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Compiling and Validating of Structurally—equivalent Standard Figure Reasoning Test
CHEN De-zhi, DAI Hai—qi, ZHOU Jun
Zhejiang Normal University , Hangzhou 310012, China

[Abstract)

Objective: Structurally—equivalent Testing has great importance not only for Dynamic Testing development

and application, but also for the compiling of other tests. Methods: Three sets of standard tests which were used for the

dynamic assessment of the figure reasoning ability of the elementary students were compiled based on the results of the

cognitive model of the figure reasoning item. There were 21 items including four kinds of item structures in every set of

test. Confirming Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to analyse the three sets of tests. Results: The three sets of tests are

Structurally—equivalent. Conclusion: Cognitive model of item is not only the psychological base of compiling structurally—

equivalent tests, but also the new idea and method of compiling tests based on the cognitive process of the item.

[Key words]

(Structurally—equivalent Testing)

Embretson s
m, Embretson
b [210
[1.3]
IRT MRMLC ,
[1,4]
[5-7]
( . ) (
) o Embretson
, (construct rep- y
resentation) (nomothetic span)
, 5.6 1.1
1.1.1
[ ] (Y201017398)

o

[11]
o

Carpenter

The standard figure reasoning test; Structurally—equivalent; CFA; Elementary students

Carpenter



-320- Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol.19 No.3 2011

2 3 Bl o )
1 (e} o k)
, C )
( ) C . C ) o
1 69
Tt H 44 i iH SARE BHE ’
BexrdE (BEAT eI ] 1
BexrdE (FURIAT o R ek b ] 1 2 230
BEXTHTdE (AT RN B AR ] 1 °
BexrdE (BURIAT 3R/ INERLED 5 1 , 230
T GBI T 55D ] 2 »
gk GEBATAINASET 5 —41) ] 1
T GBI T 55D i} 1 A2 Eiges L PSP
T GBI T 55D 5 2 AR 15 13 28
ok CEPATAINAS T 59— HTEE) ] 1 YR 16 15 31
ST (1A 3{HW) i 2 VY 4F 2% 23 29 52
SMEAE (1A 3EAATHATIEE) ] 2 T 4E 2 27 30 57
SMEAE (24> 3{HW) =) 2 NI 28 34 62
SMEAE (2 3{HAMATATE) g 1 M 109 121 230
SMEAE (44 3{E ) =1 2
2 {H43 A fif 1 122
2 EH 5 2
Eaah 23 )
1.1.2 ,
o 8 , )
[13]
R LISRELS.3,
9 9 2
e, 2.1 23 4 CFA
1.1.3 4 4 ,
, , 23
o : Car- A, LISRELS.30
penter , ,
o 3 ( o
> s s IS
Embretson Yo ,
, o S1,82  S3( )o ,S1 12
) (t<2),52
, ( 4 , (
) o ) . S3
N o 4 ,
1.2 Lisrel
1.2.1 . ,

, A 13,14 S1



2011 19 3 +321-
:CFI  0,IFI .NNFI o ° )
) ° o ) 23
) 10%,
1 0.9 , o
¢ o 3 + ,
0.97 , ,
, , 1 23
o o 9 1
, ( 23 (3 + ) ;
. , 21 A CFA o
3 ( 23
HC X it 3B A Ik PRV
TR H s1 S2 s3 Tii | s1 s2 s3  TiH S1 s2 s3  IiH S S2 S3
fem1 092 0.01 061  Tem8 021 093 047 Tem4 066 079 064 Ttm7 040 087  0.70
0.37) 0.10) 0.10) 0.32)  0.09) 0.10) 0.349)  0.100 0.10) 0.44) 0.100 0.11)
2.52 0.10 6.04 067 1038 470 195 795 639 091 880  6.44
fem2 068  -0.25 062 Tem3 056 080 061 Tem6  0.63 069 08 Teml2 079 08 080
0.32) 0.10) 0.10) 0.32)  0.09) 0.10) 0.349) 0.100 0.10) 0.58) 0.100 0.11)
2.09  -2.44 6.18 1L73 872 628 1.86 697 843 136 891  7.30
Tem5 045 0.48 069  Temll 074 034 070 Teml0 056 070 089 Teml9 062 066  0.63
0.30) 0.10) 0.10) 0.33) (0.100 0.10) 0.33)  0.100 0.10) 0.500 0.100 0.11)
1.50 4.65 6.89 227 339 7.24 1.68 699  9.24 125 653 070
Tem9 031  -0.53 075  Tem13 061 070 065 Teml5 079 012  0.78
0290 0100  0.10) 032) 0.09) 0.10) 0.35)  0.10)  0.10)
1.08  -5.09 7.56 189 742 674 224 L13  7.93
Tem21 071  -093 082  Tem14 072 075 055 Teml7 081 061 051
033 011  0.10) 0.33)  0.09) 0.10) 0.35)  0.10)  0.10)
215 852 8.36 222 804 559 228 610  5.03
Tem16 074 085  0.66
0.33)  0.09) 0.10)
226 929 6.8
Tem18 083  0.65  0.74
0.33)  0.10)  0.10)
254 682  7.71
Tem20 081 070  0.50
0.33)  0.09) 0.10)
249 740  5.04
Tem22 078 077  0.67
0.33)  0.09) 0.10)
240 824 693
Tem23 025 055  0.30
0.32)  0.10)  0.10)
0.79 565  3.00
4 23 ,
BH4A  x®  df RMSEA CFI GFI AGFI NNFI I St 20
s1 1721 224 0000 000 099 099 032 -0.39 :
52 310.79 224 0048 088 089 086 086 088 (1>2).82 83
s3 43476 224 0054 077 088 085 074 078 (t>2), ,92 S3 S1
item8 0.4 o
22 21 4 CFA
21 A 6 ’
CFA , 5 o S1 item8
o
0.19, t 1.86, A
4 3



-322- Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol.19 No.3 2011

5 ( 21 ) A
(O 3MH 4 A IR 2 fE 5 A
1 H S1 S2 S3 g E| S1 S2 S3 1 H S1 S2 S3 WH S1 S2 S3
item 2 0.87 0.89 0.56  TItem8 0.19 0.73 0.47  Ttem 4 0.72 0.67 0.64  Ttem 7 0.41 0.60 0.68
0.10)  0.09) 0.10) 0.10)  0.09) 0.10) 0.10)  0.10)  0.10) ©0.12) 0.11)  0.11)
9.05 9.42 5.48 1.86 7.84 4.70 7.45 6.82 6.36 3.31 5.44 6.25
Ttem 5 0.62 0.81 0.69  Ttem3 0.74 0.79 0.63  Ttem 6 0.68 0.86 0.82 Item 12 0.75 0.82 0.82
0.10) 0.10)  0.10) 0.10)  0.09) 0.10) 0.10)  0.09) 0.10) 0.13) 0.11)  0.11)
6.34 8.44 6.90 7.79 8.52 6.47 7.02 9.02 8.47 5.68 7.16 7.40
Ttem 9 0.37 0.37 0.77  Ttem 11 0.71 0.64 0.71 Ttem 10 0.50 0.87 0.89 TItem19  0.65 0.62 0.66
0.10)  0.10)  0.10) 0.10)  0.10)  0.10) 0.10)  0.09) 0.10) 0.13) 0.11)  0.11)
3.70 3.71 7.75 7.45 6.69 7.39 5.06 9.14 9.33 5.16 5.60 6.09
Ttem 21 0.80 0.73 0.79  Ttem13  0.59 0.77 0.65 TItem15  0.76 0.71 0.77
0.10) 0.10) 0.10) 0.10)  0.09) 0.10) 0.10) 0.10) 0©.10)
8.26 7.50 7.96 6.00 8.27 6.71 7.99 7.29 7.88
Ttem14  0.71 0.77 0.57  Ttem17  0.77 0.81 0.51
0.10) 0.09) 0.10) 0.10) 0.10) 0©.10)
7.38 8.32 5.85 8.10 8.44 5.02

Ttem16  0.72 0.58 0.66
0.10) 0©.10) 0.10)
7.48 6.03 6.82
Ttem 18  0.82 0.65 0.74
0.09) 0.09) 0.10)
8.76 6.90 7.81
Ttem20  0.79 0.66 0.49
0.09) 0.09) 0.10)
8.38 6.96 4.98
Ttem 22 0.76 0.69 0.67
0.09) 0.09) 0.10)
8.02 7.27 6.92

6 21

IiH x” df RMSEA CFI GFI AGFI NNFI TI

S1 264.36 183 0.039 090 091  0.90 0.90  0.90
S2 231.88 183 0.034 094 091 0.89 0.93  0.94 °
S3 239.62 183 0.036 091 091 0.89 0.90  0.92

1 Embretson SE. A multidimensional latent trait model for
measuring learning and change. Psychometrika, 1991, 56(3):
495-515
’ 2 Embretson SE. Toward development of a psychometric ap—
© N proach. In Carol SL. Dynamic Assessment: An iteractional
’ approach to evaluating learning potential. The Guilford
, Press. NewYork and London, 1987. 141-161
o 21 . 5 3 Cronbach LJ, Furby L. How should we measure change or
(CFA) should we? Psychological Bulletin, 1970, 74: 68-80
4 Embretson SE. Multidimensional measurement from dynamic
tests: Abstract reasoning under stress. Multivariate Behavi—
oral Research, 2000, 35(4): 505-542
5 Embretson SE. A cognitive design system approach to gen—
erating valid tests: Application to abstract reasoning. Psy—
’ chological Methods, 1998,3(3): 380-396
° 6 Embretson SE. Generating items during testing: Psychomet—
ric issues and models. Psychometrika, 1999, 64(4): 407-433
7  Embretson SE, Yang XD. Automatic item generation and
cognitive psychology. Handbook of statistics, 2007, 26: 47—
, 23 766

o , 1 23 ( 412 )



-412-

Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol.19 No.3 2011

3 ” ‘
' “ o
2.2.4 , °
N b b l6JO b
225
N N ’ o
’ N N 1 R s . “ ”, , 2008 ’
’ ’ 10:14-15
s 2 ,
o ,2007,15(1):51-55
3 , , .
3
,2008,1:59-60
, 4 .
,2006,2:44-45
b N 5
A ’ ,2007
b 6 ’
, o ,2008,28(4):58-61
( 2010-09-03)
( 322 ) 11 , , , .
8 Carpenter PA, Just MA, Shell P. What one intelligence test ,2010,30(3A):56-62
measures: A theoretical account of the processing in the 12 i i )
raven progressive matrices test. Psychological Review, 1990, 2010,8(3B): 166-171
4(3): 404-443 13

9 Embretson SE. Cognitive test design systems: Application to
abstract reasoning. Paper presented at the 1995 annual
meeting of the American Education Research Association.
April, San Francisco, CA, 1995

10 , .

LLTM . ,2004,2(2):411-414

,2004. 25-51,90,154-165
14 Hu L, Bentler PM. Fit indeices in covariance structure
modeling: Sensitivity to underparameterized model misspec—
ification. Psychological Methods, 1998, 3: 424-453

( 2010—-12-22)



