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Application of IRT to the Cluster A Personality Disorder Screening Questionnaire of PDQC-3
LU Ning, WANG Zhi-ying, LIU Xie—he, CAO Yi-wei, WANG Jing, et al
The Research and Counseling Center of Applied Psychology in Shenzhen University , Shenzhen 518060, China

[Abstract] Objective: To study the assessment power of the items in the Cluster A Personality Disorder Screening
Questionnaire based on CCMD=-3 personality disorder diagnostic criteria(PDQC-3). Methods: The questionaire was admin-
istered to undergraduate students (n=1255), neurosis patients (anxiety disorder, n=192; Obsessive—compulsive disorder, n=
224; phobia, n=279), depression disorder(n=164), schizophrenics(n=416). The data was analyzed by 2PL Logistic Model
and GRM based on IRT to conduct item function analysis. Results: In PPD (paranoid personality disorder), 11 of 12 items
had good assessment power, the other one was medium. All the items in SZPD (schoizoid personality disorder) had good
assessment power. Two items in indifferent dimension, one in loneliness/withdrawal dimension had medium assessment
power. Others were good. Conclusion: Cluster A Personality Disorder Screening Questionnaire of PDQC-3 can provide
accurate assessment to the subjects with medium to high level of the traits, and dimensional assessment can provide more
information for the screening of personality disorder.
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