E 1E A fife B WL i A
= 57N 5 2 [8] fY 5% & (Distefano, 2002) ., K= B F
FLATRRN], QR R AR B ISR H O 12k,
H R M IEZS 35, AT LA BLCHAE Dy 4 22708 ok b 3L
1 BB ST 45 R 2 LR E 19 (Muthén &
Kaplan, 1992), #RM0 40 & 5 b5 A8 143 2840 B >
IF, A5 3 B9 S EUE TR 48 805 ) 2 AR B g
#:(Green, Akey, Fleming, Hershberger, & Marquis,
1997)c 538k, 7328 (0) Kt AR ME ORIk IE 25 1k,
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WHR EAS B ARERH L, IRATE SEM HEZE T3
F ML A o A FIRA G o S0 . 5
AN, HARER S, BIEHEESZBR K
S, T ML AGHHAY 2 .\RMR 234 K (Green et al.,
1997), NNFI, GFI fil CFI 4 fikfi(Hutchinson &
Olmos, 1998). X ZWRFE PR b A] fE IE A AR A
ANFEARGF LA R, St il BE & S SO o i
IERRARERL, BlE A R ARG . 402880 H ry b
DL AE IE AR B34 in, BRI AT 45 SR 225 &
A 2 (DiStefano, 2002).

BiE G TR M K, T8 AR M e 2
HRABE A R R B BAE I B) & AR T Y RER, AN R
R RSN, B8 BIEER R ZE 1. i B
TR, HOrkw s 7z
F RIS TT R ektt, AT A 2R
WAk T A (D50 A 3 A2 (ADF), X ]
BRI — P s 0 i 2R B ML Ak, &
Browne (1984)# Hf); (2)S-B 1&1E, H4E Wil %35
(1) 2 T E 7K, B IEIEF ML 153 2] 09 -R 7 (B FbR
e, HE MLM (M{E %L ML) MLMV (3
BN 7 22 R 19 ML), [A)RRt AT FFRAE IE AR R A
LA 5% (3)Robust WLS (RWLSffiit ik, 4%
WLSM ({8 %% 5 i) WLS)F1 WLSMV (X8 Fibn
HETR G 1 WLS); (4% RS2 B0 52 s o0 A g
TP AATE, LA T v 19 Ry (L ABR iR
HIE =P Al 107 20T DUE AR R A 5 T E A3 i Al
Tk BB IE, R %A A T R X S 4
i ad AR A et

It H R PSS TR, K e AR
Ji4ad R 5T H ARt pR %k, B H 2 Al
VA RN IE AP EESR, S22 AR 5 A
WTERE MM SE R . 54, T H RN HE nT LRt
AN EEAE B R, T HRRAEh 2 S FR br, R
A0 565 N 5 3T ) S A ELR 2R B 3T H S 0 B
W 32 Ja 3 <7 M R PR A SRR PR, A 3
A 56 T L S5 RN 5 25 R s D B B 2
i H Jz N B & (Multidimensional Item Response
Theory, MIRT) i) & & #1 MCMC (Markov chain
Monte Carlo) &3k 093 M, HWH v BRS 43
B0 565 350 H 1) AR AE R ST S 3% T 37 1) 5 A0 (Reckase,
2009). Bli# MIRT 43 B #4409 & (TESTFACT,
NOHARM, ConQuest, BMIRT %), X250 %
FNEA, —ERAIPPFI H R T MIRT (41585
(fn PISA, TIMSS 45),,

T IRT 43 M5 209550 H S50 FA 15 2 155
HSHHEA —E KB R, Takane 1 de Leeuw (1987)
W) AR T 4 BRI R S AT A H S 82 T
KR OA—EUFFRXETF IRT S EAL T i5 R
FA WIS ik Z 22 20047 Tl Tate
(2003) LA T =S BRI h ) FERR R 40 BT O HE 22
R ACTER J5 TESTFACT A NOHARM 15 8] 1 151 H
SECSAERUEMEHESE T R A MPLUS H RWLS 4 if
IS 3 135 H 2250 Gosz F1 Walker (2002), Miller
(1991) He%: T ARMESE F TESTFACT Al NOHARM
Z 8] 22 57 ; Knol F1 Berger (1991) 48 T AN[EI1E 1%
T NOHARM . TESTFACT FI3ET PU43HH 1Y P &
IMITEE S 24 MAXLOG (R IR G MR ISR A
Tk 255, W98 &3, NOHARM ., TESTFACT
L T D 43 0 56 1 DR 26 43 AT 7 1k e A S8 HE A 1Y
SR THEE R Finch (2010) 48 T AN RS BE R 3T
BEAEE A 20 HTHEZE, NOHARM [ ULS (Unweighted
Least Squares)ffiit 5. MPLUS Y RWLS fiiit 77
TR IB) 22 5, E AR, 174 00 55 445 ) A G T B, B
H R — e, AR R T
S0 56 7 i Ak BN 56 22 A E () ) B

ASCH B EAE SEM F MIRT AR RIFEZR R B
JEXT ZYEE Sy AP bR AR B AT AR | S T
KBHZ W) R AT BV . SR 5 i 4D E
FE, MR ZAE T 0 S5 1A 2 R G5 ) PR 35
TP RILLER, B 7644 SEBR i & e n ] S B
TE 1 0 BT ASE AR R S B0 T O i DA O 2 T R A
K ) A Ty T A L

2 rRAEbR R E RN R ()
Al

FE T 43 AR () R 43 A LR RN I H 1 5
RUR A 3R 43 25 B It H 5 9 AR d 22 18]G O R R4t
TAER )T Mislevy, 1986), 7E IRT At HH i HE L
T, A—FRFNIRIH 5 AR 2 RO R R,
FUFHEE G 7 AR (Samejima, 1969) ., AF 2544 J i A5
A (Bock, 1972). 4320 it 4 5% B (Masters, 1982;
Muraki, 1992). 77 A 55 M 2 #1915 %Y (Birnbaum,
1968)55 . AN LR IR AR F 2R AE 2551
1 43 2 B B 56 Uk 1 &R 4 B BE Y (Categorical
Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CCFA)FIH 2 511
Logistic (2PL) 73540 [ W #5EH4
21 HDEYIEHE RS ITIEE
211 #REIFEX  CCFA BiE4Zrym B v 2
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TE R E SRR SOV R, B0 ¢ 5T H 5 By
SN e — T B M AR AR ik x (o RS HIRMIERS
Sy AR VAR ), SN H RN x; JE TSR I
NSRRI, P TR - H, 5 H 22
7 ) 43 A 2 140 TS A g, oA R B T LAGE
i B S 8r E oxg Rl oy ZRIE R R
T <Xy <Tiepys W xy=co B, 5 RE X CHY%
W R, g=—%, gic=0, ¢=0,1,2,---,C—1, XF 5
Gy AR RORAL, C=2, v BEFIR I LRI L 5 W
Py B IO IS P 3 o BB R — TS 1 1Y) o A
NIEZS A, W T — o XL AR () 2 A
AN TR AN TR B ROV A 0.1587, BifA «
WA T—1 (BIHER 0.1587 XTI Z 4350 . i, 7
FORFEIM T, WA o B T — AR 22
AMARFE X AT H R e B AN R, AR s
0N e W U R N N e G Pl T D= N £ 2 O
FA AR B AIH, AU 1 BFIBR IR
S 73275 e YA B2 (R E R

x1 MAZHoRETE, BE.EZEMRNEEZ(E
BXAR

BH 1
X >1 x <1
X, > 1T, a, 1 0, 1)
x, <1, (1,0) (0,0)

CCFA BERLRE P AR S 0 722 it 22 8] A AH S 45 14 ]
BAIRAR N — RIS BN LA & . T4 CCFA
BORITTLIGE 0. 5, = ALOLAL +@5 b, =0
FER T T SN S ek (VBRSO 1
AR AR T ZE M L A R R R A A R,
. % IE A543 1 P 3 2 A B )y 206
O35 TN IR K T ] (¥ By 0y 22 B, — Ml X 1 4
W o BERIMIE A ERF S G R R I AL
DI, #RTT CCFA RS Hh iy T 07 RE P 1 2 v A i
K TESHUb T B AR G R i i 4.

212 SRETAZE A ZFINEA LA
CCFA BRI ZAL, AR SCE 255 s A 1T i Ak
T o3 REE B I/ — 3 fiti 1+ (Weighted
Least Squares for Categorical data, WLSc)A& IE /1Y
53 BB A B /s — 3 fili 11 (Modified Weighted
Least Squares for Categorical data, MWLSc), X
RO EEROA N 2 H ET IR AL 11 CCFA B S 80U 4F
PR TT 1 .

(D)7 28080 1 I A e /s — el 11 (WLSc)

WLSc J&—Fif i At CCFA S8 77
o X — 7 ik L 34 20 B A INAR e i) Img
Ko ML AL M HLA sRECE SUR -

Fys = (S_U),Wfl(S—U)

XH, s WA ZH R pxp NICERA M
M) i, o 2 HBIRLE U T 2256 TR Y pxp A
TR AR I, WA, S uxu B IEE
SRR M LR u=p(p+1)/2), St 7 2248
M /A5 T T{E (Browne, 1984), X —flii1 5k R ffi 2
XL FE AR AR i, XA RIS =, 7RSI B
WAFAE— ZR G )&, H 5 R 1 DRI 358 7 T AR MEAS
SR PSR AG. X E SR TAE AR A
u (u+DR2AARFERICE, HE RS 503 i,
AR P s AT A ST R PR . HA YRR
il u i, A REEAACE A AT, — e T AR
UEAS B A6 R B AL 1T, AEAS S n NI R
T u (Browne, 1974, 1984), SRiMAELhr, BIEFE
FEAS TR, A AR FE ] 30 B 00T, ASCER AR EA
ARG Bt 2% 32 3 T BE .

XM, A R I RS
H: Fyse =(r=p)W ' (r-p). X8 p JEhfRlE
SCHAHSCHEBEH pxp A JCFR A LAY 1] & (Jorskog,
1994), r J& HAEASAHSCHE (AR B2 RANHR)
H pxp ANTCR A ) A WA BFIE#H (Muthén, du
Toit, & Spisic, 1997 )W WL () FE RIS T [ FR
S ETEm & - A p o AR AERE S
FERLA BRI, b T 2 A IO A 1 3 R 4T 2
DAAFIY . FESEAS Y WLS it k—aE, 2%
75 1 WL Sc 7 AR K A A 1 R A5 SIA R 4R R 1Y
KAt (Muthén et al., 1997), 7E0BR2EAYHFSE ),
286 B H A 22t WLSc Al AR
AN LA REAR 25 B RN TR 1 B A 1), i ELX
R o3 FE AR UL, AR RIS B Je AT B
P72 5E MR ME— iR . AR, A 2T IE R IR
Al 1 43 25 B U8 B8 45 P8 1Y AL EE JE BF (Joreskog,
1990, 1994; Lee, Poon, & Bentler, 1990, 1995;
Muthén, 1984; Muthén et al., 1997), IR [FHITT
AR BRI ARSI, AR BR AR A R 1,
23 ) 25 B 1] fEAS[F] (Oranje, 2003).

() & 1E /9 40 25 B8 m B /D — Al 1
(MWLSc)

R T 5 IR A A v A G &R Il R 1Y
TR R R BRI, FFRE 0 T JAG T X AL
FRICER, M HEICEEE ML, XEE
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LA X FHET WLSe BB IE 5% . MWLSc #4441
FRBUEN : Fuyse =(r=p) Wy (r=p) o XH p
v (952 L5 WLSe MR, AR A B 4wy,
th A S XL EROTR, X — B IR 1L
HEEE P AERICR AL, PR e T R
Rk T Al i R A R 22K o XA fk WLSe
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 2001; Christoffersson, 1975)F1
Fafdt WLSc fliit(Muthén et al., 1997)5k & % X —
Mg 1) PSR 1Y O e, BRI R IE Y
WLS (WLSM) Fl ¥J {8 J5 22 & 1E 9 WLS 4 if
(WLSMV). R 3% — T A6 J7 ¥4 ok 14 1) 2 %
MWLSc 32 it A fE — s imgita, &
BT R ARHER A IS WA R Y o it BFSE#
P T — FRFIALIE B9 )7 (Satorra & Bentler, 1994;
Yuan & Bentler, 1998; Oranje, 2003), #R1M X L7
BRAMEIE T RO GeiH R bR iR, A8A X R
(4 11 F BE SO B 1E . Muthén 25(1997) 48 i 9496 7
EROEAUBIE T RITGETTHaE . ArifERR, T EH AR
B H B EWAE T IE, Flora Al Curran (2004)[Y
WFFE & B Muthén 25 (1997)1) J7 15 ] LIRHEAR 471
SHUAITHER AT WLSe Hil WLSMV Jf
P S HAG T EORS E(WLSM Fl WLSMV 45381 (1 2%
R,
22 ZHLBARMEILEE
221 RBEIFEX  HUH SO HISHESE T A H K
R W AR Y 3 B B0 8 B AR e R TR R 1
R X A8 ROE(0-1 1A BdE, — PS4k
Z YT H S SRR L3RR S (Ackerman, 1994):

1
1+exp(—2al~m(9jm -b)
X G, 25 PORTESR m DR ERIBETERE
Qi 5 P DT HFESE m AR I SR,
BT IAIE 55 m A TETERE I M 2 R YIRS by
S AT H BIMERE S HL
222 BEMEITA]  IRTHERE PRI HKNZE
A SHUR O T IR R BeE, X — it oris%
JE T A IR BOE 5945 B, D SRR Dy 4 BAG T
(Full-information estimators), e 4t 11 IRT %4
) 7 ¥ 02 6 A B K L 2R Al 1T (Joint Maximum
Likelihood, JML), 7ERCA AU 1T, WHZ
BOMEE I S8Rl Ak T, XA ] RE B0 2 A AG
THEARREMN 2 — B n R sl 76 IRT EZE T, Sk
) IRT 2804k & kA EM (Expectation
Maximization) 55 72 19 31 B i K AL S& At T (Maximum

FU; =110;)=

Marginal Likelihood, MML) (MML/EM), MML/EM
FEAAT UL F 804k IRT B8 S 803, 80]
PAHE) #] 2 4 IRT #9155 . Bock, Gibbons £l Muraki
(1988)dc LR X — Ak 17 2 W TR R R R MIRT
BRY, JF AR 4 B H B 2 40 7. Gibbons Al
Hedeker (1992) Hift— b4 B HA —E FRAE 5%
PR B IEYE MIRT 81, B A 2 (Bifactor) B AU
SR, ARUERT MML/EM J5 3547502 2% T MML i 5 33
KH Gauss-Hermite F43, HHX R NEAEK
AYRR R, FEEAR R AR B8 IE MML Al
114 TESTFACT I MPLUS R JT Y £ 4 IRT 41 %
BAtiit ik, 78 MPLUS H, FX°A~ MLR (Maximum
Likelihood estimation with Robust standard errors).
MAGTH gk ok, R4k MCMC itz
FNVF LR E TR . AL FEEHELN MIRT S48
i3t 77 4 MLR Fl MCMC.,

MAGIF Ik Lok, FEF SEM B4k kAl
FEF IRT WAl TH 7 s e B2 A X AE F IRT A1
DORFEEFEAE B (N2 LR By, i SEM Ak 175 1%
AT WEH x,, MR ARSY .

23 CCFA I IRT #RESHZEMXR

KT HSWERZEMLR, BIRTE SEM
F1IRT HESE T P RN [F] RS AU IR, (HJE 5 7E
e FAWAIERE B VIR . CCFA #AITZ4L
5P SHIRT 889 W B R ) S50 ()i R —E 1Y
225 & (Lord & Novick, 1968; Takane & de Leeuw,
1987). ZEM S 0-1 11439 MIRT FE R o (1% X 43 B
SR o, 5 CCFA Wiy R 248 1 4 A 22 1] 1)

K RATER N 6 = (2D, A K

NI,

i AT XD R A A, ¢ TR R Z
[ 7 2256 K, IUH YERE b; 55 CCFA SR ] K
KRTUEFRR: b=
Vl_li* ¢ﬂ‘z*
H VAR, D=1.7. X TIESHIE IRT B,
D=1,

3 WFFEEIT
3.1 WRAZE

TEZAENMEES T, M T 3 SEM HEZT
WLSc #1 WLSMV 5 IRT HE%2 F MLR A1 MCMC A

T EA RIS BT RREE, SREE S Eh T
EEMRNZE, RUF7E%H Monte Carlo HAUNIFT )

o X F Logistic
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D7, AR O X o B RUEE S, AR ekt
o7 2
3.2 HWELgIt

AT 5T 50 56 K B R 56 4k B Xt S 8 Ak 1
KB R, Az gl U R A B AR . (1) 4
B2, BEAYERE 10 M8 H ; QPIN4ERE, B4R 20
ANH; Q) =AU, AR 10 MEH; (4) =4
YepE, FAYERE 20 NEUE I E FIZE R R A O R L
2, WHTEHT E4ERE - HAME X, X
SYEEEAECR 1 XS ANEH, MERESHIE-2, -1, 0,
1,2; XF 7 10 MW H, MERE5Ih-2, 1.5, -1, -0.5,
0,0,0.5,1, 1.5, 2, 240988 I IRMNIME RS 0, W7
ZAEM N T MIERSOE, TR ALILE N 1,
FORBANYEEERE I TT 0 1, AEXTAZLITE N 0.5,
FEn AN A FE B T[] A AH 5 0.5 AR 2R j ki
FES i H R ROBLIER p,(0;) > uy, W x; =1,
JZ xy =0, Forb oy, il 250410, 1]8BEAL
o R T OVPAEANEAG T S R AR I, AR
W % REREAS |43 31 R 250, 500, 1000 A1 2000 DU Fh
THol. BRI EIFER 30 K.

R 2 DHMAREFGTELLLIT

Bt WHEANE 4 (52 Al A2 A3
(5%) 1 1
1 15 2 (5x) 1 0
(5%) 0 1
(10x) 1 1
2 30 2 (10x) 1 0
(10x) 0 1
(5x) 1 1 1
5 " 5 (5%) 1 0 0
(5%) 0 1 0
(5%) 0 0 1
(10x) 1 1 1
A 40 5 (10x) 1 0 0
(10x) 0 1 0
(10x) 0 0 1

3.3 HIHERMH

%M WinGen2 (Han, 2007)%8c/%:, R84 i
B RAR S B ol s B BlE . SR MPLUS 6.0
(Muthén, L. K. & Muthén, B. O., 2008)% /4, H
WLSc Al WLSMV J7ik4ki 11 SEM HEZE T ()3 H 2
#; H MPLUS 6.0 & IE I EE 51 MLR J7i%k
1 BMIRT (Yao, 2008)% 4+ MCMC J5 %Akt

MIRT HEZL T 930 H S5
3.4 iFMiRE

XEFAUETE, oSS S HO B, R
J R EE (BIAS) #1345 #E 22 (Root Mean Square Error,
RMSEWE N K 50 S8 TS EE 48 b5 . BIAS A8
S BJAS:%z":(é—e); RMSE f5E LAHF :

J=1

RMSE = /lZ(é—e)z, Hrho WBHEM, 0K
n'i

ZHRUEITHE . BIAS BB T S8 e B2, B
P20 TR LR/, IE(E RN Z T A S S50
B, PERRIZ T EA G S B ES . RMSE
PER IR T 28GR B2, HA4aHE BN RIR S
BAHE S BE R 22 58U

FRA RIS MCMC, MLR, WLSc #1 WLSMV
PURDAL T A5 B 25 TR T LA . R S
FEEHACEF S8 XA EE . MERE . BE AR R £
fif LA B 1 2Z [ A AH G o
4 FELE

SR AR, %P WLSe, WLSMV il MLR
Jri, AT B A B BR i (AN B A 1000 k) F
SRR BE A BR ) 25 1 (P AR THE ) 22 57
/N 0.00)FRAE. X T IUSEBHESE, BT WLSc
117712, WLSMV F MLR J7 3 16 i A 1 i 4 7]
BB SEAG TS SR . X F WLSe ik, $ds
£ 1 REAC R Ry 250 1, 30 YR A A 31 23 YIS
ghL BURAE 2 FEARESN 250 B, JCERAS EIRSLY
SRR R, BEACE R 500 B, 30 REE 1 E]
29 WIS 45 5 BudlidiE 3 HEAR B 250 B, 30 IR
EE PR 15 WIS R, Bt 4 HEAREN
250 F1 500 B, FHICEAF BRSNS B TTES SR .
MXTF MCMC J7ik, it A RlEE 4415 8=
BOAb a5 R AR TR T S8 T I SR B
h T AR E S EAG TSR, AR RN, W]
FH R IE T PRI MCMC Al 145 55 8 R
XFSEAG TS R AR A TR, )
BT E S BUSTHE IR RS 5588, A
BUAHHEL 10000 2%, K )G 5000 K AE 2545 5 59 ¥1E
YR TH2S50E .
41 MBRXRSEMITER

3G T ORI A5 200 X 53 BE S0
flihas 4.
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2 4 34k
FEA B (NaWRS 15 83 30 8t 20 ft 40 1

BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE

MCMC 0.135 0.389 0.159 0.380 0.152 0.417 0.170 0.423

250 MLR 0.020 0.991 0.021 0.331 0.060 1.757 -0.007 0.377

WLSc 0.196 1.043 NC NC 0.522 1.837 NC NC

WLSMV 0.006 0.509 0.112 0.297 0.008 1.554 -0.027 0.415

MCMC 0.067 0.280 0.069 0.244 0.080 0.361 0.072 0.245

MLR 0.054 0.276 0.030 0.206 0.018 0.345 0.020 0.227

200 WLSc 0.158 0.413 1.331 2.723 0.206 0.725 NC NC
WLSMV 0.042 0.273 0.096 0.181 —0.011 0.335 0.001 0.229

MCMC 0.055 0.223 0.041 0.161 0.036 0.240 0.043 0.193

1000 MLR 0.051 0.208 0.014 0.139 0.031 0.210 0.015 0.165
WLSc 0.086 0.236 0.265 0.280 0.100 0.284 0.018 1.012

WLSMV 0.032 0.202 0.065 0.126 0.008 0.207 0.003 0.167

MCMC 0.029 0.174 0.029 0.124 0.029 0.187 0.033 0.127

MLR —-0.006 0.136 -0.015 0.112 0.031 0.157 0.025 0.112

2000 WLSc —0.001 0.141 0.074 0.141 0.049 0.179 0.339 0.342
WLSMV -0.025 0.137 0.005 0.103 0.006 0.156 0.019 0.162

TE: NCRARTEMFMNT, BRI SHMHER. (TR)

TEREAS B 45/, MCMC 8 7] T i A 300 H 11X
A3BE, T WLSMV F MLR 7 B4 3 144 22 AH %) 45
/N BEEREAS B, MCMC, WLSMV 1 MLR
X X 53 BE S AL T I 25 AR /N, S8 TRk B
(RMSE)Fifi 25 FF A< 5 (1) 38 il Sk g o (H2 4 44>
W5 AE BEAUAT 10 A8 H . HAEARZS IR /INIV=250)
ARG OL T, MCMC Al A1 2 S5 T & T
MLR F1 WLSMV J5%, A, MLR il WLSMV 1Y
WZERK, BERAARE NS4SR, MCMC
AP SZ A2 w1 S M A A T v /DN, [R5 T X
— R L SRR S . FEHEE AT,
MLR 1 WLSMV Aili 1177 2: 45 21 (9 Z 504 1R B
(RMSE) Y {E#BIG = T MCMC, {BJ& =R st )i
2SN 5356, IS BEXT S E G TS
H—ER, BT WLSc ik, HA=Mbit
JrEES R R, MG B S8 TR B s . g
A BEANBON I H DX a3 BE A AL TR B A A5, B
20 55 2 BE 38 0, S BT RRS BE AR AR
42 IMBEMEMITER

45 T AFEAG T AR B RE RS S B T
e N

X MERE S, DRI, WLSe 55%
SRR TIRG BE B 22 09 7 v S AERL LN LT, WLSe Al fig
SME A XERE S8 (a0 3 4EFEERRARZ N 1000

i) MCMC FEFTAIEOL T, XIHERE S B0k 1
ZHAR/N, WLSMV 1 MLR Rk BEAG 89 2258 1
TERAEA 3 YEFEIEH T w224 Tl sy — 2841, A G
BUXEE S EAG T IR 22 WAR /N o X FHERE SR, B
HREARG BRI, S8 R B B R R
MCMC, MLR Fl WLSMV 75 31 (1) %k 5 2 K kG Ji 5k
ATEAT 2257 o DI 3 TN 3 o v B 2 KA T
2 5 5% X 43 BE SR AR, BT WLSc 4
Pk, HA =R GO 45 R B, IS K R B
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JE SOk P 22 RS BE B AU I S B HES 2R, B
TERBEARS, WLSc At 5 HAth 77 7 i 22 AH X 4
HAbSH/N, MCMC., WLSMV Fl MLR it 777
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x4 MBMEMGITREMETIRE

2 4k 3 4k
FEACHE [ERAWR’S 15 i 30 A 20 3 40 5

BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE

MCMC 0.003 0.201 —0.024 0.186 0.022 0.230 -0.017 0.207

MLR —0.056 0.252 0.077 0.234 0.002 0.445 0.006 0.216

20 WLSc —0.035 0.337 NC NC —0.180 0.898 NC NC
WLSMV -0.062 0.220 0.073 0.243 0.033 0.374 0.035 0.250

MCMC —0.006 0.178 0.001 0.142 0.012 0.154 0.011 0.169

MLR 0.049 0.162 -0.013 0.137 0.117 0.190 0.112 0.170

200 WLSc 0.057 0.191 —0.022 0.662 0.000 0.285 NC NC
WLSMV 0.050 0.150 -0.015 0.130 0.002 0.152 0.119 0.177

MCMC -0.016 0.120 0.017 0.113 -0.021 0.134 0.017 0.112

MLR 0.038 0.123 -0.018 0.096 —0.006 0.166 —0.009 0.140

1000 WLSc 0.037 0.122 -0.021 0.132 0.123 0.203 0.182 0.497
WLSMV 0.037 0.115 -0.025 0.095 0.122 0.190 -0.003 0.138

MCMC —0.010 0.094 -0.007 0.086 —0.009 0.097 —0.005 0.087

MLR —0.020 0.078 -0.030 0.083 —0.007 0.081 —0.001 0.069

2000 WLSc -0.023 0.078 -0.022 0.075 —0.005 0.082 0.003 0.129
WLSMV -0.022 0.076 —0.024 0.068 —0.006 0.076 —0.001 0.098

x5 MEEZHEEITREFNHARE
2 4k 3 4k
FEACHE [ERAWR’S 15 /5 30 /3 20 i 40 3

BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE

MCMC 0.021 0.106 0.033 0.107 0.013 0.094 0.024 0.103

MLR —0.011 0.209 -0.002 0.109 -0.014 0.254 -0.010 0.119

20 WLSc 0.034 0.398 NC NC 0.060 0.478 NC NC
WLSMV -0.013 0.168 —0.004 0.112 -0.018 0.406 -0.015 0.127

MCMC 0.009 0.098 0.022 0.081 0.013 0.100 0.015 0.076

MLR 0.007 0.096 0.005 0.074 —0.003 0.108 0.001 0.072

200 WLSc 0.028 0.126 0.105 0.445 0.026 0.155 NC NC
WLSMV 0.003 0.096 0.003 0.074 —0.009 0.109 -0.003 0.074

MCMC 0.008 0.079 0.009 0.057 0.009 0.069 0.009 0.058

MLR 0.011 0.075 0.002 0.051 0.005 0.066 0.001 0.053

1000 WLSc 0.020 0.081 0.049 0.089 0.017 0.080 0.054 0.140
WLSMV 0.006 0.074 0.000 0.053 0.000 0.067 —0.001 0.055

MCMC 0.005 0.062 0.006 0.043 0.002 0.058 0.006 0.040

MLR -0.003 0.051 0.006 0.042 0.005 0.049 0.013 0.035

2000 WLSc -0.001 0.053 0.015 0.048 0.009 0.055 0.059 0.085
WLSMV —0.008 0.052 —0.007 0.039 —0.000 0.051 0.006 0.054

RS I E = T MLR il WLSMV J7ikah, Higy A AT AR B R o (EJE NS B T Y 245 S ]
KREBEM T, WLSMV FHl MLR J7 345 io 8 B mg I H, WLSMV Al MLR A 3177 1 32 0 561K i 10 52
W —ue, (HREAMZERAN, K, R % MCMC kK, B FEAS & A3 X — 5
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17k, MCMC Al 645 210 0 B {8 S5 T 0k
ST MLR A1 WLSMV J7i%k, i MLR Al
WLSMV {31773 Z a1 1 25 AR XA K SRk A,

Mg e, B E SR T RORT RSB R . (R
SRS THROSE R AT LR Y, 0561 ) 9 {2 0
SN HAB S B, LB REAS B B 1S X —
P AN SN T
45 HERXRHMHITER

2 JE (] A5G R B A A 2R (R TR, 1Ef
H B REA AR BN, MCMC Al 107 545 2 /Y
FA O BB THE B0 B2 /DS, B T TR M ) T e il
YEPZ Z A AR, WLSe J7 ik JLFTElT A 254 T #8

*6 IMBAHEEM/[ITREMETIRE

2 4k 3 4k
FEAS itk 15 30 5 20 5 40 f5i

BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE

MCMC 0.005 0.091 -0.010 0.083 0.002 0.092 -0.008 0.083
550 MLR -0.021 0.081 0.014 0.054 —0.009 0.082 0.001 0.079

WLSc —0.004 0.104 NC NC —0.066 0.175 NC NC
WLSMV -0.021 0.079 0.034 0.087 ~0.007 0.081 0.005 0.079
MCMC ~0.004 0.081 -0.001 0.070 0.002 0.077 0.002 0.066

MLR 0.019 0.062 -0.002 0.037 ~0.006 0.058 0.045 0.063

200 WLSc 0.019 0.073 ~0.001 0.151 —0.006 0.075 NC NC
WLSMV 0.019 0.062 -0.008 0.055 —0.005 0.057 0.046 0.065
MCMC -0.007 0.055 0.008 0.051 -0.012 0.060 0.005 0.052
1000 MLR 0.017 0.045 —0.005 0.028 0.046 0.065 —0.006 0.054
WLSc 0.016 0.048 ~0.003 0.062 0.043 0.065 0.045 0.106

WLSMV 0.017 0.045 -0.009 0.040 0.046 0.065 ~0.005 0.053
MCMC -0.002 0.042 -0.002 0.039 -0.003 0.040 -0.002 0.036
5000 MLR -0.007 0.029 -0.007 0.029 ~0.002 0.028 -0.000 0.027
WLSc -0.007 0.029 -0.007 0.032 —0.002 0.030 0.002 0.062

WLSMV -0.007 0.029 -0.008 0.029 -0.002 0.028 —0.000 0.038

FTT7T HEZEHEXABGHITHREMNEAIRE
2 4k 3 4k
FEA G (D WiRES 15 15 30 8 20 5 40 5

BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE BIAS RMSE

MCMC -0.023 0.089 -0.025 0.074 0.005 0.163 -0.018 0.073

550 MLR 0.150 0.206 ~0.001 0.083 0.058 0.175 0.017 0.084

WLSc 0.155 0.241 NC NC 0.109 0.174 NC NC

WLSMV 0.055 0.137 0.014 0.085 0.068 0.173 0.035 0.089

MCMC -0.013 0.079 ~0.018 0.052 -0.012 0.090 -0.016 0.055

500 MLR 0.087 0.094 ~0.001 0.054 0.006 0.087 —0.008 0.057

WLSc 0.080 0.132 0.246 0.271 0.071 0.124 NC NC

WLSMV 0.041 0.089 0.010 0.053 0.018 0.086 0.001 0.054

MCMC -0.018 0.070 -0.009 0.042 -0.022 0.063 —0.011 0.037

1000 MLR 0.074 0.084 0.011 0.043 0.001 0.061 0.005 0.034
WLSc 0.021 0.075 0.095 0.107 0.036 0.076 0.184 0.193

WLSMV 0.015 0.073 0.016 0.043 0.008 0.061 0.012 0.036

MCMC 0.005 0.046 0.017 0.032 0.020 0.049 0.045 0.029

2000 MLR -0.014 0.046 0.008 0.028 0.002 0.042 ~0.004 0.028
WLSc ~0.002 0.044 0.049 0.057 0.017 0.047 0.069 0.077

WLSMV -0.009 0.044 0.010 0.029 0.006 0.042 ~0.001 0.028




1 XN 5 2450 3 S804 1. 3£F SEM 5 MIRT J5 09 iR 129

il T AEBE A A AR DG, 2 2 RS BE R 25 I T v o
How I vk v Al i AR R B A A A B R ek, FE R
FEACEF MCMC., MLR 1 WLSMV [a] it 22 548/
T v R 22, AR TR) A DG R BUAh T ARG B e
TN 6 A4 2 BB A DG FR BRIk T BRE BE S e AN K
46 FBMENEHERNSHEGHITHEENEZIG
FERAL BT, A I [ EI B A4~
DL RYERE, SXRERYI E AR AR A 0 4R BE 8 35
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BRI H o3 R A B AV ST B R RR A, 435 TR
JEI X A SR TR L, DU RR 5 35 BT 2 148
P2, N TRGRRI SR, B AL O T E Y
SHAR TR G IF 3R 8 4 th TS AR SISO T,
DCOPRE . MERE L PR A AN H B{E SR T RR
FE o SERERW, IUH S HTHRORT RE 52 10 H A
JEZ AR, QR H R, IR A%
W H 2R RS BB, USRI R LA
HEfE, W H S BT ORT BRI X 22 o [RlF, 5
13000 e R A 00T 30 X0 B PR 3R 384T Y R T
B, TR T X R A (L2 A S i AR X A0

*8 MANS#EYENSHMHITHEENZN

. 9 H - X5 HESE P 32 i i
LA RE 57 RE gL RE 57 RE
250 0.381 0.578 0.200 0.258 0.115 0.136 0.117 0.128
500 0.272 0.403 0.183 0.257 0.103 0.120 0.083 0.104
N 1000 0.205 0.311 0.115 0.157 0.069 0.105 0.056 0.065
5 2000 0.125 0.197 0.068 0.100 0.049 0.061 0.030 0.032
250 0.468 0.563 0.232 0.330 0.124 0.104 0.130 0.126
500 0.326 0.495 0.161 0.240 0.097 0.114 0.089 0.084
% 1000 0.188 0.316 0.122 0.194 0.064 0.086 0.059 0.062
2000 0.109 0.164 0.071 0.099 0.037 0.068 0.031 0.033
250 0.421 0.534 0.208 0.237 0.121 0.133 0.114 0.111
" 500 0.254 0.330 0.157 0.197 0.083 0.099 0.079 0.082
1000 0.155 0.211 0.118 0.145 0.054 0.072 0.059 0.061
; 2000 0.138 0.182 0.069 0.101 0.047 0.060 0.030 0.033
250 0.434 0.600 0.223 0.273 0.123 0.123 0.116 0.106
40 500 0.244 0.369 0.150 0.246 0.080 0.091 0.075 0.080
1000 0.163 0.254 0.105 0.161 0.057 0.069 0.052 0.051
2000 0.142 0.221 0.072 0.120 0.039 0.058 0.041 0.043
T RO A 07 2 5P R ISR, N — 2R WLSe B 15 2B 45 5L, I3 i Bt Sy HoAY = Fh oy g Al 45 R 1
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Item Parameter Estimation for Multidimensional Measurement: Comparisons of SEM
and MIRT Based Methods

LIU Hong-Yun; LUO Fang; WANG Yue; ZHANG Yu

(School of psychology, Beijing Normal University; Beijing Key Lab of Applied Experimental Psychology, Beijing 100875, China)

Abstract

Traditional factor analysis models and estimation methods for continuous (i.e., interval or ratio scale) data
are not appropriate for item-level data that are categorical in nature. The authors provide a brief review and
synthesis of the item factor analysis estimation literature for categorical data (e.g., 0-1 type response scales)
under the multidimensional response model. Popular categorical item factor analysis models and estimation
methods found in the structural equation modeling and item response theory literatures are presented.

The Monte Carlo simulation studies are conducted and revealed: (1) Similar parameter estimates have been
obtained of Modified weighted least squares for categorical data method (WLSMYV) from the structural equation
model (SEM) framework and adoptive Restricted Maximum Likelihood (MLR) and Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) methods from the multidimensional item response theory (MIRT) framework. Even with a small
sample and the item response theory (IRT) estimates converted to SEM parameters, the WLSMV, MLR, and
MCMC results are strikingly similar. But in small sample size and long test, weighted least squares for
categorical data (WLSc) did not obtain the convergence parameter estimations, although in short test, WLSc
estimates have been obtained, the estimates are consistently more discrepant than those produced by the other
estimation techniques. (2) The precision of the estimators enhances as the quantity of the sample increases, and
the differences between WLSMV and MLR are very trivial, and the precisions of WLSMV and MLR methods
are not worse than that of the MCMC method in most conditions. (3) The precision of item factor loading and of
item difficulty parameter is influenced by the test length, and the precision of item discrimination and of item
difficulty parameter is influenced by the number of test dimension. (4) The precision of the estimators decreases
as the number of dimensions measured by the item increases, especially for item discrimination and item factor
loading parameter.

Both SEM and IRT can be used for factor analysis of dichotomous item responses. In this case, the
measurement models of both approaches are formally equivalent. They were refined within and across different
disciplines, and make complementary contributions to central measurement problems encountered in almost all
empirical social science research fields. The authors conclude with considerations for categorical item factor
analysis and give some advice for applied researchers.
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