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Abstract

This study aimed to (1) develop a multidimensional forced-choice situational
judgment test to assess undergraduate students’ expectations toward 21st-century blended
learning and (2) examine the quality of the instrument in terms of response balance, validity,
and reliability. Validity evidence was gathered through content validity assessment, criterion-
related validation, and construct validity using a multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) matrix.
Reliability was assessed using internal consistency and test-retest methods. The instrument
development involved four groups: three purposively selected samples, consisting of experts
in educational measurement and evaluation, higher education instructors, and undergraduate
students, along with one stratified random sample of 120 undergraduate students, with
academic faculties serving as strata. The final version of the instrument comprised 25 items
incorporating visual stimuli, representing five distinct scenarios, each measuring five dimensions
of blended learning expectations. The response balance analysis revealed no initial signs of
response bias. Correlations between scores obtained from the developed instrument and
external measures provided supportive evidence of criterion-related validity. Construct validity,
assessed using the MTMM matrix, demonstrated higher correlations between different traits
measured by the same method, thereby supporting convergent validity. Internal consistency
was found to be at an acceptable level, and test-retest reliability indicated a high average

correlation coefficient across the full instrument.

Keywords: forced-choice measurement, multidimensional measurement,

situational judgment test, blended learning

umin

LuUFR3UuUULIRsUsENNAAN (rating scale) Lunuuiadieanuuuliiausdonin
ungneuasnazniadeniny i eliinsauazdndulausazdonmuuuidaduysal (absolute
judgment) fusERUATLLLTIRMUAlE Jsainnszuiunsadsiilddudou meude azmnlunisnsaa

Tinzuuuuazasvaeunnnm Juduguuuuildsuanuiionegrsunsmais (Schinemann & Ziegler,



MIAINTIANANITANYT UNTINYISINNIEIIATY

58 Journal of Educational Measurement, Mahasarakham University

2023) agnalsinnu mAdeduunnnuItedindAguesgUkuuInTUsEian Aormulsnzuns
sonsinidourmneuienainduidlagnslanarlingla Wy nsmeuiiuase nsmeumuauAIAnT
Y} 2 i A b & PR, v sala va Pl a8 &
Medaru nsidenAnanwisegaty Jyvmarinulaninelaanunisainiigiiaulddiudensas
wagn1 (Brown & Maydeu-Olivares, 2011) Jagdunisasisvuinluguuuutsduiien (forced
. = &, A A Yo a £ 1 J P a v @ I~
choice) Fudumadeniilasunnuaulaiivduegssiailiadunatsusun lnsanzsuuuudsduidon
WUUNYE#A (multidimensional forced-choice) Nan1333831uuIINNUIINTIEFULULTIAULEDN
wuunyiifgieundymnisadadadoudneulafuazlinnuasinunaueidunusninduniafnii

JULUUINATUTEINMAN (Lee et al, 2024)
sUnvudsAuidenwuunydfdusuuinfiog uui uguvesnisiigneuianisdndula

a

BaUSeudieu (comparative judgments) FalimsiiauetannuninndnuaendniiisnesAlsenoy
fusaus 2 dudendululiungneu inelvineusuiisuwas Tadulvineuidendeanuniuisnis
ifwun (Brown & Maydeu-Olivares, 2011) Tnganatauateaiiuiidudidenliundnauldniu
UIUNAINUA 19U 2 ToAu (pair) 3 ToAu (triplet) e 4 Yo (quadruplet) LAZDIAAIRUA
ax vy a v a Y P X a v . A o vy a

Bnsligneuidenteninuiasaiuimiesnniianduuiies 1 daau (pick) vservualvignauidon
uu 2 TonnunnssiuaueInaawaziaeiign (MOLE) nsemmualiimoulsesdmutaniny
PN [y PN v/ PN [ [ ! = Id d' [y v Aa
MnsatunuesInuInigalutesign (rank) ndnvagdinanIuduswuuivangauduwuuiand

a [y

TnguszasimdniiensTouiisuusazesdusznaunisluyanaiieniu (intra-individual comparison)
flanansaldnsandrnzuuuldluynguuuy egrlsAmuiiagduiinanisiseiinuitnududeuves
nszUuMIRauLUUInlugULuudsAuidanilminnsnsedulvigneuiianssuiunsasiousies
nasAnIan LilelUSsulfisunnguesteninuiivauslunsazde (Schinemann & Ziegler, 2023)
?’NLﬂumLmﬁﬁﬂﬁtﬂ'umﬂ%’ﬂ’ﬁzmﬁfgfm (cognitive load) suaar;j:mauLLaqumaﬁfaLﬁmlﬂé’fﬂ
Anuwilegdnanmeviuuuin (test fatigue) nslamznisesnuuuiidmsthiauedonuiliugiiey
TuusiazdounnauAuly naonsunsisuuteeruiuly (Lee et al, 2021) Fsoraidumauaiyinli
frovliaulansunaziinginssunisnouuuulalldla (Ward & Meade, 2023) 9919058 MUsDAIINATS
yosuuuinlufian ﬂ133581Uﬂ%&5§&ﬁm%LﬁaﬁaaaﬂaﬂﬁﬂjﬁmﬂuﬂﬂiﬁwuﬂLLUU’?@IEULLUU‘UU\‘iﬁJULaaﬂ
flannszmetlygvesdinevas luvariinunmvssnuuiadsaady
n1sannsenelgavesinouiuuingUuuudsduiienatavitlavainvaisuuinig
N13AMUAAIILETIVDILULIRBE1mNzaN n1sAmuaduIutenuluudasdalnlduinauiull
nsanmLTUeuTeseritEuD (Sass et al, 2020) nsFuatvastanIm (block polarity)
Thogludaifoatuionun (Lee et al, 2021) Wusiu uanaindmininininauedenrulaenisld
anunsaling 9 Agneuduinenisliuunidesnisia Sududnudsiadoiivisannisldnise

metyvesinould lnenistdaniunisalanunsaannansenuannistasunanisneunivueg iy

Y



Uil 31 aduil 2: n3nges - SunAu 2568
Vol. 31 No. 2: July - December 2025 59

ANAINNTIUNNTA VB UAWLBIYDI MY (Hooper et al,, 2006) Wagn1siiuuIunanIun1salidnly
Tunvuinhbiiaauasslunsiueradwslanu (Swift & Peterson, 2019)
ARLVBULYINBIANINNIAUNSANYINVENEFTRE 1B JULUUNTTIANISIS BT WUIN NIV
Jegniausdunainvatejukuy nildlusluuuidAyAsukuunsiseus wuurauna1y (blended
learning) FaiugUuuunld3sn1siivarnvate nauna1un1sieulue S ouuuuHTYinsening
v o [y a 1% a 1 a 1 . I a v
HiSeuagaou funsiSeuuenviedlleuruRanssusig 9 (Yimyam et al, 2015) iWuguwuunsiseus
Mgy nEUANBIANUUANANTENINIYAATIMUTULUUNSITEY ANNEUl WagAUELTaY09

a

AiSeuusazAw (Bonk et al,, 2005) Faununzaudmiufieulumnissud 21 agrslsinnu nseenwuy

Y

N195 U WUURANKAudraINaIegULUU (Salleh et al, 2017) uana1nid LWINNTIALAY

Yo [ v [y I

Uszlilunan1si3ous TYBINWNITIVVDUAYBDUNAU swamasmaﬁa%aé’auﬂé’u AADAIULLUINI

Y

'
o v

msinAunansFeus SadussiusznoufidiayiidsmareuszavsnmlumsGoud namsdnwduausnn
wansbiiuaudunussendnaud nuazauiafdedud nwaga19961un15An¥I1T0IY ARG
ogssaiiles mssonuuunsianisBeusliduluedisdiussansam daeuismnsvenenisinuinay
AR NYUEMUIANHEYD T8
msﬁﬂwm%ﬂﬁﬁaﬁmmLLUU%’@L%qﬁmumsmiwwﬁaLmuﬁqﬁmﬁaﬂﬁm%’umzLﬁummmwfﬂ
Giamiﬁﬂuil,wuwammﬂmmﬁwﬁ 21 dwsuiinfnwUSaes Teefmua 5 anunsel Wie e
AuAAnYs 5 du saiieau 25 4o vueiBnismeuluy MOLE Sufuisnismeufitmusligmey
don 2 deanuiinsadupulesniiganazyosi o ol uansaumad ldann1siwuuie
(Hontangas et al,, 2015) uwarfin1sAnAnzuuuLuUA B0 (partially ipsative scoring) Taedinis
nsavasunanmesuUialugukuuifudendeiinisiivarnuats daudnisnsaaaeunmnin
Dosunnfidermauasiifsadesdnm 3 seu naenumsveaeddiiensinaeuarmaugavoina
n1390U (balanced response distributions) uazydayay ol ssiuvesnisiinrudiBesveuuuin
(item bias) T204N150T2988UAMNMAIUANNATILAZ AT BIvaInTa1eTT T ielsilaunds
irsesileftienaunuuazoonuuumMsiansouilinsemumaniaasinzaniugiSoudsazinllg

Y

NSRS euUTTaNaaNSNSSEus Latunan

ALV YBINTTINY

1. Wamkuuiadeanumsainyifuuuiiduidendmivdssduanumanisienisiseus
wuusananuluamssei 21 dwduindnuuiyanns

2. ATINADUAMANYBIUUU TR TY FuuaLnaTesHani1Iney (Balanced

response distributions) AMuANATY (Validity) LarALLTie (Reliability)



MIAINTIANANITANYT UNTINYISINNIEIIATY

60 Journal of Educational Measurement, Mahasarakham University

NSOULUIANVDINISIAY

1
N o (%

NuITedianiuuuinauatanisenisiisuiwuuraunauluanissei 21 dwsu

=

Unfnwl3aees Wnelduwuuindaaaiunisalnulifuuudiduideniiinaumanis 5 Ay uay

g7

1%
v

MMInsIvaeuaMa AN InlfveswuuIamgisnsivainvate lnsinseunuiAnlunisidemsll

AMENUANIRANAYIILUUIN

(1) MNUAUAAYBIHANTITAOY
wuudaLgesaunsalniEAwuubIRULEeN (2) Aumss
1) sUBUUMIIANITITUUUUNANHEATY - ATIATALEWT
o v 6
2) WINNNTInLaE UssLiung - AUASIATALA RN NUD
3) FDINMNISSULDUATDUNTU |:> - m’mmﬂmquwaiﬂsﬂsiﬁ%mﬁLﬂﬁ’wﬁ
Y
o o o a 3 v o aa
4) S19a¥L108nYBIYRYALBUN RIVINTNYANEAL-NIIE
5) Mfindunansiseus (3) e
- MyiaanuaennaeInely

- AsInAuAlas IS NNsNAEe UL

A 1 NTBULUIAANNSINY

A5AAUN15IY

1. Usgnsuazngunlagng

= S X [ = N o aAa o »

nsAnwasatidunsiamesellieiniiin1snsiaaeuAmuAInd 1w 4 58U (Schinemann
& Ziegler, 2023) a1nnquuszuns 4 nqu lneuvsdunguidmnefidnisdmdoniuuaniziaisas
w3 3 ngu laun (1) FieivyiunmsinuasUseiunaiduszaunisallidesnd 5 Y dawmu 5 Ay
ORI TIAARUAILMINE ANYRIN1TERNKUULATIAT1INYBLUUTR (2) 919138daeulusERuaALANYINY
91g91ulideendn 5 U 9119u 10 AN W BATIIEDUAINMNITANLA 8 AU Tl kaE ToRAIY
Tukuuin wag (3) dn@nwluseAuuSyanT InMnedaaIuasuns meetanid 1w 10 Ay
enaasdldiUssiulazidoiausius N eINUAMULIZENYDIANUNITARATBAIINAN 9 N1USINg
Tuwuudn wenanidadingudiegeilaannisdudiegns 91uiu 1 nqu lawn dnAnwssruuSygyes

a v a & a = o 4‘ I3 1 % a I Y} I

WINedaaIuasuns Ineeetnnid 9wiu 120 ey ieldunguneasdld lnelinnsduiiegng
wuutuad (Stratified sampling) Gaflamuzidutund Audnvuindieg1slagldlusunsudniagy
G*power d1115UN1TILATIERANAUNUS (Correlation) M1din1sAMUAR18NENa (Effect size) = 0.30
munAl alpha = 0.05 WagMuuaAl power(l-beta) = 0.95 lAT1UIUMIDENVIIEY 111 AU WazLD

Uesutgmnisiadeyaliasuiiu Jsmmvuangusiegnedu 120 Ay



U1 31 aduil 2: nsngAu - Sunay 2568
Vol. 31 No. 2: July - December 2025 61

2. Aspsianlylunisivy

v
v

in3oaflefilluniseadsiliunvuindeanunsainmifuuudaduidendmivusziiiu
mmmwﬁfqm'amsL'%wimuwammﬂuﬂmswﬁ 21 @wmsutinfnw1USeyey1e3s 91U 25 90 91n 5
aeunnsal Usznausne (1) fiSouiifianumanda (2) fiSouiissaulym (3) fuusth @) uitlam
war (5) Hoanuwuun13danisiseus tuudavaniunisaiusenaumigdoniniy 5 U8 lawn (1) a1y
AANTIAUIULUUNTISEY (2) ANHANANTIAIUNTIALasUsEEURG (3) AUAIANTIAIUYRINNY
nMsSuteyadoundu (4) AmumanianIuTeazdenvestoyadoundu uag (5) mNuAAnIsRIun1Tin
wazUsziiiunan1sGous Tuwiasdousngiidendiunanusazesduszneudos dafvuaisnisney
uinzdalagldsuuuy MOLE fiszylidmeuiarsuuisuiisutenuiiiauadudiadentiavun
wddnduladentemuiinsatunuiesnniianium 1 femnu werdermnuiinsauauesiiosiian
Fuun 1 Fomu [nnsAnAIazuLLLUUA sBedaLes (Partially ipsative scoring) Tneliazuwy +1 fu
psAUsENEUTRROUTEY ISR URIeBNNTian wagliazuuy -1 fussAUsEneufignoussyinsaiy

AuLesteefgn lnellseavidunasausenaugay il

M1919 1 fenadelfiansvesnnumenisienisiseusiuunausauluanssui 21

v I3
AU 29AUsznau

ANB5UY

AIUAIANTIA U (A) Flipped-classroom model

sunuunsiseu

AN gukuURdmina1useu lngglseudnyn

WemmeauesnaufsnuiSeunuiigaeunmun Wed
muiseuisdnfanssuluduseulaedfFeudugudnan

¥ < ydy
wazeapuurTuuy

(B) Flex model

IgaszungiFeulunisuimsnisieusateauies 0
ninensn1siseusiasuniivua ludndudesdnnis
SeuswuuEByvinnaus ey uilivesnisatduayuly

nsPeuideymbiungiseustadaau

(CO) Self-blend model

UalemalifSounaunanuienuazidnisiseulany
doende Insanufnuwaviaewimihiilusnunandlu
n1sgeIvau dewaueuuz waziduguieadny

ArAINIUNMINANHATUVDIHL T BTN

(D) Enriched-virtual model

dan1seusvidszuuiaseotnaduieniewaiiou Loy
dasududdnnisiseusidundn wiianuagnindulu
sUsvueaulal aiSeugnimunliuniiiesSeunuy

wdynianizlufanssuiaouinunwinu

AUAIARIIAIUNIT  (A) Assessment AS learning

Inuazussliung

Tonszuiunisianazyseidunatduas oedialunng

Juiafaunisiseus

(B) Assessment FOR learning

¥ nszurunisTavazUseidunaduas aadialunisae

Wannsiseus




MIAINTIANANITANYT UNTINYISINNIEIIATY

62  Journal of Educational Measurement, Mahasarakham University

11379 1 (619)

fu 29AUsENAY ANa5UNY
(C) Assessment OF leaming  lnszuiunisinuazdsaifiunafundesiielunisasuug
nsiseus
AA1UANANTIABY DY  (A) Cohort feedback Tideyadoundudunyanzuuvdiuniunisluieasou

n19n1sTudeya

¥ s
YgAUNAU

a

Tnenlendlviaeunazitousuiilideyadoundu

(B) Individual feedback

¥ [ £ ]

Tidoyadoundulneyaouwuuadiudiseninagasuniy

U

¥ a <)
QL?EJ'L!LU‘L!?WEJQF’]V‘W@

(C) Computer-based
feedback

TidayadoundulaeszuunouiamessnludAwuudiusi

FEMINGSIULAE TEUUADINIADS

AIIUATIAKD 96D

1. Knowledge of result

T doyaiNeInad nsveen15nTeM1ve T 8 Ut i

U

sruazidunvasdaya  feedback ABewhiaviegn Taghiinsuandeyaduviedasue
daunau s
2. Corrective feedback Tdeyadounduuuuuendaeuiignsies mnfisousign
wUBNIIYN LLaz51;‘JTL%ﬂuﬁwﬁmwaﬂdﬂﬁmw%’auﬁwm
ﬁmauﬁgné’aﬂﬁﬁui{ﬁau wilaififnesune iy
3. Specific and directive Iiayadounduuuueduiesuaridsneg19a1vuay
elaborated feedback Fuuz edureeanendudland e3unerneu uaz
aSunetaranain lnglddayaanlanduazAinauves
Asewdundn
4. General and facilitative Tidoyadeunduuuueduieneazideauuuinllngld
elaborated feedback #a98139%78 a5 urelasendaegluaniunisald ud
Wieuaganulangudidanuziuindigissulssynald
fulanddothudenues
A2IUAINNIIAIUNTS 1. Criterion-referenced N1sAnduNanITTeuLUUBunue laglin1siuTeuiigy

v a

AnduNanIsTeus

assessment

funamidumnnsgiu

2 Norm-referenced

assessment

nsAndunanisiseusuuudengu laelinsiuSeuiiigy

FENINYAAS

3. Self-referenced

assessment

n1sAnduNanIsiseusuuUdwnuLes lnglussuiiguiu

WAILINNTVBIAILNS ULDS

< v
3. NI3NUIIUIINVDYE

3.1 9ONKUY 5 @un1sal wazasuuuuTnguiuuidsanunisanyiiniuudsRulianiite

Tamumanisrensiseuiuuunaurauluanissen 21 wieunmusznau lnglundazaniunisel

IS (% (% gj ay ¥ Id v
LANFTINAMUAIAUNGAU 5 AU 530U 25 U8

3.2 ATIFADUANNIMNVBILUUTATOUN 1 IneiTe191aunsinkazUseiiiunalive

MTIFFBUANUML I AUVBINITORNLUUIATIAT1VBILUUTA ATIFFBUAMNINTOUTN 2 1aee1915¢



Uil 31 aduil 2: n3nges - SunAu 2568

Vol. 31 No. 2: July - December 2025 63

v [y a

JaousziuUignsifionsiseumiumnzauisadvanunsaiuardfonnulunuuia aseaey
Qmmwaauﬁ 3 Tnensmnasdliid ssduandndnvissduusaginsii elvdslauouusii ooy
AUz aLYeanuMsaliazTam g v Inglubuuie wazuiulssdemumudelausuug
YBINGUANY )

3.3 Yuvuiaiinssasuuar UudsudaluldlumaAudeyanngusednadiuiu 120
ALY LLazﬁﬁmimaaaaUﬂmmWéﬁummamqammmamsmau (Balanced response distributions) lag
nsnsiaevdndiuvamanisnaulusaziudennelutoindanuaunaiuniali wasiinisuiuuss
fommivhlsiAnanslsiaunavestanisney

3.4 AIIVFADUATINMFTUANNATI FaUsznousy munsinannaeiduiug Tagvinis
Wisuidisunafildanuuuiafivamndutunaildnnuuuini fnaudnvusfiorfunielndidestu
Tnsnsdnuiaseidlduvutn uwuuianissvirevssaunisainsifouuuuienssundudu
(perception of flipped learning experience) (Muhlisoh et al., 2020) wuuSaxlusiriAsatunislv
Uy AgBUNAU (conceptions of feedback questionnaire-Il :ScoF-Il) (Peterson & Irving, 2008) way

ANNATIRNNg Bl legldisn1sTeseiunInd nuanwag-ny3s (Multitrait-Multimethod: MTMM)

'
= o v

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959) WU 3x2 FITNTIASNYUEAIUAIIUAIANITWBIULUUNITITEUT WUY

HENHEUTILANENITY 3 dhvasuazdnsTafiuanansiy 2 33 Teun 3amsTalaelddrundsvesiuy
fafimundunarisnisialaslduuuindudeiuganan uuutanssudeussaunisaimsBous
WUUYRTBUNa UMY (Muhlisoh et al., 2020) LLUU}fmﬂuﬁﬂﬂLﬁlmﬁUﬂWﬂﬁ‘ﬁ@mﬂﬁg’GUﬂé}U (Peterson
& Irving, 2008) 'ﬁ’mﬁdamsmaaaaugmmwéfmmmLﬁem Feusznausie msiarnugonadainiely

waznsinauasilagldisnismaaeutiduay 2 dUav wagUSuUTIUUTARUHANITNTIIEDY

~ 9 o aa ~ \ ° v ¢ a
Aaun e llakuuinifinunmiiissnenanisinlulduluaniuniseias

4. MIIpTRvidaya

4.1 psvapuaInTInLtemlnsldgnsfuinuaenadesueadorany (index of
content validity) Tnefnidenanzdomuiiiidiauaanades 0.70 Fuly (Kanjanawasee, 2013)

4.2 MInTIvE@eUAMNIAIUMNANnavaNanisneulalddndiuLarTesay dnsy
psAUsznoUid 3 Miden Mvuanisuaniasiiaanda 33.33% + 15% luvaziesdusznoudi
4 fiden MMUANITUINKAITIAIANTI 25% + 10%

4.3 NMFIATAANUEUTUTTENIAIUTTUNITNTIAADUANA MATUAILATIN LN DN
fatus amnuasanuvguilasliBnsiesgiumindnydnua- s uazmnuisauunmagey
o1 neldduusyavsanduiusveiiesdu (Pearson’s correlation coefficient)

4.4 NFIATITIIINNEDAARINEIULABN1TIATIENALUS L ANTHDaNNY89ATaUUNA



MIAINTIANANITANYT UNTINYISINNIEIIATY

64  Journal of Educational Measurement, Mahasarakham University

NAN1539¢

1) Han sk uUIn@aaunsaindawuudidudendmsudseidumnua1anisee

=

nssgusiuuRauNauluanITsen 21 dmsuiln@nuuTyyns

¢ A v v a

N158NLUU 5 @01UN158d INDTAANAIATIS 5 AU Fslanuuialtsaniun1 saln i Auuy

9

LYY I~ o

SAULABDN U 25 U8 TULAASTRINTIANET 1 07 tngluknasdAdTama un kg lun15InauIU

v

599 970 5 @01un138l K1UN1IATIRd@euAMN eIl o RIuILAzUTUUTY 3 5OU A1NNqY

'
Y =1

ALTEIMUNNTInkarUseiiuNg naueNTdiaausEiugauAnYl wanautnAnumseauuIans

Y

aunszitalanuuiandaandulumun s nnivug laedsvia1udaennanivuestemIn1uiaty

q

0.92 feunsneaedldiunguiieg199se Wiensiaaeununmluddudialy

Y] | ¢ v a
feE1 an NS 2 Jiseunussautym

nndgmndneiu dndnwiaeniviaslasuteyadounduluguuuulamniigauastasan

q

174 I3 %) 1
UYaAAY 29AUsTNau M98 NUTTNAU

¥

(A Witayadoundunuudunyruzluieausey  lae  nshiteyadeunduuuy o

Y

Ualondlionansduaziveusiutuisousiuiula - vijaue

[y

Joyadoundu (cohort feedback)

(® orsdlideyadoundufiSeudusieuara uuu naslideyadoundu

wdggninazsidudiudaseninndndneiuas  s1eunag

919158 (individual feedback)

Q) o1sgtuinteyadeunduuntnAnuiriussuy  nslideyadeundulag

pauamasiialiUnAnwanunsalsengloya  seuumaluladansauwme

gounaulanudsende (computer-based

feedback)

2) nans19@eUAUAMTBILUUTAT AT Y FuAuALgAaTEIHaNI1IAaY (balanced
response distributions) ATUANATY (validity) warALLTiE (reliability)

" aN1IRTIAARUANATNANUAIILALAYDINANITADY

wuuinsUuuutaduidendts ndemmiigniausifudidenluldaztensigalignou
Benmeuldlusziuifeituvdelndifestu semmiinimsaseudndunndennouesneuiuuia
Iilenuaugaduluudazdndenuield JadumdTausnlunisadauuuiaguuuudsduidondd
UsgAnsnw Lesndndudandnannsnagviouldiusaziadoniuuuiminauelitugpouty

fiaruiazdulunisgnidennevednaunadunield mnfludideniignovuinifuly Tuvaei

¥
% =]

v A v a [y T VoA I t% = o a L
‘U'NG]’JLﬁ@ﬂﬂ?ﬂiﬁ%@@ﬁ’]ﬂﬂlﬂﬂﬁ_ﬂLﬁ’e]ﬂ@’e]'ULaEJ Lﬂu&iyiyﬂmw@Q@Uﬂ@\iﬂ’]iiﬂﬂ’ﬂiﬂﬁ%@ﬁ\‘i‘ﬂ@ﬂLL'U‘U’J@
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(item bias) (Schuinemann & Ziegler, 2023) 31nWUUTAN WAUITU uiazYan1nualil noulden
2 fden A ALARNTINSIAUALBININTIgALAASITUALLENTBETIAN W BNITAIAIUANAAYDINA
N1599UlUAMTINVBIAUNT 4 AuFen NUIILNITLINKIINANITABUBLTENINN 15.89% B 34.57%
FUANFA19INAITUINKIINAIANTY 25% Tuszaunile uwideegluveulwniinivun (25% = 10%)
TurueNA UL 3 ALa00 TNITWINKIINANITHOUTENING 29.35% - 37.55% FILANAIAINAITHAN

a [ = < [ ~ a | % = | 1
LINAIANTI 33.33% LNBULANUDE LAzl aNnNTUINITWANLIINANISABUTULAAEFLEEN WU b
sdenlalussdusenaulanlignidenseuias liiasidunsidenseumszassiunueanniignnse
= Y] v P ) a o a a a . .
HoNABULNTIEATITURULBITEIgn lnednIIN1SL80NABUATIan AB N15L88N enriched-virtual
model 1luauamanianugliuunisiseuiiasatuauesinign lnefinsidenneuiiies 4.85%

INISLADNNDUNINUA MUAUAINGT?

M99 2 NISHIINANINDUTBINGUNARDLY

NTILLINLIIVDINANTIINDU

fu g = v o
YNRUN ﬂJﬂﬂVIE!ﬂ ‘L!@El‘l/l%f!ﬂ
AUANANIIAIUFULUUNSITEY
Flipped-classroom model 31.99% 22.82% 9.17%
Flex model 18.99% 12.23% 6.76%
Self-blend model 20.07% 10.14% 9.93%
Enriched-virtual model 28.95% 4.85% 24.10%
394 100% 100%
ANUANARTIAIUNTTIANATUTZIUNE
Assessment as learning 30.86% 15.70% 15.16%
Assessment for learning 36.14% 24.67% 11.47%
Assessment of learning 33.00% 10.63% 22.37%
374 100% 100%
ANANANIIAR YR STUayadaundu
Cohort feedback 37.55% 17.01% 20.54%
Individual feedback 30.57% 17.91% 12.66%
Computer-based feedback 31.88% 15.83% 16.05%
RN 100% 100%
AUAANIIiaTgaziduavaslayadoundu
Knowledge of result feedback 34.57% 6.52% 28.06%
Corrective feedback 15.89% 6.89% 9.00%
Specific and directive elaborated 22.14% 16.48% 5.66%
General and facilitative elaborated 27.39% 20.23% 7.16%

33U 100% 100%
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NTILLINLIIVDINANTIINDU

! z = P
NINUN &I’]ﬂ‘VIf;]iﬂ ‘NEJEWIE!ﬂ
AUANANIIATUNTARTUNANTSITEUS
Criterion-referenced assessment 35.73% 25.28% 10.45%
Norm-referenced assessment 29.35% 6.76% 22.59%
Self-referenced assessment 34.92% 18.11% 16.81%
394 100% 100%

m mamsﬁmaaammmwﬁmmmmﬂ

(a) @mﬂ’]Wﬁ’WUQT}MWiQG}’]MLﬁ@W’]

WUUIANW AT URIUNTEUIUNITATIRADUAMAINATUAUATINUL LD TINNGEY 3 50U

I 1%

lagsauil 1 Han1snsIvdeuAunmnuikuuindadviauaenadesvestomauiuingussad

0.82 - 1.00 wazyihn1sUsuUTIMsliguantunsaliardemaulviaenadoswmulasiasiavasuuin

a o

Anmuald 1an1INIFRUAMAINTOUT 2 Wud1 wuudaliAdvidaiuaennaewesdorn1uiu

[y

TrgUszasd 0.85 -1.00 wazin1suiuusanislisuaniunisaluazdeanuluwuuinlvaenaaeeiu

sl o d'

A0MUNTUNMNUA NANITATIIFBUANAINTOUN 3 NUIWULInTAAYEAINdnAdRIaIT0AN Y
Auinguseasd 0.96 - 1.00 wazlavinnisusulsenisileuaniunisaluazdemniulviaenndosiu
sssumiuaraminlavesdlduuuiaundu SamansnmadeunmninduanIIILL o
3 59U WU A vssiuUIadulUnanasifii e

(b) AAUATIAHNUTFUNUS

AMsIAsIEandunusiaeldnn Pearson’s correlation coefficient S¥1319ALLUUVD A

2 1%

naudregilaannisvihwuuinfvauduiuasiuuilaaniuuinduiinaudnvasdennaaaiu

q

\OATIVHDUAMNNATUAIUATININ UINFURUS WU AxIULAINAIANIIAUIULUUNSIS UL UY
flipped-classroom model AlAnNKUUTANNAILNTY Sanuduiuseg1eidedrAyneeiffiseau
0.05 fiupzkuuilannsuuuinnissuideusraunisainisiseusiuuipassunduau (Muhlisoh et

al,, 2020) TngdAduUseanTandunus 0.48 wana1nNt §INUINALLUUAIUAINUAIANITIADYDIN

LY

n13¥uteyadeunduiuy Cohort feedback Mlaanuuudanwmundu dauduiusiuag 19l

'
v o w aaa v v o w

HedrAneananseautedfy 0.05 AuAruuuflaanesauseneau Peer help Tunuuinulusiay
Werfun1stiteyadoundu (Peterson & Irving, 2008) IngdanduussAngandusius 0.33 s7uds

AZLUUAIUANAINRTIAEIAUNITIALasUTEIIUNALUU Assessment for learning AlAanLUUIn

Y

A o X o~ v v sw o o w aaa o Y av v I
NWRIUIVU UANUFUNUTAUDY WU UYFNAYNWNEOANTEAU 0.05 ﬂU%LLuuVﬂﬂmﬂa\iﬂU%ﬂ@U Ignore

[ [y

Tunvudauluvirdineanunisiidenadounau (Peterson & Irving, 2008) InafiAduusedncandunus

Y

0.28 ¥1ain1sNauNAvaItamMIUTaY NNANUFUNUSVRIAL UL I INLUUI AN ud Uk uU TR DY
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v [ a £ [y = {j ] =~

ﬁ’)ﬂﬂmaﬂ‘lﬁ ENTNAABDINU 3L

Y

AN IVRIMENFIUNHUTURIRUAINATUAIIUATIALLN U1

[
=

dntusvesuuuiadianniu
(©) A1UATIUNG B laglEITN1TIATIMUNI NG NV N WaUE-NY D

INNITUIATLUUAIIUAIANTIA1UTURUUNITHT 8ULUY flipped-classroom model
AnuAanisaYeman1sudeyadounduluu Cohort feedback, wazALAIAr TR gatunT IR
uarUssliunaLUU Assessment for leaming fil#arnuuuiafiiamuitu saudsaiuuildanuuuts
N1335u3deUsraun1salnIsissusLUUTBLIEUNaUAIU (Muhlisoh et al., 2020) uazuuuinuluvimi
WRendunsliideyadioundu (Peterson & Irving, 2008) lussduszneu Peer help wag Ignore 1na3ns
A1519TLATIEMLUNT NE NN F Nwe- NI (Multitrait-Multimethod: MTMM) #4011519 3 Wuin
duszdvSanduiusanunsaifuddquasiiandoutgaieifisuiudulssavsanduiusdu 344
Hundnguamivayunmsauugidn (convergent validity) luvnifirdudsyavdanduius seming
azuunildannnisindnuagsafuieIfifentu (HTMM) fuduussavsanduiudserinsnsuuniild
INMTIRGNYEANTUAIETEN1IANAY (HTHM) dalndifgaiu Tagan HTMM detgendndn HTHM

= < 4 = ) [ J a o A aa (% . a -gf(
NEILRNUBDY "NL‘Uu‘lﬂaﬂi’]uuﬁ@ﬂ’ﬂlﬂmﬂ'ﬂﬂa?LE]EN“U’PN’Jﬁﬂ'ﬁ'Jﬂ (method bias) LAY

M1919 3 AITNBATIAUNTNINAN Beus-NI5

Flipped Assessment for Cohort feedback
Anuez classroom learning
359m Al B? Al B® Al B?

Flipped classroom Al 0.66°

B® 0.48° 0.78>
Assessment for Al 0.04° 0.08 0.64°
learning B? 0.13 0.04° 0.28" 0.73°
Cohort feedback Al -0.06° 0.03 0.11° 0.04 0.82°

B’ 0.23 0.16° 0.09 0.11° 0.33° 0.88°

Halpglduuuianwaudy, 2ialalduuuinduninnasnvausioaiy, *duusednsainuiiedagld Cronbach’s alpha, “dudssdns
v w & | d'\'LV Y | v Y ad A w 51 a £ v w s | aivLy o
AnFuRUSTEMIgAzL UL lia1nn1sTndnwagatatuneISimeatu (HTMM), SAndudseansanduiusseninanzuuuilaannnisin

ANwaEANUMEIBReITL (HTHM)

" NANNIATIABUAMAA LAY

N13M5I9ABUAUAINATUAMIT B9i8TE N5 Tamaenndaanislulagld Cronbach’s
alpha WuiMmmsissesusarasdusEnouaglutag 0.49 - 0.68 Tnsfimmiuiissuisatueg
0.57 uena1nd il ensradeunmunInAIuAIILT BslaeTEn1INATEUTY (test-retest reliability)
Tuszoziiavinaiu 2 §Un1k wudnen Pearson’s correlation coefficient WATiaatuiian ag/lugas

0.68 - 0.88 wazilAsIuMsatuag 0.77 AINN519 4
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19149 4 Nﬁﬂ’ﬁ@]i’)%ﬁ@Uﬂiﬁﬂ?Wé‘lj’Mﬂ’ﬂuLﬁEJ\‘i

asAUsENaY Winanudenndainiely A8nsdaud
ANUAANTIITUFULUUNNSISEY 0.53 0.82
ANUAIANIITIUNTInLasUTTLTiUNG 0.49 0.75
ANUAIANIIRaYBININSTutaYadaundy 0.68 0.88
ANumanisieseazidunvesteyadeundu 0.56 0.72
ANUANANTIFTUNITANAUNANTTISEUS 0.67 0.68
37 0.57 0.77

aAUTENa
1 sk UUIn@san un salnniasuudidudend s uussiiua a1 nisweanis

YK a

Seuduuunaunauluamssein 21 dmsuinAnyiuTyyes

AR

¥ % a o

wuuiagunuuldsanunsalnyiiduvudaduidondedidesunuainiuidediuaumniy
ansativandgmifatuanudszuisdenistailousneufioadatuldilnedlauazlinile
vosgneuLUUInlusULUUIATUTEINNA (Brown & Maydeu-Olivares, 2011) wiludnynanilewuin
\uguuuuiinsgduligmeuiinnszuiunsasviousiiosmasaian (Schinemann & Ziegler, 2023)
fiaFoufisunnguastonnufitiaueluudazde Sauduannaivilvinislduouialuguoud
iunsldnnseniatiyay (cognitive load) maa@maumnﬁu wavdnasoiasludaninumilosdn
9NATIUUUTA (test fatigue) Inslamizniseenuuuiifinsiiausdernuidugifioulunsazde
innauiuly maensumsisuuderionaifiuly (Lee et al, 2021) thlgnisneunuulsifinaunmluiian

MnwaNIsITIEpUAMAMLD asFuvpsLU AT WA U sy wuuTadaun o sdy
Wiganenansilunaaesldiunquitegnsuunlugsdely AmiAnaINNszLINNITERNLULLULIA
fajsfunisannisldnszmsiygwesdeulneinisimunaniunisaising q Afneuduinsuasly
sunmuszneuanunsalifieannisnsedunisldmsemsdygfigaiuly viligneuiinnisasviou
Fresluimufinemnzuaziiumpeuiinsesfuasiissiouinian Snvtsmiadndunauian
ﬂigmumiﬁwmLLUU?@‘{?{ﬁmumiﬁmumzmumwmﬁlaauQmmwLﬁaﬁmﬁlamiﬁwumag
Uiudgedau 3 sou annguidmanefiuansisiu LLazﬁmimwaauﬁ%L%aﬂ%mmuam%mmmw
(Schiinemann & Ziegler, 2023) nan13n31adauamn i aad undsa1nnisuTuugsdanuia
ynderuivsnglunuuindauamdulumunamiffvusnes Tunliufiazdgaamiissmwe iy
i lunaaedldnaly

2. arrdeUALN RN TATRAINTY furruaunavesHanIIneY (balanced response
distributions) AMuANATS (validity) wayAILTies (reliability)

NnHansIIaeuiinydt Tunmsiuvesesduszneudill 3 duden Inisuanuadlndifssdiv

NMIUANUANAANTT 33.33% (29.35% - 37.55%) UandlAALTIAINALAATBINITUINUIHANITADU
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TuruelunnsIuveIssnusenaunil 4 Mmidon FaN1THINLATAIANTY 25% WU KAN1TADUITS
1AULANA19IINNTHANKITAIANTSTusEAUNTS (15.89% D11 34.57%) WaNarsatuseazden
Tnanisduwunuanisidennavesnilunsatuaueanniigauazasiiuauestosfian wuin fidenid
[y A o A v A A ! « . . 9 & v v
DRIINITLADNADUAIEN AB AILEDNNTEYI “enriched-virtual model” IWUANMUAINNIAIUFULUY
nsSeunnsaiuauewIniign Inelinsideniies 57 AS3 91N9UUNAEY 1,180 A3Y Anlu 4.85%
Feoraialnanvatganve Wi Jymiumsdeuiiazdeninuvesdudenitinaiunianieguwuy
N15L38UkUY enriched-virtual model Tuwuuda o1aidnlasnn lideyaliieane niea1ansedu
voe o9 vy |y cs a & o A 9 D) a
Au3anmeauiviligneuliisdnesnidenneu vseenaluavsiieiiunisasvioutanginssy
I39UAEAIINAINNTIAT IO neUKVUTATE Ussaunsal A LA eadun1sdanisissustuguiuy
enriched-virtual model 934 lag enriched-virtual model L‘fJugULLUUm%JWUULﬂ%@ﬁd’lmﬁuﬁaﬂL%Elu
= = v 2 Yo a v & ) 3 o X ¢ o &
walow Jeaowduidnniseusidundnuasianunazgnintuluguuuueeulal Msil Lakho et al.
(2023) wuinsiseuslusuuuuieassualiouiisseganeslimsanadmivinAnwssaudsyan
asiflosnngiseudndudedlasunisiinuuulf Uiy @enndedntu Prayitno et al. (2023) inui
enriched-virtual model fifadinlusnunisaduayudiseulunszuiunisasiiouua Fedndused
NSMINUALLININTARULAZ L A lUN1TIAN 1T T U TENINNTS BUL U LA B ULAZ LU UN UM
WalvinisifeusdaunImaIuu1nsgIuinIvue @931nnseurunsimuteanulusuuinadull
MEUNTEUINNTATIRABUAMAINYBITRAY 3 SoueRuarUTuUsstenulvauysal 39mndn
HavasAulilaunaveIn1skanuannIsneulufuAINmAnTIRIusULUUNITSsunlinisdennay
enriched-virtual model #1n313UkUUE U081 TALAUTUWILUNINDIAUIINTOYANIUANTNITS
YOINGUAIBEN Padoefnwisinsaly
HANIIATIADUANNINATUAIIUATIF A AIUATIAUL DT HIUNTLUIUNTATIVEBY
AMNINALNUITININUA WBNAINUIINAIENFURUSTENIdIunilsveshuuiniuwuuinduniu
N3¥UIUNIIATIVADUAMAINNUANT U USoE 1l T dAynsadifisedu 0.05 Tnerduniuduiug
sEAUNAIN (r=0.33) waz (r=0.28) (Cohen, 1988) Fudundng ufiduduisnanImaununs
PanaduusrewuUIATHAILNAY BNTaN1InTIadeUAINRTIn NN i lngliignTin s ng
) aa i A ' av v v o | v Y aa A 1Y)
NN WUL-NYIT NUTENFUTUTTENINALRUUNLANNTInan YA AT U (HTMM)
agluszAunattagen (0.28 <r < 0.48) (Cohen, 1988) lneiduniuduiusNddedAyv1ais
7i52AU 0.05 wazganinduuszdns andunusd uddddidundngruadvayuniunsauug 19
(convergent validity) 91NKANIIATIVABUAMANATUAIINATING 3 35 Fsanunsaliilundngududu
faaunImeuANnTIT g snesanishuuintUlgluaniunisalasala uenantinanisnsivaey
o S Yoo Y % % s ]
AMANATUAUTEITIRTIEe UlneldIs s Tneuaenadeenielulagld Cronbach’s alpha wuin

miteslun s (@=0.57) sglusziuiiansuldl (George & Mallery, 2003) WagATIaEOUAMAN
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Fruaui o slaeisn1snaao U (testretest reliability) luszesinanvineiu 2 &Uansf wuin
AduUsyAvSandiniusiaderat (=0.77) aglusedugs (Cohen, 1988)
MNNTFUILNMINTIIAeUAMNIILD asFunanet unuaINNguF g Tivanuane unds
Hadufivhliuuuiaiiautuanduiiaunmifsseidedluldluaniunisaia3s (Schinemann &
Ziegler, 2023) UsznauAunsidus uUNanIunIsaiiigig @uisnannNanssnuanNnITas URan1snau
fisuoguanuaunsnlunsasiounuiososnou (Hooper et al, 2006) uazifiuaunssluns
yunenadns1AATu (Swift & Peterson, 2019) a819lsfiniy Fausiman1snsrvaeuANUATILAY
AaifissvesuuuTnatuiegluszduiivensuld winuindudqunindegluszdulaigadn wy
Audtus T aae ununWEUANRSIA NI ARidTuSeg e sTusE R UU LNaNaLAE A ST
nsATIRERUANAMELAINLIT B IBTE Tannuaenndeanislusgluseduiivensuldusiinig
aenndesagluszAum (George & Mallery, 2003) enafianauanuatsamg WU Jaymings
fhognafimuudsusausiiuly Restricted range problem) Ssvilsirdudseavandurussening
Fuussininfimsazidu (Sackett & Yang, 2000) Iﬂ&ﬂﬁjuéhaEJ'ﬂaiuaﬁuﬁé’]’aﬁlﬂuﬂ’nﬁnmwé’uﬂ%aﬁmGﬁ
Tundsuminendedsenaiieny giindmeimusssy wazUszaumsallunisdouilugduuusing 9
fndiestu Foihlikanmsneunuuiafilflunsdnweasailiumndnafuinanladauulssud
Tufian nisfnuluadadeluenadenndushesafivannvareunniunnvainuaneuiun wu dndnw
NNVAEIERU MansuvInends Muisssianvesaniumsinuiivarnvans Wusu wieo1ald
NSYUILNIITVNEDR range restriction correction (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004) Tunsususndudszans
andutuslfazousuauduasanniy
uennierafunamnainarumiosdrannisinuute Tasnszuunisneunuuia
lusUuvudsduidannsedulvinouianseuIunsaeaudaLa (Schiunemann & Ziegler, 2023)
WiorSeuiisunnguostennuiitiausluudazde Jaduamaiiviliifunisldaszmsdayan
(cognitive load) Fafiumnuannsnfiiiniidavesnsd uazoraianislinszmetyyiiuiivun
(cognitive overload) ¢ mnn1smeuwuuinviliignaudeusvianatoyauniiuly (Sweller, 1988)
wazdmasaifiotlufieumiosdainnsiuuuin (test fatigue) (Lee et al,, 2021) Tne Satisficing
Theory (Krosnick, 1987) tauailaeviiluwan Anauwuuinld 2 35luniseau laun IR ULUUSla
(optimizing) ﬁﬁmaudmuazﬁwmmLsﬁ’wimﬂm“’alﬁaﬂdaulﬁaﬂmau NIDNITABULUUAAAIIUNY YA
(satisficing) AifmeutdoniaglangemAnog1ednds anuuuinatuidedinisimun 5 anunisal
oraduamivinligneuldnsemedggiiiu Jseraduaumsiivilissfuannmesaiuuinana
nsfnwluafsdelonafinsanandiuuaniunsainieldiinisg q fnelipouuuuinldnise
madggliinnuasdosiiuly wseenaldvailasig o uenmieannisldaarunisalasnnusznau
anunsaflumstisanmszmedygvesdeulilfegamnzaniioliuuuinlusuuuuteduiden

anunsalUldldegneliuseansningan
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1. daausuuglumaiwaidegluly

PNHANIIATIVABUANMANUATIAE ALLEsvBIR UL TRRTUTgeg lusyAuneausula
! ] [ a 1« [y ! o < o Ao £ o ! v
uwinuIndusgiuaunmitegluszaulianin denalunamnanuuuiaminnndudsliasnsaannisld
msgmalymuesneuldedndanuinseiuliineuiinnnumiesaiainnisieuuinlugueuy

v v A o v v Q%’ & a = v v 44 d' !
Jeduiden nisiduuuinatuilluldluaniunisalas@emisdnanimuindeuliivanzauiian gy
andessunIu anusanaduiuna wWelesiulgyyauaninuinges (environmental distractions)

VY

nsguliinanumtissallun1sneulntuuasdnananun nvesran1snauluiian sIuMaN15wi

q

[

npUsrasALazaudfnveensinluassilivenseiuusslalunisney

2. forausnuzlumsideafedaly

2.1 miﬁﬂmmmmaﬁmmzamamwi’ﬂugﬂL.L‘UU*CJ’&ﬁuﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬂ%’mizmﬁ@m
veagmounuuineglusefuimnzanliiinnisldansenadgaiAu (cognitive overload) wazil
sUsuuMsmeuLUURTlakardiusyAvEamaeganaennsiuuu e

2.2 nmsnTRasuRuA MBI Iafteglussiuisousuldumdussiuamnmiliigs
wnidn nsAnunluasirolusmsAnwuasnaaeulssansnmuesuuuiaguuuutsduidendild
mﬂﬁwmﬂiun135&aaammizmqﬁﬁgz:gwm@mauiﬁmﬂﬁq@ uannileainnisldaniunisaluay
AndsEnavanIunIsal W n1slensiuSeuiisuteainuiiage (paired comparison), kuuindsAy
\denuuuUiuming (adaptive forced-choice test) ludu tielvnanisneunuuialugunuusdy

HoniluszdnSamgage
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