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® Differential test functioning(DTF)
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Table1oZ1L—Y3UERBROFM—E

Design factor Value
Respondents per group Np = Ny =500
Replications per condition 500
Test length 20, 40
Proportion of DIF 10%, 30%, 50%
Type of DIF uniform DIF and non-uniform DIF
Direction of DIF “all” and “half & half”
Distribution of latent trait 0r ~N(0,1) and 6z ~ N(0,1)
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