o Mthodotooy =5 A\, PAPER AND PENCIL AND COMPUTER BASED TESTS
TO ASSESS PERSONALITY

INTRODUCTION SAMPLE

In recent years, computer-based testing (CBT) has grown in popularity
over paper-and-pencil testing (P&P) and, in fact, several P&P tests are
being “computerizing” (although they were standardized as P&P
tests). Therefore it is of great importance to know the impact of this
issue in the psychological assessment: Do psychometric properties
differ? Are the scores interchangeable between P&P and CBT
administration?

Sample consists of those examinees whose responses were stored in
the TEA Ediciones scoring systems e-perfil and e-teaediciones. e-perfil
allows the examiner to introduce the answers that the examinee gave
in a P&P administration and get the scores and a profile. e-
teaediciones is a computer based system where the examinee answers
the same test.

The focus of present research is to evaluate the score comparability n n

of CB and P&P items in personality tests, specifically in four tests: /’17 254 BIP , 06_5;

BIP,(Hossiep & Paschen, 2006), TPT (Corral, Pamos, Perena & ' ' o
Seisdedos, 2006), NEO-PI R (Costa & McCrae, 2008) and 16PF-5 e-perfil . 25561 TPT 3,863 e-teaediciones
(Russell & Karol, 2005). (P&P) 3810 NEO-PI R 747 o (CBT)
HYPOTHESIS , 65,535 16PF-5 84381

»Psychometric properties of tests are the same in both — i

administration methods: reliability and factor structure.
»Scores obtained from the tests are interchangeable regardless the
administration method: DIF analysis, MANOVA.

RESULTS

RELIABILITY DIF

Felt’s statistic (1969) was obtained to compare the Cronbach’s To analyze the existence of differential item functioning, logistic

alpha coefficients in both conditions in the scales of the four tests. regression was used as Zumbo (1999) proposes. Thus, effect size was

Significant values were obtained in several scales. The test with obtained, as it was considered the most appropriate method taking into

fewer significant values was TPT. However, these differences were account the large sample sizes.

low, and the means of these differences in the four tests were

0.0335, 0.0477, 0.0905 and 0.0272, respectively. R2 when predicting raw scores from the item responses was compared
with RZwhen administration method was also introduced as independent
variable (uniform DIF). Then, the first R? was compared with R?when the

FACTOR VALIDITY interaction between administration method and item responses was also

The configuration matrix were obtained from the factor analysis. The introduced as independent variable (non-uniform DIF). The effect size did

structures of TPT, NEO PI-R and 16 PF-5, similar to those contained in not exceed 0.13 (value suggested by Zumbo) at any item in the four

the respective manuals, were compared using the congruence tests.

coefficient (Wrigley and Neuhaus, 1955). Several authors suggest

’(c)hg;c) there exists consistence if the values are higher than 0.80 or MANOVA

Multivariate Analysis of Variance was used to study the influence of the
administration method in the scales of the tests. The result of the four
multivariate contrasts (one for each test) was statistically significant in all

In all cases the coefficients were higher than 0.90, except NEO PI-R

Correlaciones
Comelacitn de Pearson

hadet ko hdotiv ation Behaviour

spertl  Wetation 1 C7 T R BIP TPT NEO PI-R 16 PF-5

Behawviour S 1

Social skills 407" T | - .
Peyohic structure el e Number of variables with 11 13 27 14
hdotiv ation 1 4097

Behaviour w1 o significant differences

social skills Rh B9

Psychis structure o e i Average effect size 0.0028 0.0012 0.0112 0.0025

*® La comelacion es significativa al nivel 0,01 (bilateral).




