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The Research of Cognitively Diagnhostic
Assessment

Chin-Tang Tu

Center for Teacher Education
National Kaohsiung Normal University

Abstract

There are two purposes of educational assessment. One is to test the student. The other is to help
the teacher through the testing result to observe that if the student really understands the class. If they
do not, then the teacher has to give some remedial instruction. In other words, the teacher can realize
the learning problems of the student and give them a hand in learning. At abroad, many educational
scholars aver that psychology and assessment have a close relationship. That is the reason why they
tend to focus on the interaction between the theory of cognitive psychology and learning. In this sense,
they do believe that when compiling worksheets, let the interaction be our guide. This kind of testing is
the so-called “ cognitively diagnostic assessment.”

However, in Taiwan, few scholars are concerned with the significance of cognitively diagnostic
assessment. In order to highlight the importance, this paper attempts, first, to elaborate the
theoretical study of cognitively diagnostic assessment and, second, to examine how to compile the
worksheets with some examples.

Keyword: cognitively diagnostic assessment, response pattern, knowledge space



