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Abstract

In recent years, cognitive diagnosis has been widely adopted in the field of education, providing a
new assessment method and promoting the diversified, precise, and personalized development of
educational evaluation. However, the application of cognitive diagnosis in labor education processes
is relatively limited, and its potential has not been fully realized. The introduction of cognitive diag-
nosis has brought new possibilities to labor assessment, enabling teachers to develop more precise
personalized teaching methods and strategies. Taking the potential psychological structure of
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elementary students’ work literacy as the entry point, this study utilized cognitive diagnostic
technology to construct and validate a basic and reasonable cognitive model of elementary stu-
dents’ work literacy, which can serve as the theoretical framework for developing cognitive diag-
nostic scales.
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1. 518

BRI R R, EFEE ARG EES T — RAVEEMAH . EHE SR, BE NP IS 4
PPk SR W AW E R EE MRS, TR E EAQIINE T A, 80T 6 & .
FLA W R P TF B (A= 0B, B2, 2023), DA S #UE WIVP IO BCR RS 05  TEARZ MV i,
AN WO PP “AMAINED” F0 DR AL A, i WS4t R S RS R At F A T A2 A
&5 RN B2 i FE O K ST (Leighton & Gierl, 2007), M SBILAE AN 22 WL F1 7K 7 AN S0 285 4 7K
FHIAE MG (Lee & Sawaki, 2009). I M S22 A 1) BYEE FE L A e 1n] @1 SR AT S A5 2 (Nicholss,
1994), W LAERN T M2 A7 57 3hid s b i B YE I FE RA R R &« INRTHZ BT BERS Tk #ME Gt &4k 70 B00F
KI8T LS B B0 S B0 DR A TR A 12 B (Zhan et al., 2018; fEUilA%E, 2016). A HIE
Bl NS W T, HEE VR NE BB . SR, FEXS 57 A ECE BT IR, RS W R AR
B, MARF R J1. WS 51 NN 55 32808 MIVFAT KBTI AT Re itk (815200 R 0% S5 A
i) 5 AN PR BB T VA AN SRS (EO/NISSE, 20205 FDUEISSE, 2022; VERWIAE, 2023; Y55, 2023).

SR, AESZNEE WVT b S A FNZ T s — 2Bk . &5k, 5730 B0E BIVPAN AR AR broAE X AR
B, MECLEACANINE:, XGRS W A SeiEt ok T IAME. R, INENSITINT RS A A AT (S B B
PR T NS Wi R (i . SRTM, BT 25 Bh 3 E ¥ AR RO %, A R I2 i 2
APk &5, AFEGEZERIIASIAMERRRE S, a2 Brd g™ sE 25 .

2. INERSHTHRIA R ARBY 43 3
2.1. INASEHEA

KA I 2 0 T4 B8 BUH1TR 4544 P2 W PPAL 8 RO T2 I (Nichols & Joldersma, 2008). 1A
KIS WA BT A TEE 3 A A A P 38 ) o BRI BRI SO AL, SEBRTAMAR DA R R e SEL IR 2 W 0P A
DA EAN A4 T A R (4 2 055 S 2020) o INEZ W DA S0 B 25 5500 BN B8 22 F) i -5 (Niichols, 1994; i fille
VAU, 2017)0 INANZIIVTAL 1) SR 2L T4 2 A A2 2 (cognitive diagnostic models, CDMs), 1A
S WA FZ WPl B RO 0 RS o INANZ WS B AE Forh & 2 A AE AR 1 7 T & A AR, BATT 2 16
FAAE— BB R AN, BB AEREE S A N W] AT R e (W Ak iy, sk, 2010).

INEZ WA, Hod i oy e B 1) 72 BN 2 RHA R Y (Lee & Sawaki, 2009), B & DA KN 1
REZ AN ER, W Q MFFEA, Q MM @I BRIH /b, FRICH X DL E B 2 1k 5 s
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P, AR AR PARERE R S Q JERE, RIS TERTIARI SRR
2.2. INHSHTRBI R H 433

W& HUCR A2 2 W B AR 4R TR R S8, D002 Wi o i) 4 O 1) e B A7 78 B b DA
RIS WAL, X e R AT DLy 9 KK AT AR A (Reduced  Model) #1141 145 Y (Saturated
Model). AR L X 53 R fMEAR BRI SR RMEE AR TR (7 S 5%, 2022).

PR B R BE BV, AN R e M AR, 9 BRI AR 4 3 B AR AN [
g, A MR AN A BT . MR [ R a5 fME S ERME R R .

AR TR AL, AL A S WS B TE A F 0 H S S BRI, J@ 2 [N & 77 s e i 7
TUH b8 SR = AR R, X SRS ] ARG R R X E B AT NI IR . MR SR TR I A
FHAME, B EEEARE — AN @ M, BinT LR R IR I E M, AT A B s B IE R /E 2 2% (Yamaguchi & Okada
2020). AEAMEBLBINA Sy, LAZ0[FII B4R H BTl & 0 B A JE A R B ES, ST — @ A2 S5
N2 5K (De La Torre, 2011).

PR AE — 58 AR, AT oA AL A2 TS Y (De la Torre & Minchen, 2014). [,
AT A ZRY T DU Ay VAR B ) — PR IR A% 100 (7 I 5255, 2018)6

3. INHERIME
3.1 B RARE

N ST VRN U AN 2E (57 S R SR RN T B, A /N 2R I B RSB, DL B
PR R OVHAE, DM HE NSRBI R AR R R, S /N SRR 5T B 3R R A [ R
BT, UER D ER N AT E X P 5 0, XN R ST B R IR AT IR A N2 I S
IR SR R, /NSRS B R IR T

T MR B A LD TRIRE SO (LS5 20R 55 s iR br e (2022 4R fR)) (2EAHE_E, ABTFE 2K
R bR R IR E N NEEANRR R, W RS2 R 22 BU O AR, Inssxt S Aol
R ARES ATONSETI G, BT T ) R AU e

3.2. KFAHEMAIRIAESR X RO

Table 1. Key cognitive attributes of elementary students’ work literacy and their meanings
=L NREEFHREFXIBANBERES X
# i Her

FEFRTE ST AN AR, /N T RO 55 355 77 T AR DRGSR A T ok
FAMTENIIZ O ER

fem

Al NEA ST ENE N

NSRRI

A2 s

Fe /N B A 7 BIAR A AR ER A o

WA, 5P NF A A A BN, TR ) SRR B
Ao bt ST, SRR, Wb

TR BRI T 1%

Ad NSRS TN AL 57 B BRI R T, B RO BRI AT Al
A5 NEEAESTEIRAEINEL SRR/ A R R R, T BRI R KA RN BE
A6 NERAESTE SR FEFRALE 57 BN IR AR D AR R IR AR R ARE AT B

AT NFIEDTENMROAE TS /NSEAETHDN ST AR S5 BRI, RENE BB S ST NI R RE
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ABE T LS 7 B AU BB A, S5 (ST HE T aiRAERRME(2022 SER)) RITRR B 55
W FFBIRES FEE IR T 55 SR R DY A YR REHEAT AL 3 AT o 8 3 xSRBS AR
B, RIAFEE WA R NEE ST R IREITOI I, TR T Z e . B0 55 Zh iR FE AR AT
i 10 SR E W AR T 25 B A M5 B R IR TR IT, #iE TR Ik . AW T i 2ok /N2 57 sh e
Wy NSRRI DA AR IR SR . DA AR AN ST AN NS
SIBEUA B/ IN S A 57 B 1) g R BE T 8 /N SRR ST R SRR S W e B IR v (LR 1)

i BB AR AT B E 1T, R G SR AR B A AL RSN A S B R IR SR T
SEMARATIAE BUE A2 A AL SR I T5 AN o 55 S0 (BN 55 30 AR e A 27 5] BT 2
SN o BRI AN E S R — A RRAR R A, AT 2 SN SR 2 S AR TUAH R AR . [FII
MBI 2 I R AR IE T e 38 5] T ARG IR/ 224 IR0 1 57 S (B 00 W] LA Bt AT AR e AR Al 1
R RARLS, WO 55 S IAE RIGER, H98 57 302 5 ARIG MR NE . 55 SRR AN A A 2 R 125K
W7 A A B RER, RN AR ST ARSI R R . TR RS . EAREER R R A
55 B A JE AN A AR 5T AW SCEE T e K/ 2 A 1 48 TR 4 S AR B AN R A R T 25 T i ( —Fh
RS & RE HOAT N ERAT eI o 0 A 25 8 AT DU it /N2 A 00 57 B (AR AN R, B SR A AT TR 57 Bh R A A
FOAN I R )57 30 2B B AR IR RN 57 Sh A LRt 2 B (ATl L, T, 2023). F5 8l EARIE ST
N IRIE B SBEIA T, 10 55 B RRAN 55 SR A RN 57 8 2 BRI TS 26 . R AP 55 3h I 5AT BL
AR/ IR O FCAR I AR DT 3, AT 5 b AT TR WL 5% A e U B AR TR 383 59 3 ST AR AR 3% 97
/NSRS SR AR A R IR LK) RN T, 4R R O ) L) R RRE ST, IR B 2 i ok ) ) R
MTrik. b, BEAME T/NAEST SR IR REARIRVE RN 2 550 R RIS (LA 1).

INFEFHIRER(AT)

AN

dpemamRey | | oeesamses |
l

INPESREE (A4)

IS ESUHRAS) |

DpSHIRAG) |

IPESUERENAT) |

Figure 1. The hierarchical relationship of cognitive
attributes of elementary students” work literacy

L NEEFHRFANBHENBERXR

3.3. ff#3I Q %BfF
W T NEER ARG, FEES QMM AMMKRmBIFIEE, ALIESIHHERmE . Q ik
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1k

R T M H SYAAREIEZ W oR R, 18T 7 IMKRIH I sy e AR . BBt
W7 KA@M, IWAEW Rl i H 8 A A B st — 3 2% - 1 MR R BT AT E A H ).
i, T RERAAERS R, LR SR AT, AR AL A A R B e R,
HESL Q FERERT, 15 2 A 5 RALJE 1 18] /2 4 5% 28 ) AR K A AT TR G

{BHEFE P (Adjacent Matrix, A FEFE)E S & P2 1] T AFE ELPOR R A 0-1 R R . s el AN ] 4%
WU 73 s AR i, VAR — N R P 7 — DN R PR RTIR 60, BIEHORR, 0OERERAER KA. H
FORHE ST R YE Z A AFAER IR R R, TANE AR R B SR AR A BRI LR
RIBEACRIEITE A, RENS AN N R M2 Ak R B B U R R . R 2,

Table 2. The attribute A matrix of elementary students’ work literacy

F 2. NFEFHEFEMN AR

Al A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7
Al 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
A2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
A= A3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
A4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
A5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
A6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

FIIXHERE R (Reachability Matrix, R 4EFE) 5 A FiFE—#EXHARRE DN EOY K FIBEADRUZ K AT K 51
(K1 0-1 ZEFE, JEPER R EAAAEXRFRRR . RAFRR R ALERR, RIGERRMAEK R . Hik,
£ A FERE R EERL B X I E P R R OC RN E B R RIAT, R FEREUIER 3 s

Table 3. The attribute R matrix of elementary students’ work literacy

#= 3 NFEEFHEFEM R EMR

Al A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7
Al 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
A2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
R= A3 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
A4 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
A5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
A6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
A7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

HARERELRENGEEN BRI R TAUR M EREE . P2 A AT EE8R. FEHRN
. MR R AEFE TG B AR RS, B 75 2 R AR I MA KT R ZS (knowledge states, KS). 4t
TR FF GBI B AR, AR SR> —Fi 4oy 0 . Wk 4.

PR L 7 BEAT 7SI, R YL 8 AT T RN, AN R I AR A 1 2 I (= A
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B Bk, AHTFAESRIE BRI L, SRS RN S R 7 AE I 5 B 8 b A% A a U
TP, TRl 2 A2 55 B R TR S a6 1) Q FERE, 4N 5 P

Table 4. Typical assessment model of elementary students’ work literacy attributes

F 4 NFEFHEFBIEABIBEEHREREN

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Al 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
A2 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
A3 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
if;g;i A4 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
A5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
A6 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
AT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Table 5. The attribute Q matrix of elementary students’ work literacy
= 5. NREEFHRF NSV Q FERE
item Al A2 A3 Ad A5 A6 A7
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
4 1 1 1 1 0 0 0
5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
6 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
9 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
BEUE 10 8 8 6 5 4 3

JIRDIRIEE I Q FEFEHI AR & “/NEATFRIZIFNFIS W R (i 2 il i/ 2 A4 57 S s SRR
CWrERBW A HE. BAERS5ENADZAEEET, WABREMEN. Fi. JH. ifEFEgs
BeUA S R A 7 2 DL o UG /NEAE RN R IR NS W B R I AR ES 7y, B T RN R B,
BT 108 H, RHEMH KA 5 Rl

4. INHHRBILIE

A5 R FH SCHR B B AN KPP @ R e 1 /N ARG B 3 TR AR o O 1 R IE A RS2 1)
FERME G AR, X A — 2P fIGAIE . Tatsuoka (1995)3 H 1714 3170 b7 257 A= A B S22 R i A 2 BRI 0 24
BEN A () e A7 e B FUEAS SO R AR A TIAEURIEXS 18 B /N AR AT T INE VTR @il S
WEFX QAT RSB 8,  wT RN T BT @ A @ P B P2 R B R REAR G, HAETE
SERLST SNATA5 I BN KN AR 5 B A 2 A AR B AR & o T X DA RV AL v A7 7 1) 22 S DS 7 B3k
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ITBIERIE S, TELED N — P RsZiEuE, SEm ks 2R,
4.1. EEWY SR

X RIS () SR S8 SE A W AT DL A J5 T 4T, Tatsuoka (1995)4 i, T LA e 37 Xk Bt it H
JE LRI ENE R BGRB8 PE R 7E 46 1 - Leighton & A3 I 2 57 J 1k 2 R M 6 B3 A 20 (K 1R DR R SR IE J=
PRA AN

4.1.1. B TRESSRIEN

(1) SEMTH: “/NpASFshRFINIZHER” .

(2) SCUEIR RIS 2k FA T RN AT, KRS 815 fy, &It BdETRIE, HRATASHE B
789 fro Horh, B, BT, FEREMFEA N 305 44 363 44, 121 44y B4R 332 44, WA 457
%o MM RIEF, SPSS LA Excel, XFSClE AT 708, X/INF A 57 B R IR N E ARG HLEEAT 2 1

412 NHEERM4TEERE

i/ R &S Itm FL5 £ (Latent Trait Models under IRT)X 35 H % B #EAT A58, HABBOK, om0 H bk
M, —FRAE[-3, BHUE . 45 Bk 6. ARG, M RIES TR COM IEFA, IS AL E, AR
MEORRAS E, HEAT I E MR R AR B A, W 7.

Table 6. The estimated values of test item difficulty parameters

6. MEMBREESHMEITHE

TiH H A I
1 1,000,000 -1.368
2 1,100,000 -1.935
3 1,010,000 -1.519
4 1,110,000 -1.745
5 1,111,000 ~2.446
6 1,111,100 -1.902
7 1,111,110 -1.920
8 1,111,111 -0.632
9 1,111,111 -0.704
10 1,111,111 -1.254

Table 7. The regression of difficulty on attributes
F= 7. MEXREMREYI

Model R R? Adjusted R? Std. Error of the Estimate F
DINA 0.955 0.911 0.870 0.200 22197

7: "p<0.05; "p<0.01; p<0.001,

SERFRWY, WUH HMEFEX N2 A2 57 B R IR B AE R R H T 12 F ARG 2 25 VK p < 0.01, iRl 75
REE . NS AR IR AR YE S T H AERL ARy 0.955, HfRETy 91.1%, XN{E N 0.870.
MR 77 12558 N (2013) F2 Y A A il FE L AE. 60% LA, T AV i€ AR E P 78 70 T 58 . DR AT BL
G, AR TR N2 A ST B R IR AR IR e % HIBON TS, RENS L M 00 15 H M FZ
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4.13. REERXREEMEIE

BOUF ZE 0 R T BT B VE AR MR S 0 IRV 3BT, 1 50 P A M e ) 5 A ) A e UL A
B, EHeKEE RES TR COM GWHATEAL SRR . PP RIS (P 40) & 1 00 A2 il L BAH X 48 bR
LI TR VPAL, DA N ENZ WS R (3 G FR B2 . fEINANS I, G 2 28 DAAast M Fa b o kA,
KVPAG RN LG R BEFN ST AR FE,  IX SS 0 Vi b ] LS B e MR ) 3R . #2458 AR
PEFRFR R LUBAS RIS RL 2 (A R I, AR S8 S AR Y

FEXF FRARRT I AE R 6460 R, ARAEAS RIS BY AR 400G Ge vt S AR briff e 30 G B A . 5 B IR AR X
A FEbR . HE—2LL (—2 Log-Likelihood). AIC (Akaike’s Information Criteria)fll BIC (Bayesian Information
Criteria). AIC Z7EHET—2LL LAl Eol NG SIS B 48hR, B ESR m B AL 405 FE (B BAAR) [F] i PR
HIB S A A e, DARRAGOE BEAUA I RT RE 1 o U 2055 N (2012)F8 1, BIC MY L& T e fili ZEL sz,
RS T FEARZE ERHUA TR bR IR, A5 2850007 (A RS B ik v it R A 28 A 2 B vy o S B A AR L
T IR IR LR AR ARME S/ — 2K

A FR bR A S0 E SR A S MR AR, R DU TR AR — . BRI G RE 4R
b MX?, FCASPAG FITA 350 S b 000 S5 A0 00 A TR i B R P A P38 M8 = MADQS fw, R I
H B Z A A S ME(QI) I X 45 B s = SRMSR b5, EIARHELIRZRII TR . IR 4%t fia b (e ks
U0, JURET 5 LA R B (Ravand & Robitzsch, 2019; LT 24, 2014).

EHEMA S, AEOBEELEEN. BEXR, BHEEERIE. Q 78 &M 2 H RIS 7
FE—EZ R L, XE, 2015), EIEFEAE UIIBAL, K02 s R ARG A ] S AR 5
Wi (5 05 0545, 2023) . e B i A4 A G-DINA (De La Torre, 2011) 5 4 AMai £ %L ACDM (De la Torre, 2011)+
RRUM (Hartz, 2002). DINA (Haertel, 1989). DINO (Templin & Henson, 2006)#:4TiA k2 W04, Hirh
DINA F1 RRUM 2 4 #MEAE AL, DINO Fil ACDM & fMERIRL R 2 A1, I HL 1 VR &4 A1 Seq-GDINA,
R 6 MURMERBALBAT PPAL, W@ BRI EEEAELE, XN AT S R IR AT B LB, BL
izt tHAZ Wit e AR AL A AR o X S BRI FE N RS W oAl A5 31 T8O 2 N, HSHOR B S AR
BB OC R EE AMEFNIEAME B AR AL [FB, PSR L Aid ] AR 7R & P AL 7E 4 58 1) B A
B, ORI EGHERT R IR IR S . WL 8.

Table 8. Comparison of fit statistics between different cognitive diagnostic models and test data

% 8. FEIAMS U S NEIRN B A i B LR

Y -2LL AIC BIC $ SRMSR 100 * MADRESIDCOV ~ MADaQ3
DINO 2237532 2255132  22962.35 243.41 0.077 0.769 NAN
DINA 21886.44  22062.44  22473.47 237.63 0.054 0.584 0.056
ACDM 21598.85  22046.85  23093.10 239.02 0.052 0.565 0.043
RRUM 22018.77  22466.77  23513.02 243.04 0.067 0.689 0.051
GDINA 20625.18 2479518  34533.73 242.80 0.045 0.453 0.035
SeqG-DINA  21886.40 2210440  22613.52 237.82 0.054 0.581 0.055

Table 9. The regression analysis results of the probability of mastering attributes on the total test score
9. BMEESEILNLE RS MEINER

Model R R Adjusted R? Std. Error of the Estimate F

DINA 0.805 0.651 0.648 2.865 208.3™"

7: "p<0.05; "p<0.01; p<0.001,
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1k

i CDM AL H ) DINA BRG] 2228 Ja v AR ME R BEAT Al 1h, v SRR 2 A I 38 8 47 o
SR HEAT JE B AR A 2 0 56 S 2 B RS 23 A, AR I8 22 AR AN R J8 1 48 7K1 5 FLAE D8 R B2 [A] 7
KFR. WE9.

[ 5 75 P 3 MEAG 3 p < 0.001, BRIV T R A %K. BB 2230 R v 0.805, R® A 0.651,
A MRS 2 2 75 B R R v DUARE AL 4 65.1% A8 5T, XU AEE ZH X R AN, [
HH I 58 A R4 I S5 M 805
5. &5

WRIJE R B AR MR S T SR B M AR R, 2 e M S R AR SR R SUIR A 1 B M R I
R E M RS 5B R LT EIA SN, ATCESIE AR R ZE R R . A RN A R
BEHER 5RR B 2 HAFE M X (p < 0.001). BRI R % R v 0.805, R* A 0.651, /NFAETEhE
I JE I PR T DURE R /010 65.1% 148 5, K T 60%. 1] LA A /INEE A 55 B 3 R K 1 2 A 1)
Bk FREEHEE, RIS T BREA RIFMSHRBUE . I 78 E R R 150 REm i ir Hh iR
BRODZS, YHRARSER L2 G . TN /N EE T S R IR AR AR A 3 H e 4%
FONZINFAERL ] DU A — B gmth] < /NEAET S RIFARSHER” LS.

FRR
AL BAP 5 T K A 5 — B4 A
EETH

ASCHRAF N ZE GRS B AR B 5% 2% % 1 5% 4 B By (supported by The Fundamental Research
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