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Abstract: This study aimed at reviewing the studies that
compared the Likelihood Ratio (LR) and Mantel-Haenszel
(MH) methods for detecting differential item functioning
(DIF), which were approved in the period from 1980 to 2021.
(30) studies fulfilled the conditions and criteria to be in the (0.116)
study sample. The information and data from those studies . (0.013)
were collected and analyzed by using a special program .
(Comprehensive Meta-Analysis: CMA) for meta-analysis. The : )
results indicated the superiority of the LR method in (
controlling the type I error rate, with a mean effect size of
(0.044) according to the fixed effect model, and (0.03)
according to the random effect model. The LR method was
superior in the power of the statistical test, with a mean effect
size of( -0.068) according to the fixed effect model and
(-0.111) according to the random effect model. With regard to
the percentage of DIF items, the MH method was superior,
with a mean effect size of (0.116) according to the fixed effect
model, and (0.013) according to the random effect model. .(Berk, 1982)

(-0.068)
(-0.111)

(Keywords: Meta-analysis, Likelihood Ratio Method, Mantel-
Haenszel Method, Differential Item Functioning)

(Mantel-Haenszel) - .(Huang & Han, 2012)

(Reference - group) (Camilli & Shepard, 1994)
Focal )
(Michaelides, 2008) (group

(1) (2x2) .(Park, 2010)

.2024 ©

383



.DIF 0

@)
0
0
Ny B, A, (n
(Embreston & Reise, 2000) Ng; D; C; ()
T, Moy My
.(Likelihood Ratio)
Gy, A
(Thissen et al., 1988) ()
:D;, B;
(Compact model) 0
(Set of items in an anchor) 0 M
(Augmented model) '
‘Mg
-(9)
(G) (J) Ny
' .(9) Np
G = —2logLC —Zl(—ZlogLAzl= —2log LC + MH )
oglLA ....(4) " J i
LA LC DIF 1.0 o0
1.0
1.0
( ) a 1)
_AgDg
Thac, 1)
a
(G) Kk
: oMH
¥ AgDy
aMH =X e @)
ZkBka/N
.(Thissen et al., 1988) k
k Ny
oMH

MHD-DIF .0

MHD-DIF = -2.35In (¢MH) .....(3)

384



(Mubarak, 2010) . -

Abu ) .(2006)
(Muslim, 2010

.(Pigott, 2012)
(Petitti, 1994)

Meta —analysis
.(Gay, 2000)

Al-) 2005
(Kulik & Kulik Autoom, 2005

1)

()

.(Gioacchino, 2005)

385

Yildirim & Giray, )

(2003)

(Ankenmann et al., 1999)

.(500)

) | (2007

(Al-Nafi'i, 2008)

(Amanda, 2008)

Kondratek & )

(Al-Labadi, 2008)

(Keklik, 2012)

(Grudniewska, 2013

(Alghamdi, 2017)

(SATV)

(Creer, 2004)



risk )
(mean difference,

(ratio, odd

S ratio

.risk difference)

-(G)

.(¢=0.05)

.%100

386

.(Omar, 2013)

(a= 0.0.1)
(o = 0.05)

.(Al-Sharifeen, 2017)

DIF



Aljughaiman & Ayoub, 2013; )
(Gellin, 2003; Kim, 2016

. 2021 1980 DIF
DIF (30)
)
)
()
35% 14
20% 8
3) 45% *18
100% 40
®)
1999 Ankenmann, Witt and
Dunbar
2000 Kim
2004 Creer
2004 Pae
2005 Finch
2007  Yildirim and Giray
2008 Al-labadi
2008 Al-Nafi'i
2008 Amanda
2009 Yildirim & Berberoglu
2010 Mubarak
2010 Abu Muslim
2010 Pei & Li
2011 Paek and Wilson
2011 Cepni

387



Atalay, Gok,

2012 Kelecioglu and Arsan
2012 Keklik

Kondratek and
2013 Grudniewska
2014 Kabasakal et al.
2014 Price
2015 Al-Dawy
2015 Demirtasli & Ulutas
2016 Al-Bashabsha
2017 Alghamdi
2017 Ardic & Gelbal
2018 Selvi & Alict
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