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The principle of appropriateness measurement is to quantify the difference between a respondent’s observed pattern of item responses to expected responses. Since the faking-good behavior acts as a possible noise leading to aberrant responses, the appropriateness measurement can be expected to detect the nuisance efficiently. 

In their experiment, sampled respondents were assigned to three groups with different introduction: answering all questions honestly, adlib faking good, and coached faking good. The three groups were all administered a set of self-report personality measurements (e.g., ABLE). It was assumed that, respondents belonging to either faking groups tended to fake good on some items, but they would answer normally as well as those in the honest condition. After fitting item response models (2PLM, NM, and GRM), item parameter estimates derived from the honest condition were treated as anchor points to link two faking groups. To rectify the faking effect on certain items, a different model was fitted that faking respondents with a  level shifted +0.5 to the right on the  scale, as Equation 6 shows. The correction can be also interpreted as that, for faking respondents some items became easier. 

Two indices (LRx and LRx,y) were implemented to detect faking respondents, and hit rates were computed under several false positive rates. However, under the 5% false positive rate, the hit rates were about 50%, which seemed the efficiency of appropriateness measurement was not as outstanding as we wished. The results implied that methods for detecting aberrant responses in ability testing cannot be applied in personality testing.
1. In general, the appropriateness measurement follows a person-fit approach for identifying one whose pattern of items responses is normal or not. However, inevitably an artificial cut score must be involved, meaning that the judgment of which one fakes good can be varied depending on empirical purpose. 
2. Table 1 did not tell how do determine the number of items for which there was a significant mean difference between coached faking good and honest respondents. Specifying different sets of faking-resistant items will result in different outcomes.
3. Why the value “0.5” was used in Equation 6?
