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[ Abstract)
metric models. Methods: Ttems in Raven Advanced Progressive Matrices(RAPM) were coded from the perspective of Ver-

Objective: To diagnose rules used in solving figure reasoning tasks by utilizing new multiple strategy psycho-

bal-Analytic strategy and Visual-Spatial strategy, and different cognitive process were involved in correspond strategies.
Three psychometric models were used to fit RAPM. The first model was DINA model which assumed only one strategy. The
other two models were Mix—=DINA and MS-DINA, which allowed multiple strategies. Item parameters, goodness of fit and
internal validity were compared between these models. Results: Mix—=DINA model fit RAPM best and provided the highest
items’ discriminable and internal validity. MS—-DINA model rarely diagnose subjects’ rules from multiple—strategy perspec-
tive and overestimate some rules’ difficulty. Conclusion: Our data fit RAPM with Mix—DINA model best, which provides

both individual’ s rule mastery state and strategy use tendency.
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