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When doing a self-report assessment, people are usually motivated to fake good in order to create a positive impression. For example, one may tick an option “excellent” on an item about his work attitude, but actually he just deserves the rank “good”. In other words, the observed scores are the confounded results that the intended proficiency is mixed up with the propensity of faking good. Such undesired noises inevitably overestimate test reliability and decrease construct validity of test if they are not isolated. 

This paper did not aim to develop a new model. Instead the item factor analysis and the multidimensional two-parameter normal-ogive model (M2PNOM) were employed to define the latent traits involving the responses, and their extended model was formed for comparing multiple groups. The intended proficiency and the effect of faking good are modeled as individual latent traits and are assumed independent variables. Note that there are two slope parameters for an item, one for each latent trait. Apparently the models used here are statistically equivalent to the generalized testlet model because all of them are under the framework of bifactor model. For identification, an additional set of unidiumensional items measuring the extent of faking good are needed. Besides, the variances of latent traits were constrained at unify. Hence one location and two slope parameters for each of suspected item were freely estimated. If the effect of faking good is trivial, the estimates of slopes on that dimension should be near to zero; otherwise, the values are significantly far from zero.
To compare multiple groups, the root model is extended by adding an index of group. Since the scale is invariance without DIF items, multiple groups share a set of item parameters. After constraining the latent traits in first group as standard normal distributions, they are free in other groups. Finally the mean difference on either latent trait can be observed.
1. For more details about the generalized testlet model, please refer to a journal article of “A comparison of alternative models for testlets” written by Li, Bolt and Fu (2006).

2. I doubt there are typos in Table 5. The sign of numbers in column i should be identical to those in column aig1 and aig2.
