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Editorial:  
Psychological Test and Assessment 
Modeling  
Klaus D. Kubinger1 
(editor-in-chief) 

This journal has been founded as Psychologische Beiträge – a journal for a quarterly 
review of psychological science research. The scope was broad as in other journals from 
the 1950s. Therefore, being internationalized in 2003, it became renamed as Psychology 
Science. After the realization that some papers had been cited in the abbreviated manner 
of PsycholSci – so the paper scored on the ISI-indexed well-known journal Psychologi-
cal Science, but not on Psychology Science –, such mistakes were tried to prevent renam-
ing the journal again to Psychology Science Quarterly, in 2008. However, in the last two 
years the journal has altered its scope due to the topics of submitted papers and due to 
(invited) special issues. As a matter of fact, the scope has changed towards the primary 
subjects of psychology-specific statistical methods and problems, general psychometrics, 
and psychological assessment in theory and practice.  
First of all, the special issue 2008/2 “High Ability Assessment” (cf. Stöger & Ziegler, 
2008) should be mentioned. In this issue for instance, Holocher-Ertl, Kubinger, and 
Hohensinn (2008) dealt with the gap between practical demands and scientific supply 
when identifying children who may be cognitively gifted. Holling and Kuhn (2008) 
investigated the factor structure of divergent thinking in gifted children. Phillipson 
(2008) calibrated underachievers’ achievements using the Rasch model. And Ziegler and 
Stöger (2008) suggested some content model of learning. There was then a special issue 
in 2008/3 “The Use of LLTM (Linear Logistic Test Model): Cognitive Modelling and 
Item-Technology Analysis”. In this issue for instance, Kubinger (2008) brought up a 
revival of the Rasch model-based LLTM. Embretson and Daniel (2008) used the LLTM 
for analysing the complexity in mathematical problem solving items; Sonnleitner (2008) 
and Holling et al. (2008) applied the LLTM for the evaluation of item generating rules 
(the former for reading comprehension, the latter for statistical wording); Xie and Wilson 
(2008) used the LLTM for DIF-analyses, and Hohensinn et al. (2008) used this model for 
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examining item-position effects. However, there are many other papers to give represen-
tative examples of the actual scope of the journal. Whitman et al. (2008) designed an 
experiment to investigate the fakability of a certain measure of emotional intelligence; 
Malda et al. (2008) dealt with the adaptation of a cognitive test for a different culture; 
Teresi et al. (2008) described pertinent methods of disclosing DIF; Koch et al. (2009) 
evaluated the Critical Incident Technique; Ziegler, Toomela, and Bühner (2009) analysed 
spurious measurement errors within the Big Five; Platt, Proyer, and Ruch (2009) dealt 
with the assessment of gelotophobia; Scheiblechner (2009) contrasted Rasch models and 
so-called pseudo-Rasch models; Dittrich and Hatzinger (2009) illustrated how to fit log-
linear Bradley-Terry models for paired comparison; Fill Giordano et al. (2009) attempted 
to assess learning achievement; Staugaard (2009) evaluated different versions of atten-
tional bias tasks; Foster and Miller (2009) introduced a new format for multiple-choice 
testing, and finally Kubinger, Rasch, and Yanagida (2009) gave a new suggestion of 
designing data-sampling for Rasch model calibrating a test. Last but not least, there was 
a special topic in 2009/4: “Working memory and intelligence” (cf. Schweizer, 2009). 
There for instance, Unsworth, Spillers, and Brewer (2009) examined some content model 
of working memory capacity, attention control, and fluid intelligence; Rockstroh and 
Schweizer (2009) investigated the effect of retest practice.  
Hence, we decided to change the title of the journal again, to: Psychological Test and 
Assessment Modeling. There is the possibility that this specialisation leads to a much 
higher receptiveness and acceptance of the journal – as a matter of fact, we self-evaluated 
the impact factor of Psychology Science Quarterly 2009 according to Kubinger, Heuber-
ger, and Poinstingl (2010, in press), which will be published ongoing. And, of course, 
some new board members have been acquired, while a few board members have left the 
board for content reasons.  
Nevertheless, the scope of the journal is wide; it publishes important research results on 
the given topics, including personality psychology. Empirical contributions are welcome, 
as well as theoretical papers concerning special content models and psychometric or 
statistic developments. Furthermore, simulation studies to psychometric or statistical 
models are within the focus of the journal as long as they serve for the solution of basical 
psychological research questions. 
High standards in the application of empirical methods – including elaborated methodo-
logical approaches – are desired. Either theory-based experimental designs or the use of 
excellent methods, procedures, and algorithms are expected. Though some misuse of 
statistics may be common, this and other improper approaches should be avoided. In 
particular, one should bear in mind that rejection of the null-hypothesis that a certain 
correlation coefficient is null, is hardly of any scientific gain, but one should rather use a 
specific null-hypothesis (cf. Kubinger, Rasch, & Šimečkova, 2007). Of course, papers 
with well-planned studies and experiments that do not deliver significant results, that is 
to say do not confirm the assumed hypothesis, are in no way excluded; their contribution 
to scientific knowledge may be just as important as that of papers with positive results. 
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Besides conventional APA requirements we give the following general hints for authors: 
– Use only 5 keywords 
– Use “Black and White (2003)” within the text, but “Black & White (2002)” within 

footnotes, Tables, Figures, or within brackets; please list every author’s name the 
first time you refer to them, but afterwards, if there are more than three authors, then 
use Miller et al. 

– Don’t use too many abbreviations 
– Always use statistical symbols in Italics 
– Do not use different type-I-risk levels in your paper for similar questions, but decide 

in advance for a certain level; there is no need for asterisks in order to indicate the ef-
fect size, rather estimate the (relative) effect size 

– Do not use alpha-risk, alpha-error, beta-risk, and beta-error, but type-I- and type-II-
risk, and -error. 

– Do not use N for sample sizes, but n 
– Don’t use T = 21.6 but t = 21.6, because that concerns the t-test and the t-distribution; 

that is do not follow SPSS 
– Please always set a “blank” between statistical expressions and mathematical sym-

bols – that is p = .03 instead of p=.03 

– Don’t use Chi2 or the like, but χ2 
– Please use 50 %, but not 50% 
– Don’t use the qualitative categories by Cohen (1960) for the evaluation of the esti-

mated effect size but give the estimated (relative) effect size in its quantitative value  
– There is no need to write p < .001 and the like, in case SPSS lists p = .000 – this is 

so, because every reader acquainted with mathematics knows that p is not actually 
zero but the given value is only the result of rounding  

 
We will continue with the tradition of publishing special topics. These, however, will no 
longer constitute a special issue on their own, but will rather be accompanied by a few 
varia papers. Hence, every issue offers varia papers; this is because we can publish a 
paper very quickly, though there might be a pool of special topics for the forthcoming 
papers. In the first issue 2010/1 we are glad to publish Part I of the special topic: 
“Gelotophobia”, edited by the guest editors Proyer and Ruch (2010); Part II will be pub-
lished in issue 2010/2. There are two special topics in preparation for 2011, “Advances in 
psychological and educational testing” and “Methods of cluster- and type analyses”. And 
for 2012 there is a special topic in preparation: “World-wide diversity of intelligence 
testing”. Of course, any suggestions to the editorial board for other special topics are 
welcome.  
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