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Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding (BIDR)
(Paulhus, 1984, 1988)

Variable

The BIDR measures two constructs: self-deceptive positivity (the tendency to give self-
reports that are honest but positively biased) and impression management (deliberate self-
presentation to an audience).

Description

The BIDR is a descendant of the Self- and Other-Deception Questionnaires developed by
Sackeim and Gur (1978). The original self-deception items were rationally developed on
the assumption that individuals with a propensity for self-deception tend to deny having
psychologically threatening thoughts or feelings. The threats were based on psycho-
analytic theory (e.g., hating one’s parents, enjoying one’s bowel movements, having
sexual fantasies). In contrast, the more recent version of the scale (Paulhus, 1988) empha-
sizes exaggerated claims of positive cognitive attributes (overconfidence in one’s judg-
ments and rationality). Thus the focus has shifted from ego defense to ego enhancement.
Given that the newer measure of self-deception is presented here, the psychometric
information reported below applies only to that version.

The impression management items were rationally developed on the assumption that
some respondents systematically overreport their performance of a wide variety of desir-
able behaviors and underreport undesirable behaviors. Because the claims involve overt
behaviors (e.g., I always pick up my litter), any distortion is presumably a conscious lie.

The 40 BIDR items are stated as propositions. Respondents rate their agreement with
each statement on a seven-point scale. The scoring key is balanced. After reversing the
negatively keyed items, one point is added for each extreme response (6 or 7). Hence,
total scores on SDE and IM can range from 0 to 20. This scoring ensures that high scores
are attained only by subjects who give exaggeratedly desirable responses. All 40 items
may be summed to yield an overall measure of SDR that correlates highly with the
MCSD. (An extended version including 20 denial items is also available.)

Samples
Self-Deception

In a large sample of 884 religious adults, Quinn (1989) found means of 7.6 (s.d. = 3.1)
and 7.3 (s.d. = 3.1) for males and females, respectively. In a sample of 433 college
students, Paulhus (1988) reported corresponding means of 7.5 (s.d. = 3.2) and 6.8 (s.d.
= 3.1).

Impression Management

Quinn (1989) reported male and female means of 7.3 (s.d. = 3.1) and 8.9 (s.d. = 3.2) in
a sample of 884 religious adults. In a sample of 433 college students, Paulhus (1988)
reported means of 4.3 (s.d. = 3.1) and 4.9 (s.d. = 3.2) for males and females, respec-
tively. In a sample of 100 college students, Paulhus (1984) reported an overall mean of
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11.9 (s.d. = 4.5) in a public disclosure condition. In a sample of 48 members of
alcoholics anonymous, Mellor, Conroy, and Masteller (1986) reported a mean of 11.2
(s.d. = 4.9).

Reliability

Internal Consistency

In the studies reported above, values of coefficient alpha range from .68 to .80 for the
SDE and from .75 to .86 for the IM scale. When all 40 items are summed as a measure of
SDR, the alpha is .83 (Paulhus, 1988).

Test—Retest

Paulhus (1988) reported test—retest correlations over a 5-week period of .69 and .65 for
the SDE and IM scale, respectively.

Validity

The sum of all 40 BIDR items shows concurrent validity as a measure of SDR in
correlating .71 with the Marlowe—Crowne scale (Paulhus, 1988) and .80 with the Multidi-
mensional Social Desirability Inventory of Jacobson, Kellogg, Cauce, and Slavin (1977).

Convergent: Self-Deception

In general, measures of self-deception show concurrent validity in correlating strongly with
other first factor SDR measures (see introduction). Paulhus (1988) found that the SDE
measure provided here correlates positively with the following traditional measures of
defense and coping: (1) repressive style as measured by Byme’s R-S scale (r = .51), (2)
reversal, as measured by Ihilevich and Gleser’s (1986) Defense Mechanisms Inventory (r =
.34), and (3) positive re-appraisal (r = .44), distancing (r = .33), and self-controlling (r =
.39) as measured with the Ways of Coping scale (Folkman, Lazarus, Dunkel-Schetter,
Del.ongis, & Gruen, 1986).

Several experimental studies have supported the construct validity of the SDE. Aftera
failure experience, high self-deception subjects were more likely than lows to show a self-
serving bias (Paulhus, 1988). High self-deception subjects also showed more illusion of
control, belief that they are safe drivers, and proneness to love (Paulhus & Reid, in press)
and to intrinsic religiosity (Leak & Fish, 1989). High scorers also show excessive confi-
dence in memory judgments and more hindsight bias; they also claim familiarity with non-
existent products (Paulhus, 1988).

All these mechanisms may contribute to the positive adjustment reported by high
SDE subjects including high self-esteem as well as low neuroticism, depression, empathic
distress, and social anxiety (Paulhus & Reid, in press). Note that all these measures of
adjustment have been validated in the past by clinical judgment, behavioral measures,
and/or peer-ratings.

Convergent: IM Scale

As noted in the introduction, the IM scale correlates highly with a cluster of measures
traditionally known as lie scales (e.g., Eysenck’s Lie scale, MMPI Lie scale) and role-
playing measures (e.g., Wiggins’ Sd, Gough’s Gi). Correlations with the MCSD and
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agreeableness and conscientiousness ratings (Paulhus, 1988) suggest that a social ap-
proval motive underlies anonymous responses.

The IM scale is particularly responsive to demands for impression management. For
example, in a comparison of six SDR measures, the IM scale showed the largest increase
from private to public conditions (Paulhus, 1984). Lautenschlager and Flaherty (in press)
showed that IM, but not SDE, was sensitive to test administration conditions ( paper and
pencil vs. computer; public vs. private).

Discriminant

Measures of self-deception and impression management show discriminant validity in
forming separate factors in factor analyses (Paulhus, 1984, 1988). Earlier versions of the
self-deception measure showed positive correlations with impression management rang-
ing from .35 to .65, depending on the situational demand for self-presentation. The
version presented here, however, exhibits much lower correlations, ranging from .05 to
.40. Note that males score higher than females on self-deception, but lower on impression
management.

Location

Paulhus, D. L. (1988). Assessing self deception and impression management in self-
reports: the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. (Manual available from the
author at the Department of Psychology, University of British Columbia, Vancouver,
B.C., Canada V6T 1Y7.)

Comments

The predecessors of these measures, the Self-Deception and Other-Deception Question-
naires, were first described in Sackeim and Gur (1978), although the items have never
been published. Subsequently, Paulhus (1984) refined the measures and integrated them
into one inventory. The two major refinements were (a) writing reversals to balance the
keys, and (b) replacing the psychopathology items. The latter refinement eliminated any
spurious correlation with psychopathology measures. Five preliminary versions of the
BIDR preceded the version presented here (Paulhus, 1988). A French language version is
also available (Sabourin, Bourgeois, Gendreau, & Morval, 1989),

A major feature of the BIDR is the provision for separate measures of the two major
SDR factors, self-deceptive enhancement and impression management. It is often critical
to know which component is responsible for a correlation observed between SDR and
some other variable. In addition, the dichotomous scoring procedure (assigning points
only for extremely desirable responses) provides some assurance that style rather than
content is being tapped. IM is more likely to tap style as anonymity decreases.

Note that substantial correlations are observed between SDE and measures of adjust-
ment even though the content of the SDE measure is free of psychopathology. These
findings suggest that self-deceptive positivity is intrinsically linked to the adjusted person-
ality, consistent with current views of adjustment (Alloy & Abramson, 1979; Taylor &
Brown, 1988). Research is required on the personality of extreme scorers: Peer-raters may
not see them as well-adjusted as they see themselves. They may also snap under stress.

Validation of a measure of self-deception is constrained by the uncertain status of the
construct (see Lockard & Paulhus, 1988). Conceptually similar labels for the construct are
available, for example lack of insight, overconfidence, or dogmatism. Whatever the label,
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it is clear that the SDE scale is tapping a specific form of SDR, one that is less subject to
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purposeful manipulation than measures in the impression management category.

BIDR Version 6—Form 40

Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each statement to indicate
how much you agree with it.

*8.

—"10.
— 1.
12

—13.
"4
—15.
"6
—17.
—_"18.
— 19
—_*20.
21
—— S
. *23.

- 24
—_*25.
— 26.
. *27.
28

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT TRUE SOMEWHAT VERY TRUE
TRUE

_ 1. My first impressions of people usually turn out to be right.

_ *2. It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits.
__ 3. I don't care to know what other people really think of me.
____ *4. | have not always been honest with myself.

— 5. I always know why | like things.

____ *6. When my emotions are aroused, it biases my thinking.

Once I've made up my mind, other people can seldom change my
opinion.

| am not a safe driver when | exceed the speed limit.

I am fully in control of my own fate.

It's hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought.

| never regret my decisions.

| sometimes lose out on things because | cant make up my mind
soon enough.

The reason | vote is because my vote can make a difference.
My parents were not always fair when they punished me.

| am a completely rational person.

| rarely appreciate criticism.

| am very confident of my judgments.

| have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover.

Its all right with me if some people happen to dislike me.

| don't always know the reasons why | do the things | do.

| sometimes tell lies if | have to.

| never cover up my mistakes.

There have been occasions when | have taken advantage of
someone.

| never swear.

| sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.

I always obey laws, even if I'm unlikely to get caught.

| have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.
When | hear people talking privately, | avoid listening.
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—_*29. I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling
him or her.
_ 30. | always declare everything at customs.
—_*31. When | was young | sometimes stole things.
__ 32. | have never dropped litter on the street.
—"33. | sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.
__ 34. | never read sexy books or magazines.
—_"35. | have done things that | don't tell other people about.
_ 36. | never take things that don’t belong to me.
___*37. | have taken sick-leave from work or school even though | wasn't
really sick.
___ 38. I have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without
reporting it.
—_"39. | have some pretty awful habits.
— 40. | don't gossip about other people’s business.
ltems 1-20 assess SDE; items 21—40 assess IM. Add one point for every “6” or “7" (minimum
= 0; maximum = 20).
*. ltems keyed in the “False” (negative) direction.

Responding Desirably on Attitudes
and Opinions (RD-16)
(Schuessler, Hittle, & Cardascia, 1978)

Variable

This measure of SDR was specially designed to detect socially desirable responding in
attitude and opinion surveys of the general population.

Description

The scale development involved several stages. A set of 270 items was taken from over
100 tests of attitudes, morale, and related concepts. These were rated for desirability and
items showing neutral ratings, above average variance, or interactions between race and
education were discarded. Sixteen items were selected rationally to cover the widest range
of topics. The scale was normed in a national probability sample of 1522 adults.

The 16-item scale comprises eight pairs, one pair from tests of dejection, social
estrangement, social opportunism, trust, social contentment, anomie, expediency, and
self-determination. Each pair (and therefore, the entire set) is key-balanced. The subject is
asked to agree or disagree with each item. Possible scores range from 0 to 16 with higher
scores indicating more desirable responding.

Samples

In their national probability sample of 1522 adults, Schuessler er al. (1978) reported an
overall mean of 12.7 (s.d. = 2.4). On a shortened 10-item version, Krebs and Schuessler
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(1987) reported means of 7.9 (s.d. = 1.6) and 7.2 (s.d. = 1.6) on American and German
samples, respectively.

Reliability

Internal Consistency

Schuessler et al. (1978) reported an overall alpha coefficient of .64 in the national
probability sample.

Test—Retest

No test—retest reliabilities are available.

Validity
Convergent

Concurrent validity is supported by a correlation of .55 with a 10-item version of Jack-
son’s (1967) Desirability scale.

Discriminant

According to Schuessler ez al. (1978), discriminant validity is supported by low intercor-
relations with the Marlowe—Crowne scale (r = .07 to .16). Low to moderate (—.18 to
—.36) negative correlations were found with measures of acquiescence (Krebs &
Schuessler, 1987; Schuessler et al., 1978).

Location

Schuessler, K., Hittle, D., & Cardascia, J. (1978). Measuring responding desirably with
attitude-opinion items. Social Psychology, 41, 224-235.

Comments

Several attributes make the RD-16 appropriate for use in attitude and opinion surveys.
First, the items were drawn from a wide pool of general attitude and opinion measures.
Second, the items were selected from ratings done by a cross section of adults rather than
the usual college sophomores. Third, the items were screened so that none would differ in
desirability across race and education.

It is notable that, although the items were taken from attitude and opinion surveys, the
statistical selection procedures yielded personality-oriented items like those on other SDR
measures. The measure falls clearly on the first factor of SDR (see introductory material at
the beginning of this chapter). A major feature is the national probability sample of norms
broken down by social status categories. A German language version is also available
(Krebs & Schuessler, 1987). Note that the items below should be randomized for presenta-
tion: They are listed below in all-desirable then all-undesirable order.
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RD-16

Please circle “A™ or “D” to indicate whether you agree or disagree with the
following statements. Do not omit any items.

[t

A D 1. | find that | can help others in many ways.

A D 2. | feel that | am better off than my parents were at my age.

A D 3. In spite of many changes, there are still definite rules to live
by.

A D 4. One can always find friends if he [one] tries.

A D 5. Anyone can raise his standard of living if he [one] is willing
to work at it.

A D 6. Most people really believe that honesty is the best policy.

A D 7. In general, | am satisfied with my lot in life.

A D 8. People will be honest with you as long as you are honest
with them.

A D *9. It is difficult to think clearly about right and wrong these
days.

A D *10. Many people are friendly only because they want some-
thing from you.

>
o

*11. If the odds are against you, it's impossible to come out on
top.

*12. At times | feel that | am a stranger to myself.

*13. The future looks very bleak.

*14. | often feel that no one needs me.

O O 0O O

*15. | am so fed up that | can't take it any more.
*16. To get along with people one must put on an act.

> > > > >

O

Note: *, ltems keyed in “False” (negative) direction. Nonsexist wording is suggested in
brackets.

Children’s Social Desirability Scale (CSD)
(Crandall, Crandall, & Katkovsky, 1965)

Variable

Modeled after the Marlowe—Crowne scale, the CSD assesses SDR in children as moti-
vated by a need for approval. Subsequently, the construct was reinterpreted as fear of
disapproval (Crandall, 1966).

Description

The scale contains 48 statements in True—False format with 26 items keyed true. Much of
the item content follows that of the Marlowe—Crowne items. Additional items involve
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child-specific content (e.g., “Sometimes I want to do things my parents think I am too
young to do.”) or items that are worded in children’s language (e.g., “Sometimes I wish I
could just mess around instead of having to go to school.”). Possible scores range from 0
to 48 with high scores indicating a fear of disapproval.

Samples

In a total sample of 956 grade school and high school students, Crandall er al. (1965)
reported means monotonically decreasing from 29.3 (s.d. = 10.4) in Grade 3 to 12.7 (s.d.
= 7.6) in Grade 12.

Reliability
Internal Consistency

Crandall er al. (1965) reported corrected split-half reliabilities ranging from .82 to .95.

Test—Retest

Crandall et al. (1965) reported a test—retest correlation of .85 after a 1-month interval.
Allaman et al. (1972) reported test—retest correlations of .90 after 1 month and of .43 and
.19 over 3 years for males and females, respectively.

Validity

Convergent

Correlations of .78 and .51 were found between scores on the CSD and scores on the
Marlowe—Crowne and Good Impression scales, respectively. High scorers were more
religious (Crandall & Gozali, 1969) but had lower self-esteem (Crandall, 1966). In
observational studies, high CSD scorers were less aggressive, participated less, avoided
achievement activities (Crandall, 1966), and ate less candy in the presence of others
(Staub & Sherk, 1970). Some evidence is less consistent with the construct (for a review,
see Strickland, 1977).

Discriminant

No relevant information has been reported.

Location

Crandall, V., Crandall, V. J., & Katkovsky, W. A. (1965). A children’s social desirability
scale. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 29, 27-36.
The actual items are presented in Strickland (1977).

Comments

Crandall er al. (1965) also developed a version for younger children (Grades 3-5). The
items are posed in question format and are usually presented via a recording for standard-
ization purposes. In a sample of 43 fifth graders, this measure correlated .85 with the
written true—false version (Brannigan, 1974).
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The developmental data are provocative in suggesting that SDR tendencies result
from maternal tendencies such as hostility, criticism, restrictiveness, punitiveness, and
lack of encouragement. In addition, noncompliance and dominance in infancy were
related to adult SDR (Allaman er al., 1972).

Developmental stability is a critical issue. Test—retest correlations are high after 1
month but low after 3 years. Crandall et al. (1965) interpret the latter as developmental
instability. Interestingly, the correlation with the Marlowe—Crowne noted earlier (.78) was
after an average delay of several years. Although the sample size was very small (n = 12),
Allaman er al. (1972) suggest that SDR may stabilize by adolescence.

CsD

This questionnaire lists a number of experiences that most children have at one time
or another. Read each of these carefully. After you have read one, decide whether it
does or does not fit you. If it does, put a T (for true) in front of the statement; if it
doesn’t, put an F (for false) in front of the statement.

1. | always enjoy myself at a party.
- 2
- 3

| tell a little lie sometimes.
| never get angry if | have to stop in the middle of something I'm
doing to eat dinner, or go to school.

*4. Sometimes | don't like to share my things with my friends.

— 5. 1 am always respectful of older people.

— 6. | would never hit a boy or girl who was smaller than me.

— *7. Sometimes | do not feel like doing what my teachers want me to do.

— 8. I never act “fresh” or “talk back” to my mother or father.

— 9. When | make a mistake, | always admit | am wrong.

—*10. | feel my parents do not always show good judgment.

— 11. | have never felt like saying unkind things to a person.

—12. | always finish all of my homework on time.

—_"13. Sometimes | have felt like throwing or breaking things.

— 14. | never let someone else get blamed for what | did wrong.

—"15. Sometimes | say something just to impress my friends.

— 16. | am always careful about keeping my clothing neat, and my room
picked up.

— 17. | never shout when | feel angry.

___*18. Sometimes | feel like staying home from school even if | am not sick.

—*19. Sometimes | wish that my parents didn’t check up on me so closely.

— 20. | always help people who need help.

—_*21. Sometimes | argue with my mother to do something she doesn't

want me to do.

__ 22. | never say anything that would make a person feel bad.
— 23. My teachers always know more about everything than | do.

— 24. | am always polite, even to people who are not very nice.
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. *25.
— 26.
—*27.
- 28
- 29.
—*30.

— 31
- "32.

33
34
—*35.

— *36.
— 37.
- "38.

—_*39.
. 40.
—__"41.

- 42.
. 43.

T44,

- 45
46
47,

48,

Note: *
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Sometimes | do things I've been told not to do.

| never get angry.

| sometimes want to own things just because my friends have them.
| always listen to my parents.

| never forget to say “please” and “thank you.”

Sometimes | wish | could just “mess around” instead of having to go
to school.

| always wash my hands before every meal.

Sometimes | dislike helping my parents even though | know they
need my help around the house.

| never find it hard to make friends.
| have never been tempted to break a rule or a law.

Sometimes | try to get even when someone does something to me |
don't like.

| sometimes feel angry when | don't get my way.
| always help an injured animal.

Sometimes | want to do things my parents think | am too young to
do.

| sometimes feel like making fun of other people.
| have never borrowed anything without asking permission first.

Sometimes | get annoyed when someone disturbs something I've
been working on.

| am always glad to cooperate with others.

| never get annoyed when my best friend wants to do something |
don’t want to do.

Sometimes | wish that the other kids would pay more attention to
what | say.

| always do the right things.
Sometimes | don't like to obey my parents.

Sometimes | don't like it when another person asks me to do things
for him.

Sometimes | get mad when people don't do what | want.

, ltems keyed in “False” (negative) direction.

Acquiescence

Acquiescence is the tendency to agree rather than disagree with propositions in general
(e.g., Lentz, 1938). A few studies have examined the effects of test situation and item
format (e.g., Schuman & Presser, 1981; Trott & Jackson, 1967), but the bulk of the
research has addressed acquiescence as a response style. Some individuals, called
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veasayers, tend to agree with statements or say “yes” to questions; other individuals,
called naysayers, tend to disagree with statements or say “no” to questions. Rather than a
mechanical response to any question, this tendency is assumed to emerge when the subject
is uncertain (Peabody, 1966). Acquiescence has often been viewed as an individual
difference variable in its own right, a personality trait with conceptual links to conformity
and impulsiveness (e.g., Couch & Keniston, 1960; Gough & Heilbrun, 1980; Messick,
1967).

A problem arises when a self-report instrument measures acquiescence as well as the
construct it was designed to measure. For example, on many anxiety scales subjects are
asked to indicate with a “yes” or “no” which anxiety-related symptoms they have experi-
enced. The respondent who says “yes” to all the symptoms may indeed be a very anxious
person. Alternatively, the respondent may merely be a yeasayer.

Some researchers have claimed that acquiescence can be a serious confound in self-
reports of attitudes (Carr, 1971; Ray, 1983; Schuman & Presser, 1981), ability and
achievement (Cronbach, 1946), personality (Jackson & Helmes, 1979), and psycho-
pathology (Jackson & Messick, 1958). Moreover, acquiescence has been found to interact
with social status variables such as race and education (Bachman & O’Malley, 1984a;
DeLamater & McKinney, 1982). In contrast, other researchers have concluded that ac-
quiescence effects are insignificant (Gove & Geerken, 1977; Rorer, 1965; Rorer & Gold-
berg, 1965; Wright, 1975).

With a view to reconciling these conflicting data, Bentler, Jackson, and Messick
(1971) distinguished two types of acquiescence: agreement acquiescence and acceptance
acquiescence. Agreement acquiescence is the tendency to agree with (or give positive
ratings) to all types of items, even an item and its own negation (“happy” and “not
happy”). Acceptance acquiescence is the tendency to endorse all qualities (even appar-
ently contrary ones) as true of one’s self. This form is indicated by agreeing that one is
both “happy” and “sad™ and disagreeing that one is “not happy” and “not sad.” Bentler
et al. (1971) concluded that the effects of agreement acquiescence are insignificant,
whereas acceptance acquiescence remains a problem. Block (1971) was skeptical.

There is little disagreement that acquiescence is more problematic in attitude and
survey research than in personality assessment (Bentler ef al., 1971; Ray, 1983; Schuman
& Presser, 1981). In survey research, the percentage agreement with an item (e.g., I favor
capital punishment) is usually more critical than in personality items (e.g., I am friendly),
in which relative agreement across items is the issue. Moreover, in many personality
inventories, the items are simply trait adjectives, thereby simplifying the control of
acquiescence. In sharp contrast, Schuman and Presser (1981) have shown that the com-
plex statements required in much survey research are highly susceptible to acquiescence in
agree—disagree, interrogative, or true—false format. Moreover, Ray’s (1983) work sug-
gests that acquiescence may be a generalized style across attitude scales.

Control

Despite continuing disagreement about the pervasiveness of acquiescence, most scale
constructors now make an effort to balance the scoring key. Usually, half the items are
keyed positively (a high rating indicates possession of the construct being assessed) and
half the items are keyed negatively (a low rating indicates possession of the construct). In
dichotomous formats (e.g., True—False), this procedure is equivalent to keying half the
items true and half false.

This simple precaution controls the classical form of acquiescence (agreement ac-
quiescence) because, to get an overall high score, the respondent must agree with many
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items and disagree with many others. In other words, one cannot get a high score simply
by yea-saying or nay-saying (for a cautionary note, see Wiggins, 1968).

It is more difficult to correct an imbalanced scale post hoc. If the correlations are high
between positively and negatively keyed subtotals and their correlations with other vari-
ables are comparable, then one may safely combine the two. One could then differentially
weight the positively and negatively keyed subtotals to simulate a balanced key (Winkler,
Kanouse, & Ware, 1982). Partial correlation techniques have also been applied to remove
acquiescence statistically (Webster, 1958).

According to Bentler ef al. (1971), however, it is acceptance acquiescence that
specifically requires controlling. Simply adding a negation (not happy) for each item
worded as an assertion (happy) will not suffice.® One must add conceptual opposites that
are also worded as assertions. When collecting ratings on the personality trait “domi-
nance,” for example, one must also include the conceptually opposite trait, “submissive.”
In applications where the conceptual opposite is not clear (as in many survey items),
preliminary studies may be necessary to find an appropriate assertion to match the original
(for examples, see Schuman & Presser, 1981). Combining these matched options in a
forced-choice format is even better. Only one known personality instrument has been
designed to control both forms of acquiescence: the Multidimensional Social Desirability
Inventory (Jacobson, Brown, & Ariza, 1983; Jacobson er al., 1977).° Note, however, that
the instrument targets only one domain, socially desirable responding.

Measurement

A small number of instruments have been designed to measure individual differences in
the tendency to acquiesce in self-reports. The Couch—-Keniston (1960) agreement re-
sponse scale, for example, was included in the first edition of the present volume. On the
basis of empirical work (e.g., Rorer, 1965), however, such measures have fallen into
disrepute and none is widely used. Moreover, the original proponents of the importance of
acquiescence, Messick and Jackson, shifted their focus to acceptance acquiescence, a
form that seems to be domain-specific. In short, none of the instruments claiming to
measure general acquiescence tendencies can be recommended to the researcher. There-
fore, no such measures are presented in this chapter.

A number of larger assessment batteries permit computation of an acquiescence index
across all the items in the battery. Gough and Heilbrun’s (1965) Adjective Check List, for
example, permits calculation of the “checking factor,” that is, the total number of adjec-
tives checked as true of the self. This score is often factored out of subsequent analyses
(e.g., Wiggins, 1979). Note that this procedure may eliminate some content unless one
has administered the ACL in true—false format to ensure some response to each item. The
MMPI permits detection of “all true™ or “all false™ protocols through computation of the
Carelessness scale (Greene, 1980).

Several statistical techniques have been designed to separate the contributions of item
content from both forms of acquiescence (Bramble & Wiley, 1974; Morf & Jackson,
1972). If, however, acceptance acquiescence is domain-specific, one may require a sepa-
rate measure for each personality dimension or narrow battery. Indeed, one may even
require separate measures for the positively and negatively keyed items within a scale
(Paulhus & Reid, in press).

SAnother problem with negating items may be a loss in validity (Holden er al., 1985).
6Sample items of each type are: “I always keep my promises,” “I daydream about sexual acts,” *I do not
always vote,” and “I never feel worthless.”
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Extremity Response Bias (ERB)

Extremity response bias (ERB) is the tendency to use the extreme choices on a rating scale
(e.g.. 1s and 7s on a seven-point scale). Situational factors such as ambiguity (Shulman,
1973), emotional arousal, and speededness (Paulhus, 1987) induce temporary increases in
ERB. The individual exhibiting a consistent ERB across time and stimuli may be said to
have an extremity response style; low scorers on this construct may be said to have a
moderacy response bias, tending to use the midpoint as often as possible. Early reviews
by Peabody (1962) and Hamilton (1968) concluded that ERB is a consistent individual
difference, and more recent studies have sustained this conclusion. Bachman and O Mal-
ley (1984a) found ERB in attitudes to be highly stable over time. A study of trait ratings
found ERB to be the major source of individual differences across raters (Van der Kloot,
Kroonenberg, & Bakker, 1985). Race differences in ERB have also been found (Bachman
& O’Malley, 1984a). There is little support, however, for a link between ERB and any
traditional personality dimensions (Bonarius, 1971; Schneider, 1973).

Not all extreme responding represents a response bias in test-taking. There is substan-
tial evidence that extreme responses are valid indicators of extreme opinions. Most con-
vincing is the evidence that extreme test responses predict extreme behavior (Schuman &
Presser, 1981; cf. Peabody, 1962).

Not to be confused with ERB is the so-called deviant response style (Berg, 1967), the
tendency to make ratings as different as possible from the norm. Berg hypothesized links
between this style and a wide range of behaviors and collected some relevant data. Its
failure to gain credibility is summarized by Wiggins's (1973) statement that “There is
good reason to question both the evidence for and the explanatory value of the deviation
hypothesis™ (p. 419).

Problems

ERB precludes the direct comparability of one subject’s scores to another’s: One cannot
ordinarily distinguish whether an extreme rating indicates a strong opinion or a tendency
to use the extremities of rating scales. A second problem is that ERB induces spurious
correlations among otherwise unrelated constructs. Another source of problems is the
interaction between ERB and social status variables such as gender (Hamilton, 1968), race
(Bachman & O’Malley, 1984a), and education (Shulman, 1973).

Control

In some situations, ERB can be controlled by putting questions in multiple-choice format.
ERB cannot be corrected simply by balancing the key because extremity operates in both
directions. Reducing the number of response options to two does eliminate the problem
but simultaneously reduces the sensitivity of the measure. Standardizing the within-
subjects variance equates subjects on extremity but subject variances may contain content
because they are often inextricably confounded with subject means. In measuring self-
esteem, for example, most responses are on the positive portion of the rating scale, thus
confounding high self-esteem and ERB (Bachman & O’Malley, 1984b).

Measurement

There are no standard instruments for assessing ERB as a response style. In some applica-
tions, the variance of a subject’s ratings across an inventory has been used as an index
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(e.g., Van der Kloot er al., 1985). Of course, this is inappropriate if the key for each
dimension is not balanced or if the means depart substantiaily from the scale midpoint.
Note that if only one dimension is being assessed, it is difficult to distinguish any index of
ERB from a measure of dimensional importance or salience for that topic.

Future Research Directions

Although the debates are less heated than in the 1960s, the issue of response bias in self-
reports continues to be rather polarized through the 1990s. Some researchers, citing Block
(1965) and Rorer (1965), believe that the fear of response biases is unwarranted. Others
continue to balk at using instruments that have unbalanced keys or that correlate highly
with some measure of SDR.

Consequently, the more recent disputes about SDR often give one a sense of déja vu.
In the well-being literature, for example, Carstensen and Cone (1983) alleged that the
popular measures were invalid because of high correlations with Edwards’s Social Desir-
ability scale. McCrae (1986) responded that such correlations were due to the fact that
social desirability scales measure substance, not style. A similar debate recently occurred
over the high correlations found between SD and measures of depression (Linehan &
Nielsen, 1981; Nevid, 1983). One possible resolution to such standoffs lies in the separa-
tion of SDR instruments of self-deception and impression management (e.g., Sabourin ef
al., 1989). Advances on these issues will be possible only if researchers abandon the all-
or-none positions taken in the past.

With regard to SDR, two critical issues need to be addressed by researchers in this
area. One issue is the clarification of the link between adjustment and an exaggerated
positivity. Do all well-adjusted persons exaggerate? Is it only the extreme scorers? Alter-
natively, is it only a subset of maladjusted individuals who defensively report being
adjusted? (See Paulhus, Fridhandler, & Hayes, in press.)

The second pressing need is for increased specificity in the measurement of impres-
sion management (called for some time ago by Norman, 1963). Few would disagree that
respondents bent on impression management tailor their self-reports to suit the audience.
Yet the target audience on available scales is a vague notion of society at large (DeMaio,
1984). Among the most useful scales would be those targeted at such audiences as job
interviewers, psychology experimenters, and college peers.” Moreover, separate measures
may be required to index faking good, faking bad, and faking mad (Furnham & Hender-
son, 1982; Winder et al., 1975). Finally, more research is needed to clarify what impres-
sion management scores mean when completed under anonymous conditions.

The current situation is more stable with respect to acquiescence. In personality, the
pro forma compromise has been to balance the keying of new instruments without neces-
sarily conceding that acquiescence makes a difference. In survey research, some difficult
issues remain (Schuman & Presser, 1981).

Extremity response bias is typically ignored by contemporary test developers, al-
though evidence confirms that it is pervasive (Van der Kloot er al., 1985). A number of
researchers are actively pursuing questions about which item contexts (e.g., Eiser & van
der Pligt, 1984; Romer, 1983) and emotional states (Paulhus, 1987) are conducive to
extreme responding.

"The scales in the Hogan Personality Inventory (1986) represent various images of self presentation. These
images, however, are cross-situationally stable because they derive from motives and eventually become
automatic. '
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Some researchers dismiss the importance of response bias contamination by pointing
to significant validity coefficients for their content scales. They must be reminded that
modest validity coefficients leave much unexplained variance in the predictor, some of
which may be response bias. Moreover, the impression management demand of most
practical assessment situations makes it likely that at least some respondents are faking.

While I fully intend to end on a negative note, there is at least one reason to be
optimistic about a future break in the deadlocks over the nature of response styles. That
reason is the growing interest in the process of questionnaire responding (e.g., CIiff,
1977; DeBoeck, 1981; Jackson, 1986; Novakowska, 1970; Rogers, 1971, 1974; Schwarz,
Strack, Muller, & Chassein, 1988). Much of this research exploits the techniques of
modern cognitive psychology, for example, computer-controlled presentation of stimuli
and measurement of reaction times (Holden, Fekken, & Jackson, 1985; Hsu, Santelli, &
Hsu, 1989; Knowles, 1988; Paulhus & Levitt, 1987). It may be some time, however,
before any benefits trickle down to test consumers.

Acknowledgments

Work on this chapter was supported by a grant from the Social Sciences Research Council of
Canada. Among those who assisted by commenting on the chapter were Lew Goldberg, Stanley
Presser, Peter Schmolk, Howard Schuman, and Jerry Wiggins.

Bibliography

Allaman, J. D., Joyce, C. S., & Crandall, V. C. (1972). The antecedents of social desirability
response tendencies of children and young adults. Child Development, 43, 1135-1160.
Alloy, L. B., & Abramson, L. Y. (1979). Judgment of contingency in depressed and nondepressed

students: Sadder but wiser? Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 108, 441-485.

Bachman, J. G., & O'Malley, P. M. (1984a). Yea-saying, nay-saying, and going to extremes:
Black—white differences in response styles. Public Opinion Quarterly, 48, 491-509.

Bachman, J. G., & O’Malley, P. M. (1984b). Black—white differences in self-esteem: Are they
affected by response styles? American Journal of Sociology, 90, 624—639.

Becker, W. M. (1976). Biasing effect of respondents’ identification on responses to a social desir-
ability scale: A warning to researchers. Psychological Reports, 39, 756-758.

Bentler, P. M., Jackson, D. N., & Messick, S. (1971). Identification of content and style: A two-
dimensional interpretation of acquiescence. Psychological Bulletin, 76, 186—204.

Berg, I. A. (1967). The deviation hypothesis: A broad statement of its assumptions and postulates.
In [. A. Berg (Ed.), Response set in personality assessment (pp. 146—190). Chicago: Aldine.

Bernreuter, R. G. (1933). Validity of the personality inventory. Personality Journal, 11, 383-386.

Block, I. (1965). The challenge of response sets. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Block, I. (1971). On further conjectures regarding acquiescence. Psychological Bulletin, 76, 205—
210.

Bonarius, J. C. J. (1971). Personal construct psychology and extreme response style. Amsterdam:
Swets and Zeitlinger.

Borkenau, P., & Amelang, M. (1985). The control of social desirability in personality inventories:
A study using the principal-factor deletion technique. Journal of Research in Personality, 19,
44-53.

Borkenau, P., & Ostendorf, F. (1989). Descriptive consistency and social desirability in self- and
peer reports. European Journal of Personality, 3, 31-45.

Bramble, W. I., & Wiley, D: E. (1974). Estimating content-acquiescence correlation by covariance
structure analysis. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 9, 179-190.



52 Delroy L. Paulhus

Brannigan, G. G. (1974). Comparison of yes—no and true—false forms of the children’s social
desirability scale. Psychological Reports, 34, 898.

Burish, T. G., & Houston, B. K. (1976). Construct validity of the Lie scale as a measure of
defensiveness. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 32, 310-314.

Byrne, D. (1964). Repression—sensitization as a dimension of personality. In B. A. Maher (Ed.),
Progress in experimental personality research (Vol. 1, pp. 169-220). New York: Academic
Press.

Carr, L. G. (1971). The Srole items and acquiescence. American Sociological Review, 36, 287—
293.

Carstensen, L. L., & Cone, J. D. (1983). Social desirability and measurement of psychological
well-being in elderly persons., Journal of Gerontology, 38, 713-715.

Cattell, R. B., Pierson, G., & Finkbeiner, C. (1976). Alignment of personality source trait factors
from questionnaires and observer ratings: The theory of instrument-free patterns. Multrivariate
Experimental Clinical Research, 2, 63—88.

Clark, J. P., & Tifft, L. L. (1966). Polygraph and interview validation of self-reported deviant
behavior. American Sociological Review, 31, 516-523.

CIiff, N. (1977). Further study of cognitive processing models for inventory response. Applied
Psychological Measurement, 1, 41-49.

Comrey, A. L. (1980). Handbook of interpretations for the Comrey Personality scales. San Diego:
EdITS.

Couch, A., & Keniston, K. (1960). Yeasayers and naysayers: Agreeing response set as a personality
variable. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 60, 151-174.

Crandall, V. C. (1966). Personality characteristics and social and achievement behaviors associated
with children’s social desirability response tendencies. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 4, 477-486.

Crandall, V. C., & Gozali, J. (1969). The social desirability responses of children of four religious—
cultural groups. Child Development, 40, 751-762.

Crandall, V. C., Crandall, V. J., & Katkovsky, W. (1965). A children’s social desirability question-
naire. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 29, 27-36.

Cronbach, L. J. (1946). Response sets and test validity. Educational and Psychological Measure-
ment, 6, 475-494,

Crowne, D. P. (1979). The experimental study of personality. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desirability independent of psycho-
pathology. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 24, 349-354.

Crowne, D. P., & Marlowe, D. (1964). The approval motive. New York: Wiley.

Cunningham, M, R. (1989). Test-taking motivations and outcomes on a standardized measure of on-
the-job integrity. Journal of Business and Psychology, 3, 120—125.

Dahlstrom, W. G., Welsh, G. S., & Dahlstrom, L. E. (Eds.) (1972). An MMPI handbook (Vol. 1).
Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota Press.

Dahlstrom, W. G., Welsh, G. S., & Dahlstrom, L. E. (Eds.) (1975). An MMPI handbook (Vol. 2).
Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota Press.

Damarin, F., & Messick, S. (1965). Response styles as personality variables: A theoretical integra-
tion of multivariate research (Res. Bull. No. 65-10). Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing
Service.

Davis, C., & Cowles, M. (1989). Automated psychological testing: Method of administration, need
for approval, and measures of anxiety. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 49, 311~
320.

Dawes, R. M., & Smith, T. L. (1985). Attitude and opinion measurement. In G. Lindzey & E.
Aronson (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (3rd ed., pp. 509-566). New York: Random
House.

DeBoeck, P. (1981). Individual differences in the validity of a cognitive processing model for
responses to personality inventories. Applied Psychological Measurement, 5, 481-492.
DeLamater, J., & McKinney, K. (1982). Response-effects of question content. In W. Dijkstra & J.
van der Zouwen (Eds.), Response behaviour in the survey-interview. New York: Academic

Press.



2. Measurement and Control of Response Bias 53

DeMaio, T. I. (1984). Social desirability and survey measurement: A review. In C. F. Turner & E.
Martin (Eds.), Surveying subjective phenomena (Vol. 2, pp. 257-282). New York: Russell
Sage Foundation.

Dillehay, R. C., & Jernigan, L. R. (1970). The biased questionnaire as an instrument of opinion
change. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 15, 144—150.

Edwards, A. L. (1953). The relationship between the judged desirability of a trait and the proba-
bility that the trait will be endorsed. Journal of Applied Psychology, 37, 90-93.

Edwards, A. L. (1957). The social desirability variable in personality assessment and research.
New York: Dryden Press.

Edwards, A. L. (1963). A factor analysis of experimental social desirability and response set scales.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 47, 308-316.

Edwards, A. L. (1970). The measurement of personality traits by scales and inventories. New York:
Holt-Rinehart-Winston.

Edwards, A. L., & Walsh, J. A. (1964). Response sets in standard and experimental personality
scales. American Educational Research Journal, 1, 52-61.

Edwards, L. K., & Clark, C. L. (1987). Social desirability values and dispersions for the items in
two SD scales: The MMPI SD scale and an experimental SD scale. Psychological Reports, 60,
1083-1086.

Edwards, L. K., Edwards, A. L., & Clark, C. L. (1988). Social desirability and the frequency of
social-reinforcement scale. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 526-529.
Eiser, J. R., & van der Pligt, J. (1984). Accentuation theory, polarization, and the judgment of
attitude statements. In J. R. Eiser (Ed.) Artitudinal judgment (pp. 43—63). New York: Springer-

Verlag.

Eysenck, H. J., & Eysenck, S. B. G. (1964). The manual of the Eysenck Personality Inventory.
London: Univ. of London Press.

Eysenck, H. J., & Eysenck, S. B. G. (1975). The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire manual.
London: Hodder & Stoughton.

Faranda, J. A., Kaminski, J. A., & Giza, B. K. (1979). An assessment of attitudes toward women
with the bogus pipeline. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Asso-
ciation, New York.

Fisher, G. (1967). Normative and reliability data for the standard and the cross-validated Marlowe—
Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Psychological Reports, 20, 174.

Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Dunkel-Schetter, C., DeLongis, A., & Gruen, R. J. (1986). Dynamics
of a stressful encounter: Cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 992—1003.

Furnham, A. (1986). Response bias, social desirability, and dissimulation. Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 7, 385-400.

Furnham, A., & Henderson, M. (1982). The good, the bad, and the mad: Response bias in self-
report measures. Personality and Individual Differences, 3, 311-320.

Gocka, E. (1965). American Lake norms for 200 MMPI scales. Unpublished data cited in
Dahlstrom, Welsh, & Dahlstrom (1975).

Goldberg, L. R. (1972). Student personality characteristics and optimal college learning conditions:
An extensive search for trait-by-treatment interaction effects. Instructional Science, 1, 153—
210.

Goode, W. I., & Hart, P. K. (1952). Methods in social science. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Gough, H. G. (1947). Simulated patterns on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory.
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 42, 215-225.

Gough, H. G. (1952). On making a good impression. Journal of Educational Research, 46, 33—
42,

Gough, H. G. (1957). California Psychological Inventory manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Gough, H. G. (1987). California Psychological Inventory administrator's guide. Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press.

Gough, H. G., & Heilbrun, A. B. (1963). The adjective checklist manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consult-
ing Psychologists Press.



54 Delroy L. Paulhus

Gough, H. G., & Heilbrun, A. B. (1980). The adjective checklist manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consult-
ing Psychologists Press.

Gove, W. R., & Geerken, M. (1977). Response bias in surveys of mental health: An empirical
investigation. American Journal of Sociology, 82, 1289-1317.

Greenberg, B. C., Abdula, A. L., Simmons, W. L., & Horvitz, D. G. (1969). The unrelated
question in randomized response model, theoretical framework. Journal of the American
Statistical Association, 64, 520-539,

Greene, R. L. (1980). The MMPI: An interpretive manual. New York: Grune & Stratton.

Hamilton, D. L. (1968). Personality attributes associated with extreme response style. Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, 69, 192-203.

Hartshorne, H., & May, M. A. (1928). Studies in deceir. New York: Macmillan.

Hathaway, S. R., & McKinley, J. C. (1951). The MMPI manual. New York: Psychological
Corporation.

Heilbrun, A. B. (1961). The psychological significance of the MMPI K scale in a normal popula-
tion. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 25, 486-491.

Heilbrun, A. B. (1963). Revision of the MMPI K correction for improved detection of maladjust-
ment in a normal college population. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 27, 161-165.
Helmes, E., & Holden, R. R. (1986). Response styles and faking on the Basic Personality Invento-

ry. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 54, 853—-859.

Hogan, R. (1986). Hogan Personality Inventory. Minneapolis, MN: National Computer Systems.

Hogan, J., & Hogan, R. (1989). How to measure employee reliability. Journal of Applied Psycholo-
gy, 74, 273-279.

Holden, R. R., & Fekken, G. C. (1989). Three common social desirability scales: Friends, acquain-
tances, or strangers? Journal of Research in Personality, 23, 180-191.

Holden, R. R., Fekken, G. C., & Jackson, D. N. (1985). Structured personality test item charac-
teristics and validity. Journal of Research in Personality, 19, 386—394.

Hsu, L. M., Santelli, J., & Hsu, J. R. (1989). Faking detection validity and incremental validity of
response latencies to MMPI subtle and obvious items. Journal of Personality Assessment, 53,
278-295.

Thilevich, D., & Gleser, G. C. (1986). Defense mechanisms: Their classification, correlates, and
measurement with the Defense Mechanisms Inventory. Owosso, MI: DMI Associates.

Jackson, D. N. (1967). Personality Research Form manual (3rd ed.). Port Huron, MI: Research
Psychologists Press.

Jackson, D. N. (1986). The process of responding in personality assessment. In A. Angleitner & J. S.
Wiggins (Eds.) Personality assessment via questionnaire: Current issues in theory and measure-
ment (pp. 123—142). New York: Springer-Verlag.

Jackson, D. N., & Helmes, E. (1979). Personality structure and the circumplex. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 37, 2278-2285.

Jackson, D. N., & Messick, S. (1958). Content and style in personality assessment. Psychological
Bulletin, 55, 243-252.

Jackson, D. N., & Messick, S. (1962). Response styles and the assessment of psychopathology. In
S. Messick & J. Ross (Eds.), Measurement in personality and cognition (pp. 129—-155), New
York: Wiley.

Jacobson, L. L., Berger, S. E., & Millham, J. (1970). Individual differences in cheating during a
temptation period when confronting failure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 15,
48-56.

Jacobson, L. I., Brown, R. F., & Ariza, M. J. (1983). A revised multidimensional social desir-
ability inventory. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society, 21, 391-392.

Jacobson, L. I., Kellogg, R. W., Cauce, A. M., & Slavin, R. S. (1977). A multidimensional social
desirability inventory. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society, 9, 109-110.

Jones, E. E., & Sigall, H. (1971). The bogus pipeline: A new paradigm for measuring affect and
attitude. Psychological Bulletin, 76, 349-364.

Kane, J. S., & Lawler, E. E. (1978). Methods of peer assessment. Psychological Bulletin, 85, 535—
586.



2, Measurement and Conirol of Response Bias 55

Karson, S., & O’Dell, J. W. (1976). A guide to the clinical use of the 16PF. Champaign, IL:
Institute for Personality and Ability Testing.

Katkin, E. S. (1964). The Marlowe—Crowne Social Desirability Scale: Independent of psycho-
pathology? Psychological Reports, 15, 703-706.

Kiecolt-Glaser, I., & Murray, J. A. (1980). Social desirability bias in self-monitoring data. Journal
of Behavioral Assessment, 2, 239-247.

Knowles, E. S. (1988). Item context effects on personality scales: Measuring changes the measure.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 312-320.

Knudson, D. D., Pope, H., & Irish, D. P. (1967). Response differences to questions on sexual
standards. Public Opinion Quarterly, 31, 290-297.

Kozma, A., & Stones, M. J. (1988). Social desirability in measures of subjective well-being: Age
comparisons. Social Indicators Research, 20, 1-14.

Krebs, D., & Schuessler, K. (Eds.) (1987). Soziale Empfindungen: Ein interkultureller Skalen-
vergleich bei Deutschen und Amerikanern. New York/Frankfurt: Campus Verlag.

Lanning, K. (1989). Detection of invalid response patterns on the California Psychological Invento-
ry. Applied Psychological Measurement, 13, 45-56.

Lautenschlager, G. J. (1986). Within-subject measures for the assessment of individual differences
in faking. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 46, 309-316.

Lautenschlager, G. 1., & Flaherty, V. L. (in press). Computer administration of questions: More
desirable or more social desirability? Journal of Applied Psychology.

Leak, G. K., & Fish, S. (1989). Religious orientation, impression management, and self-deception.
Toward a clarification of the link between religiosity and social desirability. Journal for
Scientific Study of Religion, 28, 355-359.

Lenski, G. E., & Leggett, J. C. (1960). Caste, class and deference in the research interview.
American Journal of Sociology, 65, 463-467.

Lentz, T. F. (1938). Acquiescence as a factor in the measurement of personality. Psychological
Bulletin, 35, 659.

Linden, W., Paulhus, D. L., & Dobson, K. S. (1986). Effects of response styles on the report of
psychological and somatic distress. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 54,309-313.

Linechan, M. M., & Nielsen, S. L. (1981). Assessment of suicide ideation and parasuicide: Hope-
lessness and social desirability. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49, 773-775.

Lockard, J. S., & Paulhus, D. L. (Eds.) (1988). Self-deception: An adaptive mechanism? New
York: Prentice-Hall.

Martin, C. L., & Nagao, D. H. (1989). Some effects of computerized interviewing on job applicant
responses. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 72-80.

McCrae, R. R. (1982). Consensual validation of personality traits: Evidence from self-reports and
ratings. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43, 293-303.

McCrae, R. R. (1986). Well-being scales do not measure social desirability. Journal of Gerontolo-
gy, 41, 390-392.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1983). Social desirability scales: More substance than style. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 51, 882—888.

McCrae, R. R., Costa, P. T., Dahlstrom, W. G., Barefoot, J. C., Siegler, . C., & Williams, R. B.
(1989). A caution on the use of the MMPI K-correction in research on psychosomatic medi-
cine. Psychosomatic Medicine, 51, 58—65.

McKinley, J. C., Hathaway, S. R., & Meehl, P. E. (1948). The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory. IV. The K scale. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 12, 20-31.

Meehl, P. E., & Hathaway, S. R. (1946). The K factor as a suppressor variable in the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory. Journal of Applied Psychology, 30, 525-564.

Mellor, S., Conroy, L., & Masteller, B. K. (1986). Comparative trait analysis of long-term recover-
ing alcoholics. Psychological Reports, 58, 411-418.

Messick, S. (1967). The psychology of acquiescence: An interpretation of research evidence. Inl. A.
Berg (Ed.), Response set in personality assessment (pp. 115-145). Chicago: Aldine.

Millham, J. (1974). Two components of need for approval score and their relationship to cheating
following success and failure. Journal of Research in Personality, 8, 378-392.



56 Delroy L. Paulhus

Millham, J., & Jacobson, L. 1. (1978). The need for approval. In H. London & J. E. Exner (Eds.),
Dimensions of personality (pp. 365-390). New York: Wiley.

Millham, J., & Kellogg, R. W. (1980). Need for social approval: Impression management or self-
deception? Journal of Research in Personality, 14, 445-457.

Montag, 1., & Comrey, A. L. (1982). Personality construct similarity in Israel and the United
States. Applied Psychological Measurement, 6, 61-67.

Morf, M. E., & Jackson, D. N. (1972). An analysis of two response styles: True responding and
item endorsement. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 32, 329-353.

Nederhof, A. J. (1985). Methods of coping with social desirability bias: A review. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 15, 263-280.

Nevid, J. S. (1983). Hopelessness, social desirability and construct validity. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 51, 139-140.

Norman, W. T. (1963). Personality measurement, faking, and detection: An assessment method for
use in personnel selection. Journal of Applied Psychology, 47, 225-241.

Norman, W. T. (1967). On estimating psychological relationships: Social desirability and self-
report. Psychological Bulletin, 67, 273-293.

Norman, W. T. (1969). “To see oursels as ithers see us!”: Relations among self-perceptions, peer-
perceptions, and expected peer-perceptions of personality attributes. Multivariate Behavioral
Research, 4, 417-443.

Norman, W. T. (1990). On separating substantive, stylistic, and evaluative components in person-
ality measurements: A cross-national comparison. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholo-

8y

Novakowska, M. (1970). A model of answering to a questionnaire item. Acta Psychologica, 34,
420-439,

Paulhus, D. L. (1981). Control of social desirability in personality inventories: Principal-factor
deletion. Journal of Research in Personality, 15, 383-388.

Paulhus, D. L. (1982). Individual differences, self-presentation, and cognitive dissonance: Their
concurrent operation in forced compliance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43,
838-852.

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of socially desirable responding. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 46, 598-609.

Paulhus, D. L. (1986). Self-deception and impression management in test responses. In A. An-
gleitner & J. S. Wiggins (Eds.), Personality assessment via questionnaire (pp. 143—165). New
York: Springer-Verlag.

Paulhus, D. L. (1987). Emotional arousal and evaluative extremity: A dynamic complexity analysis.
Manuscript submitted for publication.

Paulhus, D. L. (1988). Assessing self-deception and impression management in self-reports: The
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Unpublished manual, University of British
Columbia, Vancouver, Canada.

Paulhus, D. L., Fridhandler, B., & Hayes, S. (in press). Psychological defense. In S. R. Briggs, R.
Hogan, & W. Jones (Eds.), Handbook of personality psychology. San Diego, CA: Academic
Press.

Paulhus, D. L., & Levitt, K. (1987). Desirable responding triggered by affect: Automatic egotism?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 245-259.

Paulhus, D. L., & Reid, D. B. (in press). Attribution and denial in socially desirable responding.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.

Paulhus, D. L., Graf, P., & Van Selst, M. (1989). Attentional load increases the positivity of self-
presentation. Social Cognition, 7, 389-400.

Peabody, D. (1962). Two components in bipolar scales: Direction and extremeness. Psychological
Review, 69, 65-73.

Peabody, D. (1966). Authoritarianism scales and response bias. Psychological Bulletin, 65, 11-23.

Phillips, D. L., & Clancy, K. J. (1972). Some effects of social desirability in survey studies.
American Journal of Sociology, 77, 921-940.

Quigley-Fernandez, B., & Tedeschi, J. T. (1978). The bogus pipeline as lie-detector: Two validity
studies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 247-256.



2. Measurement and Control of Response Bias 57

Quinn, B. A. (1989). Religiousness and psychological well-being: An empirical investigation.
Unpublished dissertation, Wayne State Univ., Detroit.

Ray, J. J. (1983). Reviving the problem of acquiescent response bias. Journal of Social Psychology,
121, 81-96.

Reis, H. A. (1966). The MMPI K scale as a predictor of prognosis. Journal of Clinical Psychology,
22, 212-213. _

Riggio, R. E., Salinas, C., & Tucker, J. (1988). Personality and deception ability. Personality and
Individual Differences, 9, 189—191.

Rogers, T. B. (1971). The process of responding to personality items: Some issues, a theory and
some research. Multivariate Behavioral Research Monographs, 6 Whole No. 2.

Rogers, T. B. (1974). An analysis of two central stages underlying responding to personality items:
The self-referent decision and response selection. Journal of Research in Personality, 8, 128—
138.

Romer, D. (1983). Effects of own attitude on polarization of judgment. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 44, 273-284.

Rorer, L. G. (1965). The great response style myth. Psychological Bulletin, 63, 129-156.

Rorer, L. G., & Goldberg, L. R. (1965). Acquiescence and the vanishing variance component.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 49, 422—430.

Roth, D. L., Harris, R. N., & Snyder, C. R. (1988). An individual differences measure of at-
tributive and repudiative tactics of favorable self-presentation. Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 6, 159-170.

Roth, D. L., Snyder, C. R., & Pace, L. M. (1986). Dimensions of favorable self-presentation.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 867-874.

Ruch, F. L. (1942). A technique for detecting attempts to fake performance on the self-inventory
type of personality test. In J. F. Dashiell (Ed.), Studies in personality. New York: McGraw-
Hill.

Ruch, F. L., & Ruch, W. W. (1967). The K factor as a (validity) suppressor variable in predicting
success in selling. Journal of Applied Psychology, 51, 201-204.

Sabourin, S., Bourgeois, L., Gendreau, P., & Morval, M. (1989). Self-deception, impression
management, and consumer satisfaction with mental health treatment. Psychological Assess-
ment: A Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1, 126—129.

Sackeim, H. A., & Gur, R. C. (1978). Self-deception, self-confrontation and consciousness. In G. E.
Schwartz & D. Shapiro (Eds.), Consciousness and self-regulation: Advances in research (Vol.
2, pp. 139-197). New York: Plenum.

Sackeim, H. A., & Gur, R. C. (1979). Self-deception, other-deception, and self-reported psycho-
pathology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47, 213-215.

Sackett, P, R., & Harris, M. M. (1984). Honesty testing for personnel selection: A review and
critique. Personnel Psychology, 37, 221-245.

Sackett, P. R., Burris, L. R., & Callahan, C. (1989). Integrity testing for personnel selection: An
update. Unpublished manuscript, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis.

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). Optimism, coping, and health: Assessment and implica-
tions of generalized outcome expectancies. Health Psychology, 4, 219-247.

Schneider, D. 1. (1973). Implicit personality theory: A review. Psychological Bulletin, 79, 294—
309.

Schriesheim, C. A. (1979). Social desirability and leader effectiveness. Journal of Social Psycholo-
2y, 108, 89-94.

Schuessler, K., Hittle, D., & Cardascia, J. (1978). Measuring responding desirably with attitude—
opinion items. Social Psychology, 41, 224-235.

Schuman, H., & Presser, S. (1981). Questions and answers in attitude surveys. New York: Aca-
demic Press.

Schwarz, N., Strack, F., Muller, G., & Chassein, B. (1988). The range of response alternatives
may determine the meaning of the question: Further evidence on informative functions of
response alternatives. Social Cognition, 6, 107-117.

Shaffer, G. S., Saunders, V., & Owens, W. A. (1986). Additional evidence for the accuracy of
biographical data: Long-term retest and observer ratings. Personnel Psychology, 39, 791-809.



58 Delroy L. Paulhus

Shulman, A. (1973). A comparison of two scales on extremity response bias. Public Opinion
Quarterly, 37, 407-412.

Sigall, H., & Page, R. (1971). Current stereotypes: A little fading, a little faking. Jouwrnal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 18, 247-255.

Sigall, H.. & Page, R. (1972). Reducing attenuation in the expression of interpersonal affect via the
bogus pipeline. Sociometry, 35, 629-642.

Staub, E., & Sherk, L. (1970). Need for approval, children’s sharing behavior and reciprocity in
sharing. Child Development, 41, 243-252.

Strickland, B. R. (1977). Approval motivation. In T. Blass (Ed.), Personality variables in social
behavior (pp. 315-356). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Strosahl, K. D., Linehan, M. M., & Chiles, J. A. (1984). Will the real social desirability scale
please stand up?: Hopelessness, depression, social desirability, and the prediction of suicidal
behavior. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 52, 449-457,

Sudman, S., & Bradburn, N. M. (1974). Response effects in surveys. Chicago: Aldine.

Sutherland, B. V., & Spilka, B. (1964). Social desirability, item-response time. and item signifi-
cance. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 28, 447-451.

Sweetland, A., & Quay, H. A. (1953). A note on the K scale of the MMPI. Journal of Consulting
Psychology, 17, 314-316.

Swenson, W. M., Pearson, J. S., & Osbourne, D. (1973). An MMPI sourcebook: Basic item, scale,
and pattern data on 50,000 medical patients. Minneapolis: Univ. of Minnesota Press.

Tanaka-Matsumi, J., & Kameoka, V. A. (1986). Reliabilities and concurrent validities of popular
self-report measures of depression, anxiety, and social desirability. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 54, 328-333.

Taylor, J. A. (1953). A personality scale of manifest anxiety. Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 48, 285-290.

Taylor, S. E., & Brown, J. D. (1988). Illusion and well-being: A social-psychological perspective
on mental health. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 193-210.

Tellegen, A. (1982). Brief manual for the Differential Personality Inventory. Unpublished manu-
script, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis.

Tourangeau, R., & Rasinski, K. A. (1988). Cognitive processes underlying context effects in
attitude measurement. Psychological Bulletin, 103, 299-314.

Trott, D. M., & Jackson, D. N. (1967). An experimental analysis of acquiescence. Journal of
Experimental Research in Personality, 2, 278-288.

Van der Kloot, W. A., Kroonenberg, P. M., & Bakker, D. (1985). Implicit theories of personality:
Further evidence of extreme response style. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 20, 369-387.

Vernon, P. E. (1934). The attitude of the subject in personality testing. Journal of Applied Psycholo-
gy, 18, 165-177.

Warner, S. L. (1965). Randomized response: A survey technique for eliminating evasive answer
bias. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 60, 63—69.

Webster, H. (1958). Correcting personality scales for response sets or suppression effects.
Psychological Bulletin, 55, 62—64.

Weinberger, D. A. (in press). The construct validity of the repressive coping style. In J. L. Singer
(Ed.), Repression and dissociation: Defense mechanisms and personality styles. Chicago:
Univ. of Chicago Press.

Weinberger, D. A., Schwartz, G. E., & Davidson, R. J. (1979). Low-anxious, high-anxious, and
repressive coping styles: Psychometric patterns and behavioral and physiological responses to
stress. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 88, 369-380.

Weiss, C. H. (1968). Validity of welfare mothers’ interview responses. Public Opinion Quarterly,
32, 622-633.

Wiggins, J. S. (1964). Convergences among stylistic response measures from objective personality
tests. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 24, 551-562.

Wiggins, J. S. (1968). Personality structure. Annual Review of Psychology, 19, 293-350.

Wiggins. J. S. (1973). Personality and prediction: Principles of personality assessment. Reading
MA: Addison-Wesley.



2. Measurement and Control of Response Bias 59

Wiggins, J. S. (1979). A psychological taxonomy of trait-descriptive terms: The interpersonal
domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 395-412.

Winder, P., O’Dell, J. W., & Karson, S. (1975). New motivational distortion scales for the 16 PF.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 39, 532-537.

Winkler, J. D., Kanouse, D. E., & Ware, I. E., Jr. (1982). Controlling for acquiescence response
set in scale development. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67, 555-561.

Winters, K. C., & Neale, J. M. (1985). Mania and low self-esteem. Journal of Abnormal Psycholo-
gy, 94, 282-290.

Wiseman, F. (1972). Methodological bias in public opinion surveys. Public Opinion Quarterly, 36,
105-108.

Wooten, A. I. (1984). Effectiveness of the K correction in the detection of psychopathology and its
impact on profile height and configuration among young adult men. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 52, 468—473.

Wright, J. D. (1975). Does acquiescence bias the “index of political efficacy™? Public Opinion
Quarterly, 39, 219-226.

Yonge, G. D. (1966). Certain consequences of applying the K factor to MMPI scores. Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 26, 887-893.

Zerbe, W. J., & Paulhus, D. L. (1987). Socially desirable responding in organizations: A reconcep-
tion. Academy of Management Review, 12, 250-264.



