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o] 79 Fd FAHL 959 n§ H AYPAE WA Apge 7
wetd AR B AAY] BEA (equivalence) S ZEHo 2 ZA37] 3o
ALEZZ7EIME 83 Aot &, FIAHo)Fe AL HIE 2FHnE
A shte] AAZHo=2A ojd BFPol FHHA e A WUIE HAE

FEEE ALEE g ASA o ME & F2HE AR de F A
AEER7IS7IY, 2A2Y #EEAS SIBTEST/E 43R GAd 3oz
o] 8HNL, HA9 dEUTE B AERA thdF d&rYI £8HU
Asl7|e]l ALY 5709 AT E JIY A¥Y AE F I AzdME
AL 5o ALV EZE HAGdA2U, YA 2789 AZME W o4
EddA E7Is5e F2aA iAoz, deuse g qig ZAEo
=953 gloh

I. A

riu

A& g AYAPAES AHEYE, 3] HALE OUd Aol E3be] oA W<t
(translating or adapting)sls ALE3t3 e S &3 2 ¢ Ut HAFez dF
AHgol & HAFE o8 JHR] dojz weste Agsted Bl e o E 4t
Az AP B F Jdvh. AA, vz g AFEY] 71E #A
Ndel ARG & 554E 3t Baa e Aot F, ME g E3 £
A3 s AFEY FAH E2 ZolFd BAlol e Afelt F HAZE IA
8 wadFe] U B FFo2, FAWSAFH 7MY F(International Association
for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement)7t A% A 3% (19953)9}F 434(1999Q)
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FA 8 2 #g A7 (TIMSS)7F 29 & dzgtxn & & ok £ HA dte
AAZQ ol 7tAAolgE FH Wi A olFo A & Uk F ATAIL o
d shite] E¥d FA N d(construct) S FAFIA AT A5 Aoz @ HAL
gz, M2 AAE ARste ALEY R AIZER vl 8ol gle AT
A AdE HAAE LA AHEse A9t Bk 53] olgd dTFEL duF2
2 A8 7, Add, 2832 F84d d' F7EAA Bl n2HX e F
o] 9, International Test Commissions (ITC)SIME H2 2% 2 AHAS e
e wgtsled #H1d £ de AIAME L H Y tH(Hambleton, 1994). Hambleton
(1993;1994)2 #HZ TA G uy vz Esd 7o g Aol F7hsta, g
]2 o|Fol AAAY Ui 87t FFNL UE E FARZ Edd, 0T 7
F2 dozr A&E Aozt e

ojd @Al FAdE EFax, AFAEC]l AAS WEA ApRE=dH B 7HA
Uz A0 EAEo] WAlgo] ArHChurch & Lonner, 1998; Hambleton & Kanjee,
1995). AA, A4 HAPAH 2H S FHA HAE HAF + A= THEY AL,
EA, vx £3} £ vz 7t ARE AHREn @Mste HHEE, viATe® AA
g Hgkste AFQ Ada AHge] 3§ Felth o] Tl A WA FAl= utE 4|
o E3dTe M 294 o B 5 JdxE “HEHA(equivalence)’e] FHol
#E Rolt. "FEPA olgs AL FA AFESe] M2 UE aFAA vluE F e

ASFES Lt Aoz, oA "Wl FHo| HA &rvtd 2§ HTT
Aaulazt oj#f & Aot aF3 vn AFE s G B ukEFojofnt
e v HAZzHoz o HIAY U AFAHA FAEE Ww=A Fasiy
Drasgow (1984)€ °l¥ HIPAH L EFWSo|Ee WFqA “#F H9 I HAL
FRsen e FAEHET AV F9 aFENM LT W HIFHI A
(equivalent measurement)°] ¥olA& Aolztx Ao W

HIA Be HaERATAEL o HIAHE BAS] Astd o (back-
translation)7| 3% Z& AAQ WS F2 AHEsAT o] 9y 7HL 42 79
ZEAY] AT EANAM W Hxol HHe F& Hrlste zUFYdE 393 8
Ao = L}E}‘Xk?‘]‘ﬂ' (Hulin & Mayer, 1986; Hulin, Drasgow, & Komocar, 1982), ®¥| &

5319 3 A (cross-cultural equivalence)& FH3t=ddle FE3A gon olg
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AEEYS 71M 28 2§ 9 AP AgAF AN

HEAA FAZA] Wye "aygo] AZido] A3 JYrH(Ellis, Minsel, & Becker,
1989; Hulin, et al,, 1982). ITC XA M E “HAL MEAEL o8] dojF3 HAY
BYAES B8] A5t HEY TAAA THE AAAHY 2R HFA g EAA
AbE3EH71E AR 2 ¥t (Hambleton, 1994). =Wie] 3 47 (Kim & Lim,

+AE, dHG+PE+R PR g ERF)E vlud & A, gUg7IES 3EHA
B3 Ad7E 4 AHEE Bl 7R uEAE d3E AdEFSATT Busiith
FHZo HAAMY vl E31H H 3 A (cross-cultural equivalence)S H713t7] 93t
A2 4 Qe shte EAZQ wyez x4 E37)%(Differential Item Functioning:
DIF) 71¥e] A&/E Aot dAH o2 AAAHA AALE, 434 FH4H = AAH
F2 DIF 71¥o] A &=o ok (HeiA, 1994, $v4d, 2001), HZde B 472
Eo] o]d A4 o|feA DIF 7|H& &&3tcd A4S 7IAL 3 Ut «ddd], b
QA A (non—cognitive) AALEANA FLF FALU(atent trait)S 7 Jont
Az g 2§ &8 AAE] AAY EFE FdsA s d=A dotr7]
$15tel DIF 7192 €453 itk (Brown, 1996; Ellis, Becker, & Kimmel, 1994;
Johanson & Johanson, 1996; Sohn, 1998). =3+ HA} W<k FANME tiddh Ao}
23 OF T 2¥ FFPYES A3 A8, DIF 7S #4833 3 vH(Botempo,
1993; Budgell, Raju, & Quartetti, 1995; Drasgow & Probst, 2000; Roznowski &
Reith, 1999). o] AFE %3l JAFASS A A, FAAIH EIFETY @
A, 2331 M2 G2 2§Re HA AFe] BFAPC dE JRE & F Aoy,
T3 FAE JEL e FFEY LAE Fold 4 dde HAA DIF 7IHEL
A2E FE&A $&HT vk ol FFAA A2 g do] 5L F5 2

4, % $9% 59, 44, 3¢ d=E sdx
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4=

= AAY FHol F2 d$&MFE AMEFHo fA2y, WY DIF 9T (translation
DIF studies)ol & o] FHol AH2 ¢S & = vk ik oz HAgo AA}
o] &9 HA st e NHEE X n Jen, wald DIF7 A4z X
2 goy, DIFE 2R 248 F At F§, § dZLHE ¥ 71540 HokA
7] WEolHZwick, 1990). EF HALE WHsE AANAM F A NE g Aoz
g AAES MR HE dolER HYse AA AR E vetd £ Joe Aol
(Sireci, 1997). W4 ALe] £ oAl AEE BE e 20 Basy,

T HMAZE 71€9 g2 UY DIF 9750 i EFdg o|BEFos FE3F A
AN o|EEF| 71x% DIF 7IHES AMgs] stohs Holth (Ellis & Mead, 1998;
Ellis et al,, 1989; Huang, Church, & Katigbak, 1997; Hulin & Mayer, 1986). o]& <
TEL ML E EEFS FES AJle Aol g§Fedn /A IAY, gy
4 DIF 7I¥E°] ol 3 71zstaA Agso] B2 WEed g8 23 7128
ZIMEc] a8 dF Ao gGonz oy AFPEo| o|Fojy gt} x| YR Z3
I% TAYES, 535 dxd52 YA (A 2%¥x g £ oe 23
higes FHAHY (A 280, & 2230, £& 2% g JhHe F2 A
gats Aol A7 wWEe T o BIE doHoz FRAGH o9 e
T34 Aol Uik F83 ARE A&

AF7HA AFE EAZESA g 4" ddgAd HAPe AL F dAAT, B
ATANE R 7HA AEE B3 o= AR old EAFEC ds) F2d max
ot A, F o AT d-$(matching)E 8], a2 B¢ 7Y (multivariate
matching technique)® %23 A 3}71Y (iterative purification process)S AM434
O F HAZE AVl WS FH S X3 Y 16PF HA B3e 9sid g2 &
gl Agd F 7lel DIF 71HE ol&sadth (@) 229 Y EA (logistic
discriminant function analysis: LDFA) (Miller & Spray, 1993), (b) Simultanecus
Item Bias Test (SIBTEST) (Shealy & Stout, 1993). A& t}& DIF 7|¥E& &3}
T (item performance)& F%3ata t3HFE AAS =Y YoM Mz g
T2 AHEE7) dEel, o] F UkR VM E AR AHos AEFoEMA, DIF
A2 g FARE 48 ¢ A& Ao)H(Penfield & Lam, 2000).
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AERY7E 71 88 - TS E A AGHAHAA

0. 33 5 715 719

o] AFME AL AT e AFAHA FFEC F MY 3% AUt
& F a8dA F#A(equivalence)2 F A& =X I3 Y3t R 2
2 F 7HA] A&} 571U S AFESERTH

1. 2X2¢ B9 2A (Logistic Discriminant Function Analysis)

Miller?t Spray(1993)= A A€ 3|HEM 9 3t wigoz M 2A2E Y
A AesAnh o] BEAFFE S Fo] 24 A 4 Yt

M

(N-6G( —ag~ a, X~ a,U— a;X*U)

Prob (G I X, U) = € (—ao— a,X— a,U— a;X*U) (1)
1+ e

X¢ U, 5 71 899 H(pproduct)olth. ©] FEIF AFE ali =0, 1, 2, IEA
Jet 1, o]5& % I (likelihood function)E Fi3dl A7l WHeoz FAHHE
A7 2% AP G = 1 o)H FAH(reference) T, G = 0°]d ZH(foca) A S
e, 4 B9 wkg, Us F 7 o9 HFE 25 EFAZE F oA o
3 ® ol g ZT¥E o] & tE F Ut BE AF a; e, A #
Aol 3 $-=H)H A ikelihood ratio tests)2 H]Y¥ 3 DIF (nonuniform)$t 9%
A DIF (uniform)& B713te RALZ, #% a, + 093, e3=00°% 1 7
< gdwA DIFE JYehdle ol a; =093, a;+0 o9, 2 B2 HdWH
DIFE Yell= Aold. FAHoz, o 28 AARMANE A7tzle HEdo]
gasoled R A4, FALH(Eull mode)e HSRF, £, 2T AN$ASY
g Auzgoz FAHY Y (FH 1, F HA, 4 EZ¥(reduced model)
ARYGo)A Az 280l 1, vixFo2 FRH(null mode)e FAEHANA &3
A7t g, & deiss nddd. g, 9w xE71% (uniform DIF) &
e HAEr] dEM 223 4RPY g E TS, vdEHd Ao

rke

),



% (nonuniform DIF) %<& #7187 HdME 42287 $Arge &g
EEsid. dad 9y 5L 698 DIFE fox 2
g 0o & FF(eg, B A7 BISL A stx B A4S B2 U=0], or
2) A od A& 5L EFHSFYd dSHF FFU FolHE o, 224 o
Rl oz " AR}E FosA g Es 2ES WE + U
old o= HFE HAF F DIF AA3 4AzA(actual severity)® DIFe] 3
F Lopry] A% e AFHAANEZA o 2AAY FIRHAE TAZ Y
o4&t} ZF, Fo% DIFE BHIW FFES o83ty zZt 8 A4 #£8 (U= 0
291 F39 BAYF FHo) 95% Scheffe F39] NHFHE FAAsm, AL F

i
o

.&2

—

24 93 #AAFF9 vudleE Aolgi(Miller & Spray, 1993). g R dolgts AL
T8 Hkgo] A EHEAM, ol ofW EFUME FYdld, o] no-DIF 3)H

(no-DIF regression)24 9] 38 3}, gk o] AlgEzke] e o & A4
A drds XA, 1 BN DIFE AAZHez Azt AxE ohvga
3

2. SIBTEST (Simultaneous Item Bias Test)

Shealy ¢} Stout (1993)+ DIFE 3 A £3dEolA Y94 (unidimensionality)ol
Auj=EE Ydelves Aoz dst AAEA, Simultanous Item Bias Test (SIBTEST)E
AEsH T o] HAle HFdE 224 oREFUS GE + Ut AR FLFH
oy, @A udWAHQ DIF ("Crossing DIF” g1k R E)E 328 & A2 Li &
Stout, 1993), T} & &< & 4 glen (Chang, Mazzeo, & Roussos, 1993), & 7}
2l 2] HAE Ag4dA DIFE F28 F e, § 279 dSHFLE d& & Jd&
(Stout, Li, Nandakumar, & Bolt, 1997) AAES 7%t ivh o] SIBTESTY ©]
B4 Fx3AA, d8d, & A= FAE sy EX F3 (target ability), 8
o2 FAHY AAR, EFUEE0] U F& 1ol FE FAAHAA (nuisance
determinants), 7 o €39 ZAY w, DIFel g ZAAGol Uitz Hosxu
Aok 2y, & HAAe EFECA thA¥9A  (multidimensionality)e] EAdcha )
Al 2Re] AAFHLZ DIFE 927l AL ofYr}

o] SIBTESTE ZHAF £FEL F 79 39 AL & tg 39984 (matching



AEEYIT 71He] &8 w& R A HdAA A

subtest)$} A7 HolAE AL (studied subtest) £ TY T ¥(a studied item)
oz BIE I &4 FAFGH 24D &3e APAEL 1€ dE A
A} o) wetd ] A agoz UFd A, g A AN 22 HFE THA
7 dE Mz g2 F A 2F (FA F& 23 28)d £33 JIARES 4 £F
(3¢ studied subtest)l e 159 Fgoz Huste Aeolth o] HAGME t
3 e GrHas st S HrtkskA 8o

Ho: By =0, Ha By+0

By B AL st Edo] AFHAAE A% ¢ DIFY %<& dehis =

F2M gy e T ot AZHANG,

By = §=li7j( Y »i— Y 2

A7l P; £ #9738 j oM, 28 1% FALY u&S Jehid, Vi o
Y} & #449n 283080 At 84 dTFHIA =(studied) £Y FL
2359 249 A2l (& #9439 jolA). F, SIBTESTE 2AWHFo| o
2AS FAE (g, 5, FL AP 24 (F, deEFe AYPAL, 3
247 o B3 +9¢ HANAG F geHs A5 524 A, EAMEH
23Awe 23075 974 Hold dE YL A A

e 23 fasA Z1ssE EFolth

=3, gedisde] Ade AR S BAAM F838H, o] SIBTESTY &3
FxaANE 2 /A wyEor ST 3 Aed 4= th(Shealy & Stout,
1993). A&, Feugolyd 1A AA FAXNES HFESIY AE/HHQA A ZAS
o geusE FAY 23 AT & UAd 29 ] < & (impact)® DIF
2 2238 7t5A40) ez Fort 8789t F MAZE A% 3 U(automatic) DIF
BAHe AAN3Y, AF5How 7zt BFL DIFE ¢3l9 HESE, 21 £38 AT
Umz 2sg deiFEA AEsE Aot B AFdME o] #FA< DIFEH
& AH&E T

=2
T =

*
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3. F F5 71U v
Potenza®} Dorans (1995)x= ot 38 {3 AEEZ7/IHES F 714 Ll ¢
o] BFEA AAZ, dERSFE AHEEE 54 FA A (trait estimate)®] 434,
a0 #EE AFAA A HAJA wEkA #FZ H<(observed score) HTH
#Z ZAA W4 (latent variable) WO E BHIAY. F HAZE ZF EX49
A &% 4 %(item performance)o]l 2R = gHol w4 T o FAE A
&

o|H, X2 (parametric) 714, 18X ¥ oW H|E A (nonparametric) JZ2Z

r
=2

F3tart o] BFd w29 LDFAE #Fd HFE Y3HsE Aldste 243 7)
How BFEHI SIBTESTE HAH 549 FAAE YSHFTE ALE3E vES

2 7]1Yojth
tEZ DIF 7IHE3+ 22, LDFAT ASRH 429 A4S 939 Ng=Ho
A Aoz Miller & Spray, 1993), £ a7t HAH3] AW, HEEFA DIF

g Fzetd 499 23Apowen e AYI Atk EF o /1Be F A H3e

IFo] AEsh e ¢ & UA=S HFE AF
@tk el Atk T, o JMe HERA B4 27 fseln 39
2 522 ¥R B9t ©Hol Atkeg, n > 1500). Wd, SIBTESTE £A1 w3

233y T8 BYX (32 EA B/ FRHoA &L FS A3s FUF
(robust)e] gt A Aol AtH(Shealy & Stout, 1993). 3tA|% o] SIBTESTE= 2.3 o
A DIFYHE 28 4 e dAH Jrh. A ugddd DIFE F&£8¢ +

& SIBTESTE 7H#(Chang et al, 1993) 3 olofA, & dAFdMe 222 A%
DIF+g #&% < & PSIBTESTE AH&3tith

5 719 DIF 71¥& AH&3t7] d&o «ld=e 47tx /9 d37E ik 4
Flgezry e Adst ANE e Aol F F /1Y =% DIFE 233
= AS BE BE DIFE 2437 E3s F$EA, o] 2% DIFe &A o&d o

@ 2% AL ATHE WAL 2 & Ak A WAG W AAE F Y F L
274 @ 7]¥wo] DIFE $As: 7950t wef LDFATo| DIFE FZ#vhd
1 DIFe] §8o] MAdwHels] WP S5 AAW, F 1§

o] MEd Arle 2z2 Y LDFAZF ZE 715 & % 3tk ¥4, SIBTEST

1o
Jm
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E
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AEER7)S 718 &8 1§ 2 AHAN] WdHFAAN

ghe] DIFE 23% 7Z$-2h3d, 8377 $83] 2A ¥olA LDFAVL B4 H4
3 FRE + ) dE A 244 = Aok Y T FEI & BES A
43 €d%, LDFAZ} DIFE 232 Zaidtd, $dE #HAd QAN Fxe F9
7t 283 Aol

m. A+ 24

1. d7+d43

o] Ao E&s dort & F Ao 1§, F I3 dlFgA 5389, a2z A
T 3449 S FFYAZ ARSI 20008 1€ R 5¥€6 44, 3= RS §
=9 F i AddEduzREEH doFx, vlx BEE F 43192 University of
Hlinois®l 4}, 413% 2 Institute for Personality and Ability Testing (IPAT)S. 23§
@Azt o] dFdA FHPAE dFPLRE FEAT olfE HLEFATAM M
T8 FAG B F v vl 715 (comparable) 29 AFH L Hsto 753
& 2 A T &£3tx, vz s 1§ FFES VAL AE PR E AFs
71 1% AolArt. =& Wiy EELS FAAAAIZL &l FEOY, A HF FF
(norm)dll H|Fo] E uf Hlwd G HYUe 47 Z2odS Hol: Hgo]
o] ¥ EE wFHd B3 FRE <F1>e 8%HAA Yrt.

2. 54 =7

o] dFlME AY 4US A% YAAANEAM JHF BHAGNA 24X AA F
3}Ql The Sixteen Personality Factor (16PF) Questionnaire (Cattell & Cattell,
1995)7F AH& ATt o] 16PF AAle @FdA e delze AATF(1990)6] 23t &
F3H A “PALJAAA T o]Fo 2 de AMEEHO 23 AT o] HAME o
& 16PFe Hlwd E o F3 F& FAH J7] dEdd(ddd, £ ¢, TFne
4, 2F UE F) % dHA HFA(equivalence at item leve) S LolB A
3t 2 A7 EFde AAER Fsivh mEgA, 2 dFNNE JFAAHA (IH
3 & AR, 1990) tAl, Shaughnessy® Kang(1998)¢c] 259 HAAdTE ¢34
ALE3IH ™ 2% 16PF ZHALIE B2 FA3IAAN AlL3tdd. 16PF AAL: A 71
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FF9 A A B3 %2 (a three level forced choice response format)g AH&3}H,
FZ(reasoning) AEE AT UrA 167 HAZoA “2¥”, “F ZaPd I
T o 2¥A g (FHY ¥v8)”, 2EYn ‘11X OH:}"E}‘— w2 o] ulgokAl e 7}
Ax Yot o] HAe AQD 2L A A 25 Hsstm, A AA NBe o 58
Ar 29t o] AAE 16709 8 2<% (primary factors)E3 712 22 Impression
Management (IM) H=2e Aol A4e zHIAE £5¢ SHse 459 9
HEg Tgatn itk o] 16709 F8 205 9% (extraversion), B<H7H(anxiety),
7+ 1% (tough-mindedness), % ¥4 (independence)@ 271 % A (self-control), & 57X
9] ojx 8AE=Z (secondary or global factors) thAl Hej@d 71 ik o] o}z &
AE 7hedl, B d7AE 51709 FIEE 748 AT 8UTE e Aoy,
<E2>ol Y4 2 TASE FFE B duol gotHold Yk,

3. QA7 B4 Az

7}. @28 16PF A4}

Shaughnessy®t Kang (1998)¢] vl&# 3 2% 16PF HAIE 7|%=2 3o, 2 a3
AME FAF HdslzA Y 7Zd WA TYPE T P9 wARA FASS 47
el o] @2 I6PF AAS WY 422 FAREES stk o 9] B 9
(editorial review)& AFakel, o] ¥ Wel WertzRe HF SITH 16PF A 2P
So] oo A

v Bae A

16PF ZAAL EE2 IPATSZRE U2 ZAAL w7 2 (Russell & Karol, 1994)0] 2
Aste] Ao o]FoHon, HA(keyed response)>E A HELEL 287 E,
Hrg2 ‘137 2831 UrR jEEL “047e] FolA.

ofy

. 99 94 (unidimensionality) 7}

AHEG 7% BA dAMA A5 AAHS Hts me AAe 3Y P83
o =, AAE T e BFEC 1 AAT EHs 1A st dAd, 78, A
4, 5L A3 2& e FAH8Ulone trait)E AT JEAE ¥=A] Hrls] sop
goh woF F¥E0] 2 AAE A = FAHRQ o9 e AL Ax: Yun



AFEZS 7MY 38 us B

)
>

2 A ] GG ol A

god 3RS F¥AFLE o= e dgle] B £ Q7] wWEeld. 4 AF A
o d2 7 HE A(AAS Hrier] A B dFdMe FAE £ (Principal
Component Analysis)® #2073 2922 (Confirmatory Factor Analysis)S A3
o Z AFITEFER, AFHY A 7R A EES MEFer FriEReH,
H A PRELIS 2 (Joreskog, & Sorbom, 1986)& o] &35to] FAE EAo] AAFHUL
Reckase(1979)°] @29, dx44S 7HAx e HAe v Fd 8UdeE= 74
Hol 91z, I F8 299 3H3k(eigenvalue)o] YH X 2AEY nHFERT R
Aok dhx A, Holx 1 FE L2<lo] AA BAiFe] 20%01dS AFHoF sivtn
F43tdh. viEolA PRELIS 28 o839 Z AFagdz UEZRASF
(polychoric correlation matrix)& 3}, LISREL 8 (Joéreskog, & Sorbom, 1993)&
o] &3t 1A 2AFA(CFA)E HAeAt

g 2 715 58 24
g} ol A o] 3 AM(equivalence at item leveD2 #7157l 989 F 71x]¢]

©

A 7ls £F 718l AHEEUT

Mo
&
e

(1) 24 2¢ @3 &4 (LDFA)

54 Tzl SAS 819 PROC LOGISTIC @AxE DESCENDING #4334 7
Abgsle) 2229 gl B (Miller & Spray, 1993)2 A A8tk FA (reference) 3
93 ZH(focal) Aol ZZ “1” a8 ‘0oz IYHAAH] e, BHAFIL
FFold EAFNGE (HFRD)O] FEdA 2R STl 2 JAH@FIAD)] &
gt 7Edte E¥YE guigt AHF ZIgeg X DIFY F/F, 483U F84,
a2 3 DIFY ZU(locus)E ¥otr7] fste] 2 X7} o] & H oz th

(2) PSIBTEST

o8 2325 93 SIBTEST(Shealy & Stout, 1993), & PSIBTESTAAM = F+ I

, FAAY B 23 Jd 274 ddstd DIFE Jehlle £35& 787 9
o] “e” ¥4 ¥A A5 <(automatic) DIF A& o] &35

AN
AN

Oh xd 71 39 %4 (Amount of DIF)
A= PSIBTESTOlA DIF2] %€ YehlE= Al 24 Roussos$t Stout(1996)9] o)

£ & @ (dichotomous items)S A Ao W=2d J7Hdo] 714HAS o, weF | B



E(negligible) && “A-452] DIF”, wof

AE FF(moderate) &L "B-FF9|

rlo

< 0059 °]9¥, DIFE FAIE o5 %

rlr
oy
o

0059 < Bl < 0.088 °|¥H, DIF
DIF”, z8lz ©¢F | B8] = 0088 o] DIF= & AHx(large) £ “C-+& DIF” 81
g}, o] AFE dEEFo HAEA HEA IV A, Y AFE T £
A9 AT F£2 Yo FE "ot o7, 16PF A Al /e 98 48 7M1
Q3L DIFY &S Uotr7] 948t g9 #&E "2°2 Uyo] 7 dEd. & d7dAE
C 9 DIF®HE #9073 F9 DIFE sz, LDFA® SIBTEST, & 714
25N FFH2E 359 DIFE EF C 39 si3stes Adrlsez gz
() €83 A47A (terative Purification Process)

o] F£#AA ALrIHe FE  UHA 7IF(nternal criterion)¥te] tFRISF
(matching variable)2 A& 5 o]z A$ &2 Aoz daA Qrt. AEA < DIF
A welA, A9 RE EF8E0] A Hojpua HHATUE o] £34XA HFF7)
He ARl JFH o BYE TIEEY FAE 47y £F8E0] E2 9 7A
DIF 24 & WEIEE 3= Aot & 7M1 2 SIB BAAS 713 22 p &5 7

Ax Qe BFL WA BguslA AYAAD DIF £HL BT oA ALH
A WRe Fdd wpAl BHPE WSUFE FHY & AS FHEL 42 Ao,

V. 97 2%

1. V1% % A A (Descriptive Statistics)

<E Poe A sAFEY Fgd U " ZERA i FEIL <B
e Asd A AFrt 2 JAFaFEE, 2283 g 24 2§ HEz g
ol Atk HFEEAME 789 FEA(median)E 7HAZ, 69-879 WFH 4B
[ AF HYE By, oM 629 F4X9 34 54-879 HHE Az

AR AFEES] AHE A 16PF HAL o2 (Russell & Karol, 1994)9) ]
A ALREA 66-86)50 42 dAE B Fu YA, FFTEEAME
Hlad 2o sEe i dBdE Reln YUT. 53], ¥ FHEE AIE A
F7F 2 Aoz ey,
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2. 99 94 (unidimensionality)

71&9] APAF (Ellis & Mead, 1998; Flanagan, Raju, & Hayhood, 1998)°4] 16PF<]
8 HE(primary scales)E2 2 ALY RIS EAFAT <FE £dA Yehd
v 2 AT AF A FEHOR dAAAY] FAE RAAFEY, <& > 9 F
AE BMo A 9A Z a9z AL S AAH Fa Utk A F, N HEA
ZF AE B4t 4S8 vlus HYE g yiolA vz e AYES BojAg
Reckase(1979)¢] AtAY, R WA 2o oA dHE RBibo] 5719 BE HEo)A
20% ©1d2 2 UetRy] i, $Ee 4 s Ee F Ul 2§ EFA 4R
Ao 7t wEANGL & & Yok FrAH oz HAH aQRA AF 5749 8
Aoz TAHY JFY Edo] ¥ 1F RFA BE2Y AYEE nAFozN o
A94 NHAE AAS Fu YohF, vF2FAMNE FrolAls = 333.05 (df=80), GFI
= .95, RMSEA = 061, RMR = 041 °|3, &5 IgdME Jlolzs = 19547
(df=80), GFI = 95, RMSEA = 053, RMR = .042¢] A3 % & ngrh

a

il

3.9% a5 W ZAd Vs @A

D A8 7% B39 2

Zt FYHEY HFE 9Y dSEFEA AESAR, dTHAE &3 (studied
item)e] A o WS A AJAAYG FI=E £EL 01& AL,
Aol p o] 01 Bot A% #oud DIFZ HF3t9ith. LDFASH PSIBTEST A
dojA A= <E 6> 8%FH)A _

WA, ARxd At LDFAT PSIBTESTZF &% 5709 DIF €3% 2% Egsie
87hel #3532 uddy DIFE &3l FHXOAAME 2719 vYdw3 DIF 233
171e] 4%A DIF £3°] LDFA 9siA F&=3om, 4719 &3 o] PSIBTESTS
g 2 Vs EFer WdHAHHY o F HAEZdAE 223 F /o %
(68W 7 1008 E3h)eo] F 39U EF A DIFEA #HEzc HIEE AHEY
738 3ol F by RRdX UuA DIF #3oE F2HJYx, 106M7 1070 £
22x PSIBTESTOIAM% DIF #3202 g93Ah N =M 1434 £3L& A9
& Yoz 98¢ 2571 B|gwd DIF 322 LDFAC osld FE=o)xm, ¥,
6712] &3o] PSIBTESTO s AdrisiEdoez #HdHJT. Q2 JES HY,



1
e
A

1219, 1239, z22)3 15699 A 7} E&o] F F&9y ZFA 493 DIF &3
o7 Wiz on 1529 E3& PSIBTESTY 9o #ixqt DIF £3e=2 & At}

2) AE7sEY FEWRIL v

F AE75 BY FE2UYERYY U2 4AFE vad BY) 98d, <ET>H Z
Bo] osiA ¥ % DIFS non-DIF 3¢ $of g W=g 893 ot AA,
A7) 58S F&3=d 2ol PSBITESTS LDFA7ZHe] Y] (agreement)d] AEE
Yol 7] $13 Cohen’s kappa (Agresti, 1996)E A3ttt ©o] kappad HWHE
FAFEAMY AT 0EREH &A% dAE "1 71X 22X LDFAS PSIBTESTS
A EE 25z F AR 5o dAEE JUeEWo. o EojAd McNemar?
A HAgresti, 1996)& ©]83t9 LDFAS} PSIBTEST7F #2A3 xd7j5&3e 44
t fFoud A7t dex HEH 2yoh o] 2, AF FAX z £ 26024 05
Foe FEAA FAvstA &3S Uedch F, LDFAS PSIBTESTE 247
TEYS FE3d YoM FAHCE FoF Aole Holx &gt

Lo

714 (Multivariate Matching Technique)

= ATAAM ALEE & e A dHsFE 2Ndee
Az dgoz, M 79 FHe WA FA(nternal criterion)& 378 H gtk a)
Z Hxe A, b) 7 Axe HE) A% H, o) 5749 NEAJA Az HSE
<E 8> YEhd Z WS FAATE FHEE, A2 o {oulsA ¥B
HolAd dSS F A% (p < .01). 2A2E @ B4 Ao w2dW 7 g$
Aol z2ddAM vebd 2 Vs 239 FE 293 dFAL Aoz Yey
(9 &x). ol 48 MY d& HFE FA o83t Rol 3ty Ax Yut
S A3t R R JEAES oS FHA dSAE F dde A A7 2
FH(Clauser, Nungester, & Swaminathan, 1996; Mazor, Kanjee, & Clauser, 1995)}+=
AR 8A skt

e
-}
=
]
L
o
=
ina
rir

2) 839 A3} 71y (terative Purification Technique)
& (matching)®] FFFE Folale F ¥ A AEZA, PSIBTESTE <33
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(iteratively) 22 A&t tg ¥W+E A (purify) AlA Egioh A A AdgA a)
A H%ojA 5709 3 b) F EME 470 3, ¢) H A=A 370 8%, d) N
Lo 671 3, e) Q2 HEA 571 o] DIFE Yellidch F A A&
938k, 713 & SIB FAANE /IR YT TS 7 dSRFAA AJATIL G
PSIBTESTE #tE3lgth old #AL BE F8o] DIFE UehlAY YFu; AL
non-DIF £3o] 3£ mwz7x wtBs5givh Al s Ag o|FFEe ¥ o) &%
o]l 2% DIFE YUY, & 8413 DIF(pervasive DIF) (Ellis & Mead, 1998)
AR dE A N, 2831 Q2 A=A E o AL Adz REL £t
A wd Fok H AxoMe 47 497 3We) NS BEaQs, ARH o2 6
Aol FAE £33 79 HAE F&o] Astg d3Hds2A4 SAHANG. o] A3td
g4 e o] &3t thA] PSIBTESTE Adgsidoy, 3 WA AdggAger 24
¥ EUs FgSola DIFE LA Z, o] dFdAE Astd A+ ALE

o AW 75 B FEE dol oW IFE pAA 2FE T F AN

ujnt

o

5. 2= 7|PE ol &7 AF AT

% e A5 ELY EFAA DIFE e 16719 &30 tstd ALFdat
24 DIFe A3 28473 dEoAM DIFY 29 (ocus)E Lotir] 3 AR
8, 2 F9 95% AP, 2 GEHE aHRZZ YAt E]D FE). 1670
o] oYz AHEWE, FEFo] gHRyge NFyFrRozRE A EE dFEy
A5X) HYdAM olgHAY o}F He Y HYdd¢ TFHo AT ol 16744
23 VeEld DIFE gugle Aoz 15" £ gots A4S ATdHFE A
olt} (Miller & Spray, 1993). &8 1670 &3 F 449 23159, 98, 47, & 84)&
Ig A 2 U =0 (Bd) B U = 2(FA)NA 9vde DIFE veux, F3H4
F 2 U=1(F493 9A)dAe DIFE BolA ¥t 23u, YA 1270 2&&
NE A9 BE BgHES = U =0, 1, 2 dA 28de DIFE 244, o] 2H+=
ZYPAQ W ey ol EF A4 (U=DoA A% AFE DIFE Yed +
AthE GAE AT RozZA, et o] EFES CJEFHAATGE FHENA ®
e 2742 AFsm, oo gy FRE &Y AE EEHE JHEAE AANER
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2 dTAME 9= 2% R AIHPFAE B9t vadTol Abgsr)el UA
A, AAF Ao “HRA” B]o] FAHUE Fastie BHNA Ewsigon, o
A WEANL Friste 2L Y Y B o, AN FHE FA FutsEol
of gtte F& Azt 543, AV TEY 7HE o)E3d, M2 & dof
gt £ aFAAN BF FEAMY PPl FAHL QeAE ¥Ry ¢
DIFe] AAA $24& nstd, T 719 DIF 71¥ EFA Adr5S Jee
Aoz w37 16709 EAFN(F 5170 B FolAM)S HESHG A7 2HAE 9.9
A, A HAToA F 31%9 F3o] Adriee YU, 7 Hxd Ay
BAW, AFEe] 4% &%, FARY 20%%d, HIX9 10%Td, NFE9 50% &
g, 283 Q23 =9 30% F3o] DIFE Yeldh o] A F3o] Az &
o} Bl (Zhang & Yan, 2000)¢] 16PF(Ellis & Mead, 1998)2 U9 F AyaAF
Ae}t o= Ax IAHE RA2Z o] F ATANAE HAZNM 7H3 A& 49 DIF
®3g HASH L, NEEA 713 22 9 DIF £3& 23830 webr, HE
Ee HuA B EFHEAN AL 4 EFHAS Qe (DIF-free) EFER
TR vy B F YA, dE HEES olfstd NE O do 2 F3 1
L RS B we 4T FA7t 228 Aolth tEAAM, AdrTESL S
Zt Axe dAYA A= UG #dol dgS LAY + AU F, AHE AF
b GAG, FAE BN R A gQle] AEd Eitel o] I aFNAM A
oz AL HEE, F A% N H=dA o €2 DIFE Yetle 4] Al

2 dFoMe A2 g8 "I9S 7HA Jd+ LDFAS SIBTESTS #& 5 /A
o] A7) IYE HERAHA BHoz ALgstgon, oo B3t MR dE
F OaFY FAELES Euk A d3ATIEE =802 F kA 7ge] AlRH
Aok @9 2FE Wz AFARAE AAS e AAAH HAE OFERd Agd
F(el: Aol w2 DIFddAMe Aoz HALHAW P o379 (Clauser,
Nungester, Mazor, & Ripkey, 1996)3 332 A3}7|HE B AT A L3 HUA
g E a8 sl oA £y

ol A7 ZnE VNx=2 3t doz AP F gt Z A A7 F A¢E

rl
rlo
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A BuA ok AA, dojgt 3t b2 250 My HINE AET F UE
TAAHY BREY MLH AR 2H d
M o8 2§58 B AFsA dSAz
T84 AsrIUE HEs Bgton, vnEs Ao 9
48 F Ade M HZE dERFd g o g& F& 4
g 2 FFAMY FFAH B ot AAAHQA g I AHL BF F£Fo] of
Yzt st HE FEAA o]Fo Ave HE AAAIH(Els & Mead, 1998), dA T
FAHE FE(at scale leveDoll Mo BPPE HAESE AE 9n Yt do] & Ao
kool o], A 2§ EFolY H= FEAAY AErTE W d F 4
+ SIBTESTY, Raju’} A&+ differential item and test functioning (DFIT) 719
(Raju, van der Linden, & Fleer, 1992)E°] #&3% Ro|t} =3 & FH T o 50% o]
de] E¥3E0] Adr)5 S Yelle F9E A3H 932 DIF (compensatory DIF)
71el B85 AR E F g Aot HIZeE g 94 29849 a3
2 el MACS(Analyses of the means and covariance structures) €A E3}3
A H3E gFe ddog A= JrHChueng & Rensvold, 2000; Little, 2000).
olZd FAANY WHES HEAL MHANHLEAN, Sl HZEIRATAN ALE
g+ e HS B AL FAES MEE 5 e 7188 &34 5 3
ojt}.
A, o2 ATEL DIFE UeUs £359 4A& 7337 AT 3o
Z228% Fojd. ¥Mgd FFENA DIFY AUAS Zohlle R 9z gtz
DIFe] d7oA 9408 Bwadie ARt o 38 Rtk 714 2 99L& ¥Y
T 2t 3L BIH HHAE gL FAE JbE Aoy wEo|

iAo 2, & HARY] Bl FEA
Sd T st W A o]Fo] A = Qe Ao, dIFH TR FIAHL
E F e 9IT Wl AR HA Lk e AdEHA HAHolgE Aot
et FAGoA BB AH =¥ Fxsoolr dy, o
HIRF 5 Fol] ALg3t7]el A FAA] FHA A PyE o) %
o ez HAlY HPAAE HESF & Aol

fr

+

)vi

rlo

(cross—cultural equivalence)® &3
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ABSTRACT

Application of Differential Item Functioning to Test Adaptation
Wonsook Sohn

This paper is concerned with evaluating the fidelity of a non-cognitive test
adaptation for use in multiple languages and cultures using two differential item
functioning(DIF) techniques: (a) PSIBTEST, and (b) Logistic Discriminant
Function Analysis(LDFA). In particular, this study focused on how DIF research
can best be extended to the problem of evaluating the equivalence of tests across
cultures and languages. The Sixteen Personality Factor (16PF) questionnaire was
administered in English to 844 American college students and in Korean to 538
Korean college students. This study attempted to identify the best matching
criterion for the translated tests by using both a multivariate matching technique
and an iterative purification process. The results generally showed a small number
of DIF items on each scale, except for scales A and N where about half of the
itemé showed DIF. The choice of matching variables based on a combination of
internal measures appeared to have little effect and the iterative purification
method was unsuccessful. Finally, the results were discussed and methodological

implications were also presented.
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o= HEX (n=844)

= HZHEHA (n=538)

n HAE n HAE

a4

o & 224 26.5 207 385

@2t 575 63.1 319 59.3

Missing 45 53 12 2.2
g

184 52 6.2 (12.1 198 36.8

28hd 109 129 (25.3) 121 225

38hd 56 6.6 (13.0) 160 29.7

43hd 92 109 (21.3) 22 41

Ay 41 49 (9.5)

Missing 494 58.5 37 6.9
PRy

A} 8| o et/ T/ 5 311 36.9 (76.2) 314 58.4

8/ 7} & 39 4.6 (9.1) 106 19.7

79/7% Al 3 0.4 0.7) 50 9.3

d=/A% 40 47 (9.3) 50 93

Missing 45] 53.4 (4.7) 18 33

(F1) IPAT2. 2588 o]z 41390 i3 shdal AdFo dig A=
(F2) *H N E = missing data® A2 3}32, 4319 9]

<H 2> 2/8rd(Extraversion) oI T

% S Y.

e Apsdd 2A%T AS.

2 ¢ k< | = 23 Lo AR =2 AdFFH+a
A 234 (Warmth) 11 W3g vhEH 1= 3 I R
B¢t A, A
FE5oE = R e =
F #A & (Liveliness) 10 AFstn Fol A3 HAYstm, ApaA,
WAaHA A4H AAUS. 54
H AL A g4 10 248, 48 2EE &7,
(Social Boldness) ARk O rd T = dZol FAHA
A gl uzt, A3 A o7 A
e
A WA (Privateness) 10 iy A w2,
ngy A&HHY
Q2 217] g&EA 10 Ade dA & AAF A E R o] 21,
(Self-Reliance) nz3, dd FHdeo AN i @mE,
FEA7E H7l A

(F) 2d(sten)2 “standard ten”9]

R AGE

(standard score)©]t}.
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<H 3> g SIAXTe JE+ Bnd HEHL

os Z& e EE

aa 2R o 3} @7 g A o 2} g7

i (n=224) (n=575) (n =844) (n=200) (n=321) (n =522)

= M SD M SD M SD M SD M  SD M SD
A 1414 433 1725 390 1631 426 1270 349 1442 38 1377 38l
F 1433 427 1428 433 1427 430 1239 343 1135 427 1176 400
H 1038 616 108 653 107 640 975 58 1086 625 1045 613
N 1193 501 1002 527 105 526 1139 375 1140 433 1137 414

Q2 8350 490 714 514 759 511 711 417 797 473 762 45

<H 4 284 AT ML AR’

TEEDR 3 mg
B9 A = w2 o 2} Al g 2 of 2} A
(2-38}232) (n=224) (n=575) (n=844) (n=200) (n=321) (n=521)
A (1D 63 67 69 46 55 54
F 10 69 71 1 49 67 62
H Q0 85 38 87 85 38 87
N 10 15 19 78 A48 67 61
Q2 (10) 75 80 .79 71 78 75

(%) °Cronbach’s Alpha : W& 434 AF

< Ao Z2ut

tH

5 =4

HL
Al

ol E& (n=2844) Bt & (n=521)

PC_1 PC_2 PC_3 PC_1 PC_2 PC_3

A 3.81°(34.6)° 1.62(14.7) 0.97(8.8) 2.57(23.4) 1.36(12.4) 1.28(11.7)
F 3.88(38.8) 1.15(11.5) 0.92(9.2) 3.00(30.0) 1.37(13.7) 1.04(10.5)
H 6.08(60.8) 0.96( 9.6 0.59(5.9) 5.96(59.6) 1.00(10.0) 0.64( 6.4)
N 4.69(46.9) 1.20(12.0) 0.92(9.2) 2.93(29.3) 1.34(13.4) 1.11(11.2)
Q2 4.76(47.6) 1.02(10.2) 0.98(9.8) 4.29(42.9) 1.06(10.6) 0.85( 85)

(%) ® 18 g (Eigenvalues) ; A9 #A2K(% Variance) ; PC = 54 ¥ (Principal Components).
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<E 6> 218 O8E NgElIsoigel 2

DIF Factor A Factor F Factor H | Factor N Factor Q2
3
ZX2H w7 68 . 73 121,123, 156
bR
gk |1, 33, 96, 127, | 100, 1431 &
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(F3) EXT = 9|34 H<+ = Factors A + F + H + N(reversed) + Q2(reversed).
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