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B ARAHREFHAE R AARMNE LR F L —F R £, A 20 #4%2 30 FRES, MEFE—
A NBTARRGFHEAE T F R HREH, FFLAREFRTEASLAENE, AL BET HLHKF
ME R KNG, 38T E2H5F GO FM, L, NEAMEHFE e e A A, 59 L2 saaik
R 7 ERATT R, BE THARFRHERGBES FEEHF ENEE Y, 4 E T —LdofT
5 AL AR M FURL 6 48§ 1

KR AR FHERE; AERKIR, PREHR

%S B84l

20 e 30 ARAR, FE A IS8 AH 44 T & A & Gremigni, 2016), FrLL, M&E#KAE 1939 620
TR A, AMTE 2 & IR 58 K R 45 B 2 FF G B 5% ey 9 il 4t 23 RV ) . Nederhof
i 1) T4 AT S A A bRERE R A 22, IER G (1985)F1 2 fill 4 23 FR VP S g 1) 95 43 o i 4%
RABELREEME A WA, OB 2 AT S P 2
FIN K IX S —Fh 52 v fi 22 (Response  Bias) N 1.1
T kAt 23 e 0 KR g 5 ) (Keelly, Miles, AR 2 S — LR A 3 R A G o T
& Terman, 1936), | T 60 FACH K MIRITH T 5 L A A D o R e — By A X A S R
%, JA Ll Edwards BIWF Sz 0@ H . {8 P SR HEAT R, R BH 1k 32 I 2 A 78 it s R &
7 3K I 56 £2 T50 A 4% 7] 4 (Minnesota Multiphasic Mo — TR DAY 35 AT R O R o A 2k T 5
Personality Inventory, MMPI)1E % AT 10 56 2% LL 4 #E NRC’s Committee on Selection and Training
AT RMEREZE 0N, KITA D H S —4 N of Aircraft Pilots f4F 4544 I, Rethlingshafer TA
F Q& A #E4T B F e f% ) T 7B 5K 0 B F 2, R G — A RE I, v LLHEBR B o 2K
1M H g 19 /NS5 I H 224k S R iR B s B A ZEM AT R, o200 3 A H Y 2% R A AR
X, FI& Edwards IE 342 H<ph S BR1VF M N [F] ) 3 AT AR BB
(Socially Desirable Response, SDR)”HI#E &, FFX} T 3 00 56 B SR i AE A B 2 R SRRV
H IR T AR X, BB A% I 45 35 5 TR AH S P BRI 2 AT 3R B . i, — AN A
YEIAF G At s W B P12 1 S b 94 (Edwards T 5 1) R ZH LR B A R A I R BT A A O
& Walker, 1961), M —I: AL JE R E AR BRI B, FRABEHFIR
1 N, XA A SRV R EE AR, H R

TR BRI AAR R . R R <A, T

B AL SR VF M R N 23 G B 25 51, Rk BAMLEEIT 15y, SRR 04, gl

R ARG 0 56 43 45 ) BL S M (Krumpal, 2013; Perinelli  #E#E“B”, WIH APE4ERETE 0 4y, STARIR4EEZT 1
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LI, 2014), XA w I A A6 S5 # AR ] Y
I3 ERR O AR o 30 G PR A T —
e N I 55 14 I Al e 1z e ) de /MR R T RE, ELE:
FIRE B AN BEHEA T 7 2200 M, R M A b 1
1M HANBEFEAT A A Z 1) 9 Fe e, PR o 2 52 9%
AN A0 30 2

P JUARE, — S 2 52 T Bl a0 30 2 P 4
B PEZ o Bl T — g H % B H 8 (Item
Response Theory, IRT)&HY L4, Brown %8 A2
HT Thurstone IRT Model, X £ 4% 4 1 A5 1 4 57
TAEGE R 5=, AT DAk T A 1 G
JEKF-, DT RILIRE 1 A B A R ) — R 8 [A]
B (Brown, 2016; Brown & Maydeu-Olivares, 2011,
2013; Guenole, Brown, & Cooper, 2016; Hontangas
et al., 2015; Wang, 2015)., fHJ2, JXSLREARLUAIA
AR B A S A7 A X 3 4 A T K- T AR A
T, T ELiX SRS ) 3 P AT T i — 2P B ARG
1.2

Fla R ERR R, RIH—ZErHA
TBe, SRR TR S H R S
J5 B R AL S BRSO AL — A R SO B
g4, gl A R R B E, AR5 R
FARCEBCR A B 7, AR DI 3 Ko Bt
SIPRVPME SN A 5
1.2.1

TERES AR, WFFE#H B Sl A 2 FRir
iR AR BRI HL, R & K5
FERE S FRVE PR A 400 ) A2 B AR B, A TE A% 204K
RS R, AT

B R R WA IE T R S w4 i v o D ol ik
ST AT AEAR S B X A 3 By 13, 5k 22 BRIV A
B2 80, Hlhn, 7€ Whitaker, Long, Petréczi Fll
Backhouse (2014)/TF 55, 4.9% M8 X 7E EN
MEREFSHITERERN -1 TFER) LS
i 5, Whitaker S5 AT 202 1A #2341 4+ 23 B
VEE SR A 52 R, T AS J2 N B G 26 4 3 . Miller
N Gallagher (2016) UK B AEEN R E IR [
PO R — AR R T 0 )2 AR R

Sjoberg (2015)F|H LI 58 IERH 13X — ik
AN BFR PP A, 5 — A0l
Y22 A & B8 KO AL S BRI R, T 05—
PRI VEZ R4, TR RE S ARV 520 7K
FEAR . Sjoberg FETAHELFRIF IR RS, F

F AR TR B T A% [ 15 4 th AL SRV
TE (SR o 38 A LU R Bk R e i T 2 K IR 515
A3 10 22 5 R R 2 ) 5 R L Rl B A3 4 1 22 5
Sjoberg & UL S FRVF I 1 2 1T LIRS R 90%4t 22 FK
VM SR I R

SR, WATRZHI TR T XA sy = R
4 . Ellingson, Sackett Fl Hough (1999) % ¥ 34 T
FEHETT B AL IR0 8L, A REAE AR RTEAE
TEEE T B E L4040 Barrick Fl Mount (1996)#ff 5%
ZER R I, AR T 7 S BT IO R A R
R0, VEIRCIERSE T — SRR A . X RE 2
K b S R VP v SN 5 8 R T, W R BT L)
AR NSIHLAE R R AF RS BRI, i 4 vk 5
7% R E|X B R E 52 01 (Leite & Cooper, 2010;
Ziegler, MacCann, & Roberts, 2012), 4, 1EIRJG
FAY 3000 58 73 B8 A A AANE 5 L S By B, VR
LA F A, SR IR A KRR, R4 T
5653 BOTF i R BE A A SR L AT KT
T2 0 55 4 B0 v ) S A o A AR LS K
V-1 249 36 VE AR 0 58 43 B AR, 9 A BRI
B 18 G FR AN 2 TR vk B ik JE 0 AT DL i R, A
A RE I o R A, A0 40 43 45 b A PR AR Ak s 25
o, T4 B B
1.2.2

TEPUNF A, BEFEE M AEVERE 5 FASC
SRR E AR, FEAS 5 BR,
filhn, XHAEER R Ay AL, R T R &
1Y 8%k K E M AE B 45 - Lambert, Arbuckle i
Holden (2016)7E H.# MCSD F1 BIDR & iR 5I1E
M ORI, R 5B, Bk 2BV I
LA A W S ) Bl R o iR — 2RISR
FETF XA, [ IRT A A 56 14 1
Mo 33 Bl B B A %) 5 ORI IR AR 19 7 3%,
N AEAR B SRR RAS W) F 1 4 1Y) S AR
OB, W5 E AT LR IR A Rasch A7 (Mixed
Rasch Model, MRM), ##i 52 M 1) sz 1 452 =2
WAL, EAPRIT B 9 2 500, 48 B 5 =
T 5 W 20 B B A E A B R (Ziegler &
Kemper, 2013),

XFOITER A SAE T, BRI A PRV
SR AR 55 i/ B BRI, U Y
Bl E S i 1] T R A o A R A B, S e
R o U WA G BOR 22 5 . SR, TR AIHL
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A 5 R )RR, R 3R A5 e A — X A
AP JE MR o 2SR50 B bR o LE RS A% N, R R
ARAR, SRy v A 2 B, AR 2 A B 2 e
Wz g YU AR AE LA SERA R, f bR s ]
I, SR — L5200 R RER R A AR R
FURIT, JOT8 e 78 MG I 56 (4 AT 5 4000 1 52
BRI, NATHEAS b SR 2 5 P i 7 vk ok
JSE X RE S RVRE SN o S A 1 7 ik R SR A il 2
A0 S JR AT T SR, RS AR SR A 2 RV A
EWATIE 9 — 28 2, SCERAR X B/, [a] iy
THEAETT S TR 2R, WXL SR i)
SR, S5 P 7 R AT T TR A R, eI
SN IR IE R ARERA —Le /iR YE . SiPr
b, A FRVEIE iR RE S A O I i A S AR
B P DT R IO HE . WAR BT TS E A2
PRVEPE S R 14 1 o A0 45 40 T8 A 3 G 94 1) AR,
JITOT A e FRVF PR i R A R A9 15 BE FIALEE,
e T2 MG A 23 R O 2 B A T 2 )
P, RATAERIRE Y M H.,  F AT
FEAMRVFERRAT 1041, DFREE AR A
PRV R AT BRI AR BT 45 R, X F
JR RIS H A — B EZRIA

2

TR 2k S BRI 1 B ) R A B A A
PR AL S PRV RN AT, ARG ARAE HE 2 B
P B BRES A BT SRRV E R R . X
Tl +E 2 FRAF I i 3 A A R AN R — BT Y o R,
B2 Lok, 1R 23 2 09I a5 F R 2
FRVFPE SR 0O BREE ) HEAT TR, TR T AR
PR S PRIV 2R . T 5 T axX S i SR Y B O
il Fn g il 7y AT 47 LR
2.1

FLI R0 1 24 R CA R S BRI s v U —
T B AR 22, % HG P 9 285 4 L R AR BIL R AN 6
0, AREPER AW 2 Edwards . {H 247 2 il %
BN, — N FRE A g il AR (D)X
T NS I 36 10 H TR A AT R AT A SRR
FREE A IEAE ; (Q)BEREMRVE B s 1 I H 41 & Bkt
SRR, GHEMEET, KRIARHRIFHIE
AR ARV H B9, 58 RS I 56 B AR
AT RERARIE A S RV T AS 20 56 N 25 A B A
Wi 1957 4F Bdwards >R X 772 Ak MMPT Hi$k

T 37 ANTIHYR T Edwards SD 3,

T3 Bb — R 2 R VRV SCORE A I 4 1 R
“fa iy, HEREZE I 1A A58 im —
A AAED G, (B R ZER —H B S R pg, AT
RERIH I IE 4>, X 55 — Bk« AT RE Ik
Felnl %, GERREA M ARG ML 43 R
A3 H PRk Ok, PRS0 SE T H SR
SN AER B R . Wiggins Sd 1 52 FH X Fh o7 ik
A, 33 4T H¥3k H MMPL, Graham (2000)
AR Wiggins Sd TR E—NAEWIFMER, Mix
1B MMPI-2 ) — R R R A HT

X WA RAE R R AT AT, A AR R
WA R X SR kI B 15 o e, At 2R
Vi B B . SR, BT R AR M R
Edwards SD & %% Fll Wiggins Sd & & 1A ¢ Z11RA%
(Gémez, Crespo, & Tobdn, 2009), Jiménez-Goémez,
Sanchez-Crespo fll Ampudia-Rueda (2013)Fb%: T
Edwards SD £ #Fl1 Wiggins Sd 8%, &8 Wiggins
Sd R M WHER = T Edwards SD 1%, X
VLB AT A TASFE R, 0FJEH Rt 2 f
VFMER R, 545 B0 T+ 2RV R R —
B, B S ARE R R 2 B TR
Eilno0e
2.2

Bt s ERnmo A 2403t A
MMPI 1l R 5 2%, 7 A 1 S i A AR E, [R]I
IXRh AR 28 e Ve B R ) D A2 B T AT
— BB # AN Edwards SD =R AYI H BRA
R B FR A, e 3 <& w2 R m, 1
AR A E R, IR —E 2 BARNL, W
A RE A S A X AR R LR B, HTT Edwards
SD & R A58 2 A SRR P I RN, 375 B¢
B AR BT, R, AT S Ak S PRk B R
R SN & = e s e R 3 ey 71 Bl = R I ]
H BRGNS R UGB, XA RE S m 4l
M 5 HE AR S BR VR SR IX AP S i 27 (Paulhus,
1998).,

H 1) ] 7 42 Hartshorne £ May B9 Ui i B 32,
T H A R A B 2 Tz B, (HR AR
D NABE AT g o XTI B AR 3 B KSR
fFE, FEAIRDA NBA XM, R paK
N FAT R, UL A BRI, HEES K
SR o MMPI 18 2 50 AH% 1] 45:(Eysenck Personality
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Questionnaire, EPQ)H [ i i i ¢ (L & %)t &
MH K,

e HE AR Marlowe-Crowne SD it 2 (fii Bk
MCSD)F 14 g il P2 ¥ e A A2 2, e 1t H 2
(DZALEGF, (RN AT e, M
KA A O DR, B QA A S FRIT,
A WAT (e, ARG E AR H
i8); B)H /D iYL FAE FRIS /s (b dn, 350 H <5 M 3R
BABIRZ LN, ik IMRE I E LW
TR W PR BN E R ), i E R
FEMMAXT AT BE R LT 2, BUE A E AT
MIRE >, #BiE 1 4. BOKEREA R E 1S
e, PR SR M S N B

MCSD BEHIH BbrifE, Wk LG fESFRiF
HHHRSWEESHMIE . L, Schinka,
Kinder Fl Kremer (1997)45 K T A I 58 2w il 1 1F
i R AT L R (PPM).. PPM Y01 F oK [ R
Ky, REETRAES(L, TEMR T AN
DL B SEE AN DL B R A5 RN 22 560 2 M (F AN, Bk
355 et 0 D Pk ok iy, (B2, T
MCSD g E® K, A 33 EEH, Frllfa—Eifs

SR g ) 87 S5 R MCSD 1 2% (Sarbescu, Costea,
& Rusu, 2012; Vésteinsdottir, Reips, Joinson, &
Thorsdottir, 2015), 4, Vésteinsdottir, Reips,
Joinson FI Thorsdottir (2017)F] W1 H Sz v BRi&
(IRT)FIIA 11771 (Cognitive Interviews, CogD)fil 2%
W w2 H, BRI 23 S350 H 4 AL
i 45 B Y MCSD 4,

MCSD H 32 ZE A N N2 Mt S
448 2 (Vu, Tran, Pham, & Ahmed, 2011), A1RZ
SEUEWESE K SR A B . BN, Greenberg Al
Weiss (2012)9AF 3T 2 B, 13 BUMUAS ) MCSD BEA%
e I 7 7N W [ e 2 S G A
Vésteinsdottir 25 A (2015)ME T MCSD 7E M4 7E
LWMETWGEE, 8RR, NMpEEEMM
MCSD £ J2& i 45 {9 MCSD 7 9 45 76 2% I 45 1 #6
AT 0I5 B

FIHlT, MCSD #8383 2| B9 b 3 204 P26 .
—J& MCSD i AT BEAN 2 S B Al 22, T —
Ly BEHE i, McCrae F1 Costa (1983)fF 57 & B,
MCSD HJ—LEm 33 H R H O BA M RERF
PRI, ZAth ] BCARIE SCRA AN bk, Wi AES R
SR o 53 8h, MCSD 4 & 7T LA — 26 T A R 415K,

SRR RN m R, ARSI T
YEGRL . AR il 7 kSRR B A5 432 11 55
NS T 56 1 T30 85 B 3k 2B MCSD it % 2 /0
TR 0 R T, SRR G T AR SRR
P SR S NS A SO 2 S5 I i 22 11 4 i, 2 bR T
Block (1965), fliA>N Edward SD & (W 113E
MMPI (55— EF)RER T —FhFRR 0 AAE R,
ny {5 A & & I 1 (Ego-resiliency), H: /& MCSD
HRIFAR R AL, IR R R A R L
Bk, GHB R RS AR —B, RIS MR
B AE (Leite & Beretvas, 2005), #ilin, —3ik H
R P BF R R I, 3SR MCSD fir
SCHR Y MCSD 2 )+ 23 Fic /o IR 1 LA T 4 45
4, T ELFE—AN PR R B8 T AL 0 AN 7 P (Kurz,
Drescher, Chin, & Johnson, 2016),
2.3

TRELRIFSE % 5t © 48 & BUAL PRV 2 B AT 75
A B B A ———o Ly, XA 44 I AT WA Y
& Y (Wiggins, 1964), o [KZ [ Edwards SD i3
FRiR, v 2 i Wiggins Sd £ iR, XPIAHER
O B2 T SURAT AR ? E #1978 4F Sackeim
Gur A X HMAT THEW A E, o & AR : —
AR TR LS B R, (AR AT
B O R, RO TER R & A 2 KN
v AR . — 2 A T 58 43 T
EMR I, MBI

Sackeim il Gur 3E£E4 FISHLAL A9 B 451
il T A TR E R A IR E R, TR
PERUR ALY &3k )2 27, (BRI IN.
AN H A — 2 ah 2P R A A (L, fRIETS
B AR R AT ) RNk B, DU B LA 1 3R
BB o X F 0 A AR, b ATgm T EA
FEAFRFRMRNIE, NAIER S ORI (L an,
R R B, R EE R A O A X
SEEARRRE AT, I — W BCA R R A
AR, o F1y BUATERGERR A R, BENEA %
FRHE R, R TR ORI 2 SR A 001 1] B b 2 H 52
Sy B, Al A A O, B A —
A7 S EF L, PO AR IE M E N A <675k
Bt 7 W5 W6 s ) B T 0 [ Al U e 7 il B 8
HoAh 2 0 B0 4y, BRI B A A, B
IR O 8 b A P2 JE 57 (Sackeim & Gur,
1978).
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Paulhus fif F R AE APl 30 R K 5 1 +E S FRF
PERREHHAT T HRE S, HRERDLTHA
FEMH T, BES -IPHF EHERAQE
Edwords Y SD 1% . MMPI i K i3 . Byrne K
Repression-Sensitization f 3%, Sackeim F1 Gur [
ARG Imm R, BESE AR F LR R
Wiggins Sd % . Eysenck [WUiliii 3% . Sackeim
N Gur At AJYSREFR o FAth 1Y R FE Marlowe-
Crowne ®# JfFEIL &R MMPI () L #3&, 7
PIAS P 7 AR s B 804 o iR 0k, Paulhus T
1984 4F IE 342 HhOBUR o0 B AL, H BR i B S
Sackeim 1 Gur —2(, {HZBEMANBORA 0 7o
A AE T R ok A 2L R A 4E B 44 b AR TR,
HCENZAE R, IFw SO —SHEEE A BN
22 ok AL 3 B AP WA 23 TE 09 RN % (Paulhus,
1984), [ FICh ] S e T — AR BE AR S B AR
XA TR Z, B —F AR, AR
WOR S OBERN . SR, A8 R — B A R
NSRS A AT LWMERR, SO08ERE. ASK
PP A AR PN 0 25 i R 2 R B 3 R A C
(Paulhus, 1991).

XA R R A ED R B B X 4y, T LA
AT o PRV 1 32 0 22 1 2 o LR BT 2 S5 o
24, HETER, N ARA0E A 3R
SPRIFEE RN Edwards SD &% . K 2%, X
Marlowe-Crowne i 2¢) X #1 2 FRI: S b n L) #
i, #RoBEAR AR AT 1 R RS T 56 (£
R, RSl M SRR R
F1 25 ) B0 %% BF (Paulhus, 1991), X Rt SRR
PRIV 5 K N AR T B R AT 48, R ANZE L
EERIA N A, FERL LB T W EN R LR
SN Al 22 D) 32 i LA i (Paulhus, 1986) . A&
Ui, BG4 A 5 B 0 B GG,
BT XS R 0 1) 18 BRAS 437 AR AR, iRt =2
IDE g

Paulhus (1991)4i il 7 40 4~ H 4t 2Bk i
PP iR (BIDR ), EEFHEMDTREE—
AR R M R 5 3%, X Z&XS Sackeim
M Gur EFRMERNSH . BAEWT: (HIAH
W E gk E BRI, AR SR AIE L,
I RN RE RIS RN RRET? "
FCUN T ARG TG A I, IRWZATRER”. (2)
TEFENFETE (N, FRARFE)MEE N, A

AR B B 2 ha, &FMBCHIT IR, Hanim
< F 2 9 2 1 < R A L A A TR 2 A
Tie”o QYA R PIE M (ZFRF, L, M
B C R BRI (AN Z BRIV, ten, FRAETY
S Uk ik A A8 IR T 3k 1) 5 A ] Y

Paulhus (1998)4F45 i, .47 40 25T IE
T BIDR it RMEEHRE . BIREHE RN G
PEFE T30 H RS KRS, HAARIRW A
LT A BEARATAR I 1 151 43 AR B AR
e RIEXNZE R AR K, . RS R
Bk R — A s I, H SR Bk
INA, I8 290 7 2% B 3 1 A5 40 R K 4
1o KA RN T 1 e R A ) SRR
b TR W AT AT — AR, X i
1% 4 N U SR B A AR Y . BRI O i
Fe 0] LTI A A F B I O 22, EbAnd, S B
B s 2% .

Barrick il Mount (1996)& %% —#t ¥ ] Paulhus
FIRESE, #6550 VE RO 75 2 I 55 R A 254 19 33
T4 B 5T 3% . Rosse, Stecher, Miller F1 Levin
(1998) 5 Z1 4k 75 il FH BIDR S il it 52 i i 25, TAH
X ER 448 BT LUVPAL B R 5 R S i 22, JF
ELHG H ARG A 5T B A DX 0 T R 2 R A 2 B 14
MR, A2 AN —BE R 45 R . Lanyon FlI
Carle (2007)IBFFEWLERI], A IREXTHE S FRIFAL
N, XRG4 HURN ) FR IR =, BIDR #5F
IR R

Paulhus () — RFIF M H AR K, 342 T
HANFEAL SRR 57 SR A U My . B AT,
BIDR 3| THE# Tz, H#Eke gl
TR MCSD # 3,

2.4 SD

— BB R S AT S R A 55 BIDR HE%
PISEFISUE o MATTHRAE T PR SE B0 45k . il s>
A EdR R R P T RE Ik S [ A
EUF A AEHR RIE T RO R T R E K
Rh, R —DMELEAEMIR”, I Paulhus
PR AT DB, 76 S0 40 T sl T e &
A F IR, RS T A & kA i R
PIENZ AT, 1 H A R BB &4, B0
BN A HIRZE 2, B AR B AR
PR

$R1f, Holden, Book, Edwards, Wasylkiw #
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Starzyk (2003) &I “W I &M T, BAAE A FRIK
AN B AE R LR AR 036
(Paulhus 45 MIFHIE A 0.20~0.36), IMi7E“E 4
MR, AN 0.80, X5 Furnham, Petrides
F1 Spencer-Bowdage (2002)fdi FH K & 23 #r 15 B )

GORPRPIARRAR, A BRI R A A AT,

[F) B 4 48 Bl o 3R — RN 1 T A B IRVE R 09 3
MAE PRI FAFT, PN R LR A
ARy, UERARIN R B T — TR A .
ATOL, B O B SR 4 B 3R S A A ) £
TR R IR SRR B, Z S
A (O 3655 S )RS R, S 2 R G E A B A I
TRSE Y o

Paulhus A< A\FE 1998 4FX F IR IR A T8
BN IR o At A 3R 45 4 58 2% (Self-Criterion
Residual, SCR, JEF8# A PP A 43 Hcaz il 1
G N ME 805 5k 25, EE R T A
ORI A T =W R E [ F Y B Bl S b /T
FFLRG NAR R TR B A B ) SR B 9T MR, 42
A BRI A A A, B BRI ] 22 0 FE
Tl i 22 o AR IR T LA S8 9 380 N 28 A W R SR A 1 4
BN, B (Agency)Fl1/s e (Communion), fXEE
BRI EAE N NS T, AR R RAAS AU
B R AN (B, 28 et 2 % A PR oG R (4G %
KR, A RFE BN R) BN E
PR TRE IR PSR M N N = W D E ey |
BIVRAE, Sl o RYE L B RENE, B
AN 7 SR B R R, HA A
Fio R 2, A — S R4
BN, FEA% S IE A AEN], & At AT,
FREENW, A SRR, s, <N
T PR AR T

2002 4F, Paulhus 7€ A 5T 79 36 A - 1E =03
T AL S BRI B Y )2 9 4574 (Paulhus, 2002), B
J5, MBTEE T 1984 4F A Ot o Ay IR YA
XN B UK, A o il y BERMX
FAETF N, o MR ARBUA2E, v XF 0N #
ER M WZE . o My ERETLEIRAZEINZE mHAR
SRAE, B ARMOIRERE WAL o fily, BIRE
AL IR P A GE R o Fly, X R—A 25
BLE K, fhifds B BIDR 321 B IR O
FRHMGET o HER, EDREHE RN E T o Fly
PP R ZR; [A] A 3k PR > 1 e 6 TC IR B R

ZREN N E W RS BEEX SN, WAHEE
AR F I T JE R R BRI S R o

Pauls Fll Crost (2004)#B43ESE T Paulhus JZ4%
SERMBERIE, AT & B E R A s, i
0 FH ok 1E 4K 58 18 75 19 N A BEAE & AR AE B
TR F R AR, A 4E SRk n,
2 5 S SR B KO ) RS B 4 A
RS BT, Parmag, Gali¢ Hl Jerneié(2014)F]
FAWASBISER T Paulhus J2 2045 M BRI Y& B1
Yo FERFGE—, AT T @ 3R e i
T 14 4 2 3O R S 7 o 3R SHe Tl ek 7 <Y 5 A 1 R 1Y
TR G FTE e b S TR EN R A B, FEBFSE
o, BERRE TR SR T A BRI AN F 3R
J T R ED G275 BRAR BR 1A DG SRS R B, TR
ST, Ao I RO RN RO AR A
KBk, TERAPAMT, st B Ry RN
135> FIED G 45 BRAG AR 0 AH OGS 3, PR 4 T
Paulhus 2 AL

AR B AFAE— L A SRR RS B
Li 1 Reb(2008)% K, FARAH HLTE AN L1k
h, FEAE AR T SCSCA O S — ) B A2 1Y
1720, HAEA N 3 SO AR i 1) F 25 KAl
T17E B3I IR b A5y, (A2 k A 4k 3 Stk
BRI IR TE BN 2 A B 0 BRI B R A AR e D
fISF 3k A AN = SR . 3 1568 MG > 2
SR AT, BIIFAE A BRI T IC R,
MEN G M & T A IR R IRIT N - Lonngvist,
Verkasalo il Bezmenova (2007)i&H T 4 ff BA R
) SCAL S T SCAR I R AR, 5 58 D 4 45 3R
[ e O B 2 5 Schwartz MME WL R IGHI G, 45
REMEIZEMERG A PEMEWAEE, AFK
J90 T 0] 5 28 S R Z A (R AR A A OG o X i
B, B4 HRA R O I ) 2 0 AE
Paulhus ST B 1 F F MR i 3% il T o I,
EN G4 Hiig R A T o ATy PRAPIRI 7, BRI
FHHSTHEINE 4 M ZREAL  BEAE, Kam (2013) & 81,
B IR IR 5 BET Lb B S48 BIAS 43 T A 230 T30
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Measurement and control of Socially Desirable Responding
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Abstract: Socially Desirable Responding (SDR) is one of the most common sources of bias that affect the
validity of personality tests. Considerable attempts have been made to investigate the concept and explore
its underlying structure, resulting in a number of SDR measurement scales. The aim of the article is to
review the literature on the development of SDR measures and identify unsolved issues. From both
preventive and retrospective perspectives, the authors compared current approaches to coping with SDR and
revealed the influence of retrospective control on the validity of SDR scales. Lastly, additional guidance is
provided on potential methods of SDR reduction.
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