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Abstract

Common items are crucial in item response theory (IRT) linking and equating. Within a common
item nonequivalent groups design, this study utilized Monte Carlo simulations to manipulate the
proportion of outlying common items, the magnitude of a-parameter drift, and the magnitude of b-
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parameter drift, in order to examine the impact of outlying common items on test equating. Evalu-
ation criteria included bias and root mean square error of linking constants, absolute bias of
equated scores, weighted absolute bias of equated scores, and absolute bias of classification accu-
racy and consistency. The results for errors in linking constants and equated scores demonstrated
that the information-weighted characteristic curve methods consistently outperformed traditional
characteristic curve linking methods. Additionally, all IRT linking methods exhibited high fidelity
in recovering classification accuracy and consistency.
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1. 5|

AT A7) DU 5% B AR A A 2 TR PR E 2 B g o A B, AR AT R S T E SO B8 (1tem
Response Theory, IRT)%E+z (linking) ik #2454k F A [ &= 49 _E 1910 H FGE 1 24008 % 2 7] — & ) (Kolen &
Brennan, 2014). [Kitt, ZEUFER: IHERME BLHEOC R B J5 250 558 45 R A R0k S e Rt . ZELA A
Fi91, Haebara J77%:(Haebara, 1980)F1 Stocking-Lord J7iZ%:(Stocking & Lord, 1983)Z4F1E il 2k 7 i2:(LL R
PR ARGITE” VW) Z M T IRT S8, JRAEA FIRT TG 5 R I BT A% g PR A dEmf P (1 4
Baldwin, 2011; Hu et al., 2008; Kim & Kolen, 2022).

SR, AR RCRAEAR KRR BT S K BT . 72 IRT SR v, 8 A 9 ik
R REAAAE £ 5, X — IR N #li i (outliers or outlying common items) (He & Cui, 2020; Liu
&Jurich, 2022). S H#5ES S EUH SH0R AR (drift) (Huetal., 2008), #Efissmss iz /25004t
HE— 2 A I 56 241 45 SR B VR 14 (He et al., 2013; Michaelides, 2010). PRI, ] B S5 Axh 2 B
FEADIN 56 S (AT FE AN RS20, R Ay 56 56 {1 40 4k 1) B B2 9 130

BT E A, HAT R A PR AR E S o S 2R A I B e A, DD N R 2
HOBE A B0 S FE RT3, lhn, Liu A1 Jurich (2022, 2023)43 542 Hi B 7 2 ¥ (sampling variance
method) Fl t K587 (t-test method). FlFE 7 ZE V5@ 08T IHINES 100 H 25022 e ok U0 o il
Tt R 5 v DU 5 S 000 50 P 0 M 8 2 B 15 3 25 i 5 AL A v SR AR ) S % Bl A (Liu & Jurrich, 2023). R
I S 71 R A A v S U B R 56 A5 A AR M L (B B S R AT R 2 M S 56 9 A AR R
(content representativeness) (Kolen & Brennan, 2014; Moses, 2022).

55 207 1 R e B 42 7 v (robusst linking methods), B RY 4 B, I SE T In A s Raf A 1
PR AR 7 AL B2 . 31l He %5 A (2015) K He 5 Cui (2020)42 H BN Stocking-Lord J7i%, AAETHIHA
TN (area-weighted method) 1 5% /) 46 %} {8 5 (least absolute values method). JFirf, AR AL EALE 48
Stocking-Lord 77245 A s E0 51N Huber IIAL, 17 S/ N HEE R AT THIWEG I B K5 AiE #h 28 2 (8]
A0t ZAE BB E B . IR 2877 15 R % 76 DR R 4 R A 25 AR M 190 [0 s g A1 e 5 8 L 1) 52 1) (Kolen &
Brennan, 2014; Moses, 2022), {H H:t 2 Hik 5 A 46 258 AR P 1 S AR A AP E 2 57

TEEH 5 RN, Wang %5 A (2022, 2024) %% A 5 2 & 0 BURE AE #h 28 75 1% (information-weighted
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characteristic curve methods) (VA N EIFR “f5 B INAUTE” ), FFIEA AR REH: R AR B 5 TH R I
TGk, WEHE BE, &7ERE TR %, Oy H@ ) o Al - AR H w7
BUNEE, DA OO S HEE R R AN R B2 . SR, IUA R AE 32 B O R R AU TR R I, X
THAE SR T IR SRR = R . #E2, BB ESEIERN, FEEINN
TTERES UMRFFINS, DA B R BRI — P BINIS SFE LS R, WA RHIRANI .

BEAL, A B TR D056 A5 48 25 SR B VRAN T2 B b T B B AR BORN S5 A8 o B HE R I (B Baldwin &
Clauser, 2022; van der Linden, 2022), Ti%/b vEH R0 R 45 R . X T80 % 1 BE A% A
UEWIS6 T 55, 4 JSHEfA 1 (Classification Accuracy)fl— £ (Classification Consistency) 2 7 &l 46 23 - P
R RN R bR (Park et al., 2023; Setzer et al., 2023). Hrr, > IEAERIE Bk 13T NI 53 KL
(observed cut scores) 1T 73 S 1) 45 F 5 £ T H sKilim 473 £ (true cut scores)iFE4T 73 S 45 R 1A — B &
(Kim & Lee, 2019; Lee, 2010); 4328 — F5th )7 & 1 =8 A= 76 I 98 22 1 o A2 00 il 2 v 2 45 e el 4 31 AH
[ 25 H (Kim & Lee, 2019; Lee, 2010). FAR Yi 25 A (2007) 88 HE T — At v W9 A~ S5 5 I 56 23 S s M A —
BRI E, ARZF AR F S IRT SHE SN E R Z W — DR R R, WAREERH
HERRAER . BRI, AT AN R e B 7 AN DR I B SEAE R, S il — P e B T A
SR R NP1 .

gr LR, BARAEER N EEA R H—, SZ R TE B EMBU ELE 7 H H AAF T s
SERIP RGOS H T, 58 8O0 o FRUER AN 73 28— SO 2w v R AR B 7850 %0 . AIRab b
AL, A 50 AE FE2 24 48 I 56 15 1 (common-item nonequivalent groups design) T, K 5245 R Is B,
[ Eof AU S5 AE R PE AN 3 R SR AN LA, REE S FE A IRT S80I 56 S5 E i 72
IREHR, I B G715 515 B EINBUNEAEA A 7 0 26 T IR . ARSCH e/ 5 RIS AT 7T
Ti%, RIEIMAEER, HUE R RIIER AR T 7 B .

2. WSt
21 BYTE

AW TR B AR AE RG], X0 ESEEBEE UL ERE S BIEREE . BAmE,
ST L USRI LB 40 S B BN 5% 10%11 159%, M ARAI = b AS [F) R B f 4 RO 3 1 Ul (He &
Cui, 2020; Liu & Jurich, 2023). [X 73 B Rl 5 2 B MRS FR BE 38 23 T BEE A TE . BU/MRLE

IRAE AR 7E, 802 S B BB % AR M AR B B T4 IRT SRR 560 458 1 R B(Diao &
Keller, 2020; Goodman et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2022), HIHERA—F. Kk, A 3 5 6o
SAE IR, AR RRE SN IS A% 4 A 2000 A, AN A5 100 8 8
H, Hrh 20%4 A4 8(Manna & Gu, 2019), EI3LAG 20 &4 .

1E = ZHOT B 7o B (three-parameter logistic model, 3PL) 1, 3 H (KX 73 FE(a) MERE (b ) FIssE il
RE(c)BENAMINE a~U(04,14) . b~N(0,1). c~Beta(8,24) (Kim, 2020; Kim et al., 2019; Zhang,
2021). fEX 7 ESHEUNIIE TSR KT R, 2 U (-0.3,0.3) F1U (-0.5,0.5) HHBEHLIMICE(E, TF¥s
FomB e X f1X 5y B8 _E(He & Cui, 2020; Liu & Jurich, 2022); #EX 7 ESHTECER KT, =B
HUEB N 0. HEHEE 70 b 6 HE FE S U EB BoE 7 NS X S — 8, A FBR. BRI R M
AT FRFEAE DL LR L4536 (5121, He & Cui, 2020; He et al., 2015; Liu & Jurich, 2022, 2023), AR5 4K
N ABER RN B R S0 %4 IS EE M N (0,1) «

T EER, EX B S B TER G, EEEREHE, HERITEhRE . Fik,
AW FILB T 24 FRBAUE S %A, B 3 Pl SRR LL ] x 8 FhX 43 FEANAMEE S HUSEE H G
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2.2. BYEERGE

7E 3PL BRI, 25 A I Af [m] 2 0 8 H MR R 0 H R4 28 (Item Characteristic Curve, ICC)#RE,
1-c;
Hrp, 0, NEEMBAISE, a AIH XD ESH, b AT HMERESEL o NI ARE.
7E IRT 3T T, 1448 Haebara 7581 Stocking-Lord 77 ¥ A FR A 350 B EFAE #h 28 77 5 (item
characteristic curve method, ICC) 38 4% 4iF: fth £& 77 7% (test characteristic curve method, TCC). ‘BT 5K B
N

P(6;:a;,b;,¢;)=c; + 1)

2
ICCcrit:Zimzj{lCC(eYi;aﬁ,bﬁ,cﬁ)—ICC[OYi;a—:,Aij+B,CXjH : 7
2
TCCarit=3w, {TCC(GYi;ay,by,cY)—TCC(@Yi;aTX,AbX 4B, ﬂ : ®)

o, w oEA ) RIRCE, |c:c:(eYi;aYJ.,|oYj .y, ) A |cc[ew;a—:, Ab,; + B,cxjj D9 H A Y A X I H

BHERIZ, TCC(0,:a,,b,.c, ) i ch(ew;%x,Abx +B,cxj7mamm Y R X MG, A
B N TH IRT S50 28

R4 Wang %5 A\ (2022, 2024)FIRIE5E, {5 B & INBCRHIE th 277724 00 H A5 B 8RS B & A5
RRAIE il 26 7 V240 2% eR B PO 2R 8, T AR 403 2 Bk B0 A v 22 20 T HOAS [RIRCER, AT PG
S S HON SR AN S E SRR R R . BT S, I0H S B R INBURHE #h 28 7772 (item-information-
weighted characteristic curve method, IWCC) I8 A5 B & IAURFIE #2875 % (test-information-weighted char-
acteristic curve method, TWCC) 45 2 B& 5043 il i K

Vv

2
IWCCcrit = ZWiZ{|:|CC(9Yi;an by.¢y)- |cc[ew;a—/f, Aby; +B,Cy H
| @)

{IIF(@Yi;an,ij,ch)+ ||F[9Yi;a—/f, Ab,; +B,cy, H}

2
TWCCecrit =" w, {[TCC(GYi ;a,,b,,¢, )—TCC[GYi ;aTX, Ab, +B,c, ﬂ
| )

x[TIF(OYi;ay,bY,CY )+TIF(9Yi;aTX, Ab, +B,c, ﬂ}

Ay N . o w
Horr, ||F(9Yi;avj,ij,ch)$n IIF[OYi;%,Aij+B,CXJ—] - R IEE Y AINES X I E S B R

TIF(6y;a,,by,cp ) Fl TIF[@Yi;aTX, Ab, +B,c, j Ay IS Y AIUEE X A A S R L.

KL, ARSI S HRE T 6045 1ICC J7ik. TCC J7ik. IWCC J7ik. TWCC J7ik. HEULH,
MNSEBRNE F F) A A5 S BEINAN 7 25 32 il DA R 9 B e (5 6 i ) — A R 25 18, ARADLIE TR 2N
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N FHAh 2 B4 771
2.3. TEf $E4E
AT H =2 d8h5, oI MNSEEEE 25 IS SE 2 B0 43 28R 2 £ VAN T 36 S5 B R 3R T

23.1. SEEERY
SRUEER: R EOTEN P bR NS BB IS L8 A% 4t 77 1224 22 (bias) A1) 7 AR 157 22 (RMSE) _E [ 4]

Cliaditional (5‘)‘_ Clhew (}1) , Hrh, cro
Crtraditional (5\‘)‘ B -

Ciy (1) 9 R PR At G5 J7 8 0 (35 I8 A0 L 7 o T 780 1) 2 0 6 B R 0 2 A0 O AR 3% 2%
Bias(1) == 377, ~1 RMSE(T) =[S 50 (%, —)" R o 955t ot LB 70 500),
AN AR EME(A=1, B=0). RIMEAT 0 HEar 1, KRG EEMBUOTIEMB T80k
LR B 2 . Kim 5 Kolen (2006)i\ 7, 1ZEFaFR Al E N — ML T RN B S THE . FIR, £ IRT I
WEEM AT, MAEEZ RS REERMIEE L, B, HXEEHREOR G 25 AN A GRS
BrEgmd, ADEWFFE E AR AN RS B E MW, Heetal., 2015; Kolen & Brennan, 2014; Manna
& Gu, 2019). R, AR IS AE 7 1L IR ZE T RAE G TS

2.32. MEFETH

RS E IS B A AR R, HoEREAL, 84 B 545 {E (identity equating;  BPIIEE X 19734k
PESEAB 4510 J5 OR$F AR R 145 [F) T B A58 5 1 B S 5548 77 (Peabody, 2020), Jf H. AT F#AIK
56 %5 18 152 22 (Wolkowitz & Wright, 2019) . PRIk, AHIFSE R B B SEEAE PTI98 55 5 5 B0 HBcbr
(Fellinghauer et al., 2023; Li, 2012).

56 A1 43 BOEAR 8 B G355 100 565 2521 466 i 22 (absolute bias of equating scores, ABE)-5 15625 {1 Al

¢4%H i % (weighted absolute bias of equating scores, WABE), ‘Efi14 1l 5& XA ABE(;) :%ZL

WABE (x) =, x ABE(X, ) » Bttt x, o X, 4IRS v JCHUIL R BB A M T S 20w
9% %, . ABE A WABE #5514 B2 2

2.33. HERE

AW 7K A Rudner J73%(Rudner, 2005) 5570 R A — 350t , % 7 43 T 5T fERE )T 0 i#EAT 40
. WAk, WEICEME Lee Jrik(Lee, 2010) AT X b, 45 F R BH R 7 VA TE SR 4 28 HERAME AN — Sk 45 R
FEARMIA . Rudner 7B H 4 i IRES) 0, M ILFRHEIRIR M IEA 204 4581 553 £ (cut score)Jy 0,
W, AR 0 R 0, KT 0y, » HASUERTEM THE A IERS AT 0, AMIEAR LG R i
FIRE T 0, RIEH 0, » HIr RAEF AL THE N IES 0 A 0, 22 M AR Bl 23 28—t 7 S
WERABL, B3] BB P A DX AR )~ T A

KT E 0, =1.1 (Furter & Dwyer, 2020), M543 Z5 1 14 (1) 46 561 i 22 (absolute bias of classi-
fication accuracy, ABA)FI1 732 — # i () 4 % i % (absolute bias of classification consistency, ABC):

ABA = %ZL CA.-CA |, ABC= %ZLICQ,E ~CC,,|, ¥, CA,MICC,, Mo Aerfit Al—hE
flitHE, CA 1 CC,, NI EAHCK IR I H Z 8 BB TH A 2]) . ABA F1 ABC fH#V/)N, ARRAH

I 56 S5 A 445 SR 70 AR ZE DN

Xt 240 (relative improvement, RI), 1Z48#55E XA RI (X) =

(7)o

X X

ire” Nit|”’
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2.34. Bt
L H R 4.4.0 (R Core Team, 2024)5 /. IRT U H mirt 244 EL(Chalmers, 2012),
53 FERf I AT — SO R TSRS A caclRT #4144 E(Lathrop, 2014) .

3. MIRER
3.1. MEEFER AR

1 B R EUL TH W 2 (bias) ARG G (RN A o R AEAF S f i L] X 4 FE AT
JESHEEM AL AT, EeRHE B EINMBUTE(IWCC J53:M TWCC J7k) 5 Hxt RifE 48 7% (1CC J7iE M
TCC MR ER ., REEREMZ, {EAHRH, ¥ IWCC k5 ICC ik, TWCC k5 TCC kit
ITRFE, R EBUERIR RI A BRI S, IWCC LM TWCC kMR 2 (R AR 2Z2) KT AH M
RS TT (KR ZH RIENIE) . B4, FrA il RIS ILE TWCC Jiikgi Rrh, X FE 5 R 7+
ARG, MhAh, TR LG X o BRI FE S HOE R AR W A1k, A5 BB EMET
S T IE LA MG AR FF AR E « 2R, XE B ERIKESEE T AT e 18R T8 CE,
By PR 5 Al RS 42 R B VT I R G se ), DT B2 v B e X R 1
Table 1. RI for the bias of IRT linking coefficient estimates
= L. IRT A HHITHRERN RI

Ko s 5% 7 i il 10% 7 i i it 15% 7 i i 5t
ZHIE BER BEERHA BERHB O HEANA  HERHB  HEABA  HERASB
BRE R IWCC TWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC TwCC

7 BN 0410 0.001 0690 0741 0.369 0.030 0.720 0568 0.389 0.273 0.716 0.523

7 i 0382 0455 0703 0619 0377 0219 0.770 —0.532 0.359 0.279 0.756 0.911

LGN J 0398 0128 0.750 00978 0.442 0.266 0817 0.095 0.321 -1.992 0.760 0.513
BN BUN 0432 -11.779 0.742 -66.791 0.395 0.105 0.670 0.249 0.333 0.155 0.700 —11.785
BN & 0364 0091 0690 -0.204 0402 0323 0.803 0.810 0.386 0.213 0.821 -0.255
& J 0364 0489 0773 0674 0314 0112 0733 0.857 0.309 0.458 0.801 0.898
EH B 0351 0.054 0724 0493 0351 0.175 0778 -1.772 0.315 0.165 0.797 —0.284
W & 0334 0927 0798 0.892 0345 0.139 0.678 0.242 0246 0.284 0.791 -0.057

ME: IWCC= T H {5 8 BINBURE# £ T7i%, TWCC = T B EINBURE #2777 . RN FERER IWCC Trikek
TWCC J5 i ) i 22 it Hxf MiA% 5877 12

%2 RO R B0 77 MR 22 (RMSE) AR G (RIES SR« Hffir U536 1AL, AHEFR.
BRI S, IWCC J7iEM TWCC iR TAHRAL G 57, FrF RI BUNIEE, X 5% 1 iz
() RIZ5 SR o e o (AR, HFARRZE M RIEAR TR 20 RIAE, X2 0I5 B B I JE 4 5t
IRT ZHEEHEI AR P I RG22 TE R, M BENLIR ZE SN tAh, S5imZEM RI 2558 K0L, E
REIAUTEANECT A% G 77 AR VELEAS [F UL 26 1R T IR FrfeoE . [EIRS, 3% 2 (IECE A7 1P 8s
TFERY, MEFEMELEIRREM, Rl 2T &S XU 58 A E R e, RO
KAE B EIAURES, W DL5E A HOH S H0ER 4 R M R, (H I RARAR BT R AT

B 1 NS S 7 B et w22, 7o R Aol 3R e B R LA 23 93l D 5% 10%F1 15%,  [X 43
[ESHTCER HAE S HOSNER IS . BRI S, 050 555 53 B 45 (i 22 75 57 55 8l R LU A9 43
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5%. 10%F1 15%[1) 564 N 23— Fi& s . £ 8T 25 Aim - 95 N, DUFN IRT S35
(R IAAAAE I 222 5 o 7543 50 25 F1 50 PHT, IRT S4B 8 77 4% i 22 i 28 35 HA B AN V&4 . 7F 30~70
SPVEREIN, PURN T I 25w 25 M BIRAK P : TWCC ik, TCC ik IWCC 5ikA1 ICC ik,
A RIS L AL, KRB, IRGESRE, k% A5 s 2 B R AE AR N
W2 BB I R R BB, TS R RN VR B PRI — D X R R B v M 1) o B 4
g

Table 2. RI for the RMSE of IRT linking coefficient estimates
< 2. IRT SR A BRI ARIREN RI

5% 57 i 4 10% 5 £ 2t 15% 5 i i At
e RO paA  GERNE  RERNA WEAHE MBAHA HEANE
IWCC TWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC IWCC TWCC IWCC TWCC
o BN 0422 0210 0242 0210 0109 0.204 0.216 0.219 0.122 0.201 0.264 0.262
o @ 0433 0.204 0192 0.187 0.099 0.206 0.161 0.208 0.086 0.192 0.193 0.211
BN ¥ 0.155 0.201 0.206 0.199 0.158 0.209 0.206 0.192 0.086 0.180 0.255 0.219
BN AN 0.143 0215 0.237 0.236 0.093 0211 0.258 0217 0.119 0.173 0.190 0.224
BN i 0.083 0.192 0.218 0.205 0.135 0.168 0.183 0.199 0.111 0214 0.157 0.212
& 7 0.125 0.210 0.257 0.241 0.059 0.195 0.255 0.233 0.044 0.165 0.226 0.225
& #/N 0130 0.204 0229 0.200 0.091 0.176 0.209 0.216 0.138 0.168 0.219 0.159
& i@ 0071 0193 0201 0.210 0.083 0.209 0.201 0.200 0.026 0.185 0.198 0.193
M 0.120 0.204 0.223 0211 0.103 0.197 0.211 0.210 0.092 0.185 0.213 0.213
SD 0.027 0.007 0.021 0.018 0.029 0015 0.031 0.012 0.037 0.016 0.033 0.027

HE: IWCC = BUHAE B RANBURHIE #2777, TWCC = JIEG15 S & IR Ak il 2073 -

7~

—e—iCC

—e—TCC

Wee

Ry

\z
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70 80
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VE: AL WL A5 BRI S LG 4 R 5% 10%F0 15%, [X 43 B S TG IE R HoE R S 50/ MER S5 . 1ICC
= T ESAEZ v, TCC= MIBSISAF £ 73, IWCC = i H (5 BEIAUSRAEth 26757, TWCC = ME&5 B &
HBURFAE il 28 071

Figure 1. ABE of equated score estimates

B 1 OMEFES BT ERE

7 3 RIS IS S S B I S R 22, R RIZRBUEARRAS B2 BT VE RIR IR T RiAE 5
Jitd. FEREAHGCEN, WUF IRT SEH7 kS R st gt T SR BE R B0 1k, DAL S0 56 S5 (i g AR A8
o FHIME, IWCC J77EH TWCC 77 [ IIAT 4 X0t (i 22 AH AL T35 A& 48 75 1% 43 30l F#AIK 0.06 1 0.09. itk
Ab, TEANF S LLE] . DX 55 R B S RO R 2T a5 i 22 A 2 B 0 () R M 4
KRG B EIBUNE MR BAA B IFRE M, HRIUIEAMRAG TR € 1 57 5l 1 B4
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BN

w

Table 3. WABE of equated score estimates
= 3. MIEFE S BTG RT RE

X 5318 2 50 M1 5 50 5%+ 1 i i 10%35% % i il 159% 5% Hi 5L
EMREE BEE |cc Tcc lwcec TWCC ICC  TCC IWCC TWCC ICC  TCC  IWCC TWCC

1.650 1504 1.564 1448 1.664 1519 1588 1.455
0.029 0.034 0.032 0.031 0.042 0.039 0.040 0.037

M 1.653 1.511 1.565
SD 0.037 0.040 0.038

x5 BN 1.642 1463 1525 1.398 1594 1439 1523 1.382 1.729 1.563 1.665 1.503
x5 & 1.587 1.436 1508 1.391 1.650 1.474 1574 1.443 1584 1.448 1520 1.390
BN o 1.668 1549 1583 1.501 1.671 1536 1.572 1.468 1.676 1.504 1.580 1.430
BN BN 1.631 1513 1555 1.469 1.649 1506 1.546 1.450 1.651 1.505 1.568 1.456
BN & 1.692 1554 1.625 1.504 1.669 1.534 1572 1.470 1.666 1.520 1.599 1.442
& ¥ 1.629 1.503 1.538 1.439 1.646 1503 1.554 1.436 1.664 1529 1590 1.470
& BN 1.711 1522 1581 1.476 1.622 1490 1.538 1.437 1.632 1.500 1.563 1.438
& i 1.666 1.549 1.607 1.510 1.695 1.547 1.636 1.495 1.707 1584 1.617 1.510

1.461

0.044

VE: ICC= TEASAEM LR 7%, TCC = MISASAEMLR 7%, IWCC = T B {5 B &N E M 28 J77%, TWCC = %
= BEIAUHE 2R 7. T RILBUEA R IWCC J5 ke TWCC J5 iR I T Hou) RAE 485 1

3.2. MEFER AT

TG A A PR BN E AR 0 RMER R S — BUE xS 2 . % 4 AL 5 70 B2 73
RUEFEA —BUER Xt i 22 KT S, EPTABASRAE T, RMERHIES —BUERma b iHE S LK
EZ AR 228, RTINS (6 a B0 70 e 7 U Ve 5 — BUk s i R A BOm KR J k. sbah,
B L] L DX 70 RE A S U RE AL LS 7 RMERA I 5 — BRI R BN . S R, R 3w
SRS HEE A > B E AR, (AR E MR BEARE B R RRZ . Bk, EAHT T BE 5%
PER S O U 6 S PR RIS A N A IR, 70 SR R R ORISR R e 1k

Table 4. ABA of classification accuracy estimates

F® 4. SREHEET B RE

Xy FESH M SR 5% 5 i i Al 10% 57 7 i L 15% 5 F i it
EMEE BRI jcc TcCc Iwcc TWCC ICC  TCC IWCC TWCC ICC  TCC IWCC TWCC
7 /N 0.002 0001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001
7 i 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001
LGN x 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001
BN BN 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001
LGN i 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.001
i x 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001
& /N 0.002 0001 0.002 0.001 0.01 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.000
& i 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001
M 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 .001 0.001 0.001
SD 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000

vE: ICC= THAFHEM L5, TCC = MIASFEHh 2k 79%, IWCC = T H {5 B B INAUSFAE dh£8 773, TWCC = 5
& IR 28 v, TR =40, S BUE A 0.
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Table 5. ABA of classification consistency estimates

5 SE-BMGEITHEIRE

K43 S5 AT S0 5% T il 10% 57 ¥ 4 7t 15% 57 # i At
EMREE BEE |cc Tcc lwcec TWCC ICC  TCC IWCC TWCC ICC  TCC  IWCC TWCC

x5 BN 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001
x5 & 0.003 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001
BN 7 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001
BN BN 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001
BN & 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.001
& G 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.000
& BN 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.000
& & 0.003 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001
M 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001

SD 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000

vE: ICC= THAHMEM L5, TCC = MIAFE 2k J79%, IWCC = T H 5 BB INAUSFME th£8 773, TWCC = 5
& EINBUFE 28 v, TR =, S BUE A 0.

4. BESWL

MGG T, FE AT BeXT IRT S8 S 0 S E SR EARIE W, X — B2 2R
TN B TAE B IR M AR i AW IR SR R 78, i 442 e o 8L LG A7) DA B IX 4 o AR X
FESHIEHARRE, FAAE IRT FE4E 7 VAR50 S E v 1 5 A TP 7 TH R I

AT, A5 BEINAUTT VAL R BOFI I8 558 7 B it oh 7 AR T4 751, Hix—fu#
FEANIR] S8 5 R LU AGI AN 350 H S HOEAS AR L 26 A T I IRFFAHXS RS o 1245 Atk — 0 3CRe T8 B mAUBAE
£ IRT SR R AANME . ARG TNEBA T B U o B AT F STk, TS B S AU v N
R H 15 B EMSEAG TR Z SRR, T PR 5 B A Al v AR e 00 H 0 4
ZERITH. DMERTFLR, 1E IRT 257 % 5 NME B R EORZ) PR, feis G IS8t
¥R % (Barrett & van der Linden, 2019; He & Cui, 2020; He et al., 2015; van der Linden & Barrett, 2016; Wang
etal., 2022, 2024). AWtguik—LRKY], RIMELEAAAE 5 8 H Z 805 ST, (588U %
RS R FF I AR, BB HANCOE T B AR SS: 2% 4, 0 A — 8 S R B HE 77

ERERERRE, 15 EEINATNVEECTAE G 75 R 35 97 K B A 6 R S o AR 2 ) 388 I 254K .
XYY, EIRE SIS BEWS S S T A T SR AT, E IR ANRE 58 4 VH BR S HUE R BT 2 B
MERZE. B, ERPRRSEEE R, eI R R R I R EEE, (HORUE o &) IR 23k
1t T B S 2 R A B BT Ao MbAh, TWCC JPEEM A S~ HIL i) RIE, R HRINAEAE —E K
B. X EER W TE BB S IER SR R 55 B R, [ HArR BRI B4R
i, NN T B LA o o ) 3 foe 0 AR BTG A7 00 R T BE Ak o W RAE S5 M S A 2% 1) TWCC U
P RSN IR, WARIR AR FE AL GRS (e B 1 U7 VR I 7R gk — B O A TR FE S A E e
(] )P 465

FENES A I AP DT, o 2 fE BB RIE A NAL G T, (25— B AR M PPN
fabr FIRI BRI HER . 2R IS AT 7L — 2 (Lathrop & Cheng, 2013; Wyse & Hao, 2012). {75
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RN, HHE2IGRZEM Rudner 7M1 Lee 77k T IRT, (HEN1LBL 7 A : Rudner J5i2:%
F2% A R TE B 71 & R (Rudner, 2005), i Lee 753 A F W 73 £ & R (Lee, 2010).  Joil R A Fl 7732,
5 52 75 A0S BB I T VETE BEH 22 Al v 0 T 35 2R I HE A e R v A 4 AN AR 1 (Kolen & Brennan, 2014
Wangetal., 2022). KL, T IRT SEEERA R E R K —BEAERY:, 5R AP EE T E R
KRR IS AN . 52, 52— BRI A1 R EE AN R B 25 5 TR RE S S FF R O e
(53 s, U I 2 B B A 0 S I R rp 7 A R 22 R B AR B o 2 T . S BRB
FERE, XEWEIEART AR ERZIET, 5580 IR 2 50 SR A o B RS B, (RO i
oL R I AR A PR

S AT T B AR S RO W% S R V5 A PR s ma SR AL TR RS, (R AE — SRR
T, AT EERE T R, AR A0 RIS IRT S8k vH A5 A5 E 45 AL i) S A
o FIL, AR S LT HEGE 00 5 5 L R Ve LS . AR AT — 2B R —
B SHEEE . A DL R SR G R, DURE N A T R AR R IS S (R ZE SRR . Lk, R
W91 0 1) S 5 L LG 9 AN S B A AR BE A BAIG, TIESEBR R A A, ORI i e i B R A 24
TEREFRRE e 22 N T 50 $i(cut scores) BN H WL IR, AR RHF 7 a7 g 25 2 J4 1 R W s L] . S0
R Z G S B 5T, DAdE— DR 50 AN [R) BE R 77 5 AR A R A 9 4518 Y S O M . BRI
AT LA A S BRI, ASRAF FE v SR RGN S I8 bR e, DASR St 7T 4518 1 A
R i, AHBFFONG o FSHER MR — BUAE 50 S E 45 RPN TR AR, MR H BN IRT 4
BEB AN AR . AR FURTE IRT SR BRI 36 S B2 p BRI v e S — Bk, A
BB AR T IS bR P AR, FR ORI 56 S5 A BF 75 S 5502 TH] 17 R 5 J2 T )4 &

e HE

AR ARA T b 2B RE 5 H (GD25YJIY21) % B
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