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Abstract

The objectives of this quasi-experiment research were to compare response distortion
of forced-choice and rating scale formats on Big Five-Factor personality scales in selection
situations. The research instruments used in collecting the data were the forced-choice and
the 5-point rating scale versions of Big Five-Factor personality scale, which contained 50 and
100 items respectively, with reliability and validity evidence. The sample consisted of 100
undergraduate students, obtained by multistage cluster sampling. The findings indicated that
the forced-choice response format was better at reducing the answer change rates, test-score
inflation rates, rank order changes, and selection result changes, in comparison to the rating
scale response format, with statistical significance. Nevertheless, the forced-choice response
format could not completely eliminate the test-taker’s influence of response distortion in

selection situation.
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