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The Designing Cognitive Diagnostic Test with Dichotomous Scoring

DING Shuliang LUO Fen WANG Wenyi XIONG Jianhua
( College of Computer Information Engineering Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China)

Abstract: The essence of designing cognitive diagnostic test is how to design a test @-matrix to attain the measure—

ment goal. The design depends on the relationship on attribute hierarchy and if the test Q matrix coincides with the

structure of all possible knowledge states the accuracy and construct validity of the test result may be high. The bal-

ance of item attribute vectors is more effect than the balance of attributes in the test design when attribute hierarchy

is dependent type. Some queries about the design proposed by Liu Ren(2017) are raised.

Key words: design of cognitive diagnostic test; design of @ matrix; attribute hierarchy; blance of item attribute vec—

tors
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