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Abstract

Psychology testing, especially personality, has become an important role in selection practices in
both education and industrial organization sectors. However, to implement psychology testing into the
selection process has been challenged with social desirability response problems which respondents try to
distort an answer in order to pass the selection. Consequently, there are currently many proposed solutions
to this problem, in which one of those efficiency solutions is to construct measures with forced choice
format. Nevertheless, forced choice format with traditional scoring has limitation in measuring individual
difference that is a key point of the selection practices, which is called Ipsativity problem. Nowadays, ltem
Response Theory is applied to overcome this problem of forced choice format implementation.
As a result of developed item response models, forced choice format with normative scoring approach can

be practically implemented in selection context.
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The Occupational Personality Questionnaire (2009), 16PF- Adolescent Personality Questionnaire (2008),

Revised Neo Personality Inventory (2005), HEXACO Model of Personality Inventory (2000), Hogan Personality
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dielirouisuifisuudtsdulsiineudendneusaiinisisinualflmiviniu (Brown, 2015, p. @) 9ndnwae
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Foruiiien (Single Statement) wadildannnisvuuuiadsey vuiugiuvesnisdnauladsduysal (Absolute
Judgment) Aifouannsansuterauusardelilaghifeddmauseuiisuiudeaudu
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nsfisUuuudsfuidendseg uuiiugiuresnsindulududieudioy (Comparative Judgments) azdeantam
senvasHamInauSuAntulfvosannslduuuirlusuuuudenunien wu Jamnislildlalunsmeuautillg
nsnoullumaieatuimslagldddadonosdodni (Acquiescence Bias) minsuwuuguiuluvdes
Wululngliddivanaduais (Severity Effect) n13maukuuiiun1snaukuunaleguiniiuly (Central Tendency
Responding) 5ﬂqmﬁwal¢é’amﬂﬁgﬂLLUU‘G’M%’ULé'amzﬂu'aaamﬂmwwnwaLﬁmLuuﬁmauaaimﬂuizwé’qﬁﬂa'nﬁq
F198ulal%FTu (Cheung & Chan, 2002; Brown, 2015, p.6) i’mﬁgﬂamﬂzgmmwawwLﬁfﬂ‘dimgmmmm (Halo
Effect) won9nil annsiiguiuudsduidendaliiinmauisuiisuuiasdomnuiulnenssagyilidnovdng
Fadulafiieninnsiideddiasuunluudazdonny uasUsznisaaiedensdastostuninindgmnissdla
Tadoud1nau LU N1TRaUAINANLUIITaUIURIEIAN (Socially Desirable Responding) san1sUnatiauminay
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A Mstasaiugau U

B: @5 assAuAal []

C: gougunsaiviedsvauaiodld U

D: smunazviaudlanguiidudeu []

1NH1519 1 %Lﬁuié’dwgﬂl,wuﬂﬂﬁmﬁaﬂﬁgﬂLLUU&JaaﬁLLmﬂﬁmﬁuaaﬂiﬂ ag19lsAd Tuauddeds
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ImmawwgmwuﬁLﬂuLLUUﬁaﬁULﬁamwuwnﬁ@ (Multidimensional Forced Choice) luuaisin1sefiusiena

N13AN¥IUBY Hontangas et al. (2015, p. 609) fFnwmuI nslduvuinguuuudsdudenluguwuu PICK, MOLE

way RANK annsatdestunisasladaidoumneululuiiansuinlaass udlumafia msldsuuuu PICK Naue
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fifvestenruneludeifeaiu (Multidimensional Forced Choice) Saffumsimungunuunisnouvesneuli
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maﬁmum%aiﬁuﬂ'guLLUU&'asﬁ'ﬁqmauﬁﬁﬁga 2 aandAnananalidn “wuuianndduuuaiisu” wse
Multidimensional Pairwise Preference (MDPP) (Stark et al., 2005, pp. 1-21) ¥5 ® Multidimensional Pairwise
Comparison (MPC) (Wang et al. 2017, pp. 600-613)
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aruaudusyideuieuses (Orsanization) luasfi Toai1u B TnesdUsznouduaiiulianalagdu
(Interpersonal Trust) uaa3srimualigneuidandeninuladeninunis Aneuiuinswmielndifssiugneu
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Ipsativity: dadnfinlunisileuiiguseninsuanavasiuudnguuuudsduiifen
faiuwldunsfnyidelutagdunuinmsadisuuinlugduuudsduidonazaninsaantaymeingeg
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sl iedeuaiildgmitluAndiasiuuiuuafy (Traditional Scoring Approach) naadie msliazuuudy
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\ad gl 15en71 “Ipsativity” A1uLnasives Clemans (as cited in Salgado et al., 2015, p. 80) 7 5¥y 1141
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AuAnassETIAYnT 4 Azuuu mnfinnsanfissaesesdusznoudindm nanzuuuiiAadueniinainnisi
we A fianuansaisdnunsdndseuuagnisiinnufnaiisassd uieuanmnsadumadidauganindntos
Tuvaugiiung C aflazuunsnunnuassalumsitrdanusintu 9 azuuu uazdiazuuufunsianuanasisassa
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Awamsasunsdndauveng C 0193rganiIAINEIsasuNsiaNAnassEssAliuegsn
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uazmsuuzuL witzdsliAndedindemsihanldnuatdasanenniluldlunszuaunsindendsdnudes
Tldnansinfianmnsouandiifueuuaniassrinayaeald (nter-Individual Comparison) fagimgiaausiilt
wmesteasdnuidelutiagtunuiinsadauuuialuguuuussfuidenasannsadedestutigmnisdsla
dadeummevdududymddyrenisiuuuiamadafdeluldlunszuiunsdaden wiluvasioadiumnld
gﬂLmeiﬁmﬂ'mgLLWLLUU@%&L@N naaziuuiiladndlaiamnsotlulflunismenauandaszninayanasuu
TgUszasrdfgueinssuiunsAnidenta
nQefn1Inauauasdanau : neeanvaslym Ipsativity

fegaauvesgUuuTsfuLdeni ndeniniluldlunszuiunsdadon lussozdeudaiud
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Ipsativity 8nesiiilos aunszisiagtuiaduinsthnguiananinas dulagnquinisnevaussteasy (tem
Response Theory) liunuszgndldiilelfanunsauszananadeyaiildaniuuinosnuiduddiaviilfiuiouiou
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Model-based normative scoring Insnadwsaavinefildannsuszinananslivguinisnevaussioaouazians
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(Dimensionality of comparisons) 3) gULUUNIMBU Wag 4) Usztanvaslunanisin

M99 3 uanslunanisnevausteaeuildiuiuuinguhuudsAuiden

q ] MU 29AUszNaU sduuunsg UssnNNuag
Yalunan1snavaussnidlunsinsnzi ¥
Jan31u AU Tuean133n
Zinnes-Griggs model for unidimensional pairwise 2 LN PICK Ideal Point
preferences (Zinnes & Griggs, 1974)
McCloy-Heggestad-Reeve unfolding model for > 2 Wifgﬁﬁ RANK Ideal Point
multidimensional ranking blocks
(Mccloy, Heggestad, & Reeve, 2005)
Multi-unidimensional Pairwise Preference (MUPP) 2 Wifgﬁﬁ PICK Ideal Point
IRT Model (Stark, Chermnyshenko & Drasgow,
2005)
Thurstonian IRT model (Brown & Olivares, 2011) > 2 LONIR RANK Dominance
NI

Rasch ipsative model (RIM) (2017) 2 NI PICK Dominance
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wmMaisaiy winsilaunfgiuisafunszuiunsmeuvesimneu (Response Process) ﬁLLmﬂﬁmﬁ’uﬁgu%ﬂ’lmgi
nsfguiuuvedlinnanisia (Measurement Model) fiunnsinaifu Ssvndruunlanalunised 3 senmuuszian
vodlumansia azannsaduunldifu 2 nau Iéurdlunaiioglungy Dominance IRT Model ua Tnadioglundgy
Ideal Point IRT Model (M%@L%ﬁﬂgﬂ%awﬁﬂﬁ’i’l Unfolding Model) Imiumaﬁaeﬂuﬂdu Dominance IRT Model
fuwnnuAefiuguiih lunsinnadnuusmedslussdusznoulag mnsefuresnudnuuzsdnvesiynineg
Tuseuiigs asuuuiildannslilumanisinazgenulusmeiaue waglunenduiumnssiuaudnuazymadnves
gninegluseduiid ezuuuiildasimuluieiaue femmilinansnevausstomoulunduifadulinnadi
laiduamuhandulumsUsssnumgudnuasnsiavesigniadusuuiutumadies (Monotonic)
Turasieafulinaadioglungy Ideal Point IRT Model fiwuaruAnfiugiuiii Avssssdunmdnuas

nMednvesgninuazaivesssAunnanvazresdonuildin uarfiansarilieguududiuiusedeos
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(Continuum) Renfule Fsansathunvieudisuiuld lnsazuuuiilaannisidlunassiaaian Weldiuggn

Ianfnuanvauzmadafiivindunielndlfssiussauaudnyusvestanutiug wasazwuuilissiosadiion”
Woszaunm ”ﬂwmsmﬁmaqQ'gﬂi’m@qmw%meﬁmmﬂigﬁmmé’ﬂwmwmsﬁamm FIANMULHNAILUDIALAR
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NNTNTEAUAMENYUENIAAYBIYNIAAINITEIUAMEN YUY YRIlBaAIL (Disagree from below) 139814LMn

1Y o

1NNTNTLAUANANYUENNTAVBIE YN INFINTIITEAUANGNYEYBIUBAIY (Disagree from above) A78LAl

Q

Tumanisnevauastaaaulungy Ideal Point IRT Model Fudulunafifiilsidunnuirazidunldlunisuszuna

AudnwuzmInvewfgnIndunuuliiindumades (Nonmonotonic)
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A 1 f19E13 Item characteristic Curve (ICC) vasluwmalungy Dominance IRT Model (A) wa¢ Ideal point IRT

Model (B)

fauwusazTumaiigninaueifioldlunsAnanzuuuve vy iaguuuuisduidenazideimunuaz
wanuAnd pmdeuandeiuoenly udgarureanlunanisld Model based normative scoring Ae
maneeuudlutlan tpsativity ilsognsanysal aunseiianunsaesuzdodrinveniuvuiaguuuutsduidon
Wl¥aauuandsseninsyanald Snvislunisindaziunanmsusznalagldlueamaademansiduiugu
fuilildasaumansaifunine suiilugmadssgndldfumelulanisinnasnaumadinnsdiasesisng

11nNU1E L9 U Differential item functioning analysis (DIF), Computerized adaptive testing (CAT) 1a &' a4
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Usrautlymnsaslatadeummeureshuuuinlaeiingusrasdiiielinuioddfunsdadon Susuiimsfndu
wazthuuuinguuuudsduidenitunldiileudtamdangn sgndlsAmumslduvuinguuuutsduidentunisanen
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