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Formali

Ritgerd pessi er lokaverkefni til BS gradu i salfreedi og skiptist i tvo hluta. 1 fyrri
hlutanum verdur fjallad um félagslega askilega svorun (socially desirable
responding) og ahrif hennar a réttmeeti sjalfsmatslista. Sérstaklega verdur fjallad um
pann vanda sem svarskekkjan skapar i personuleikamalingum. Greint verdur fra
adferoum til pess ad bregdast vid pessum vanda med aherslu & kvarda sem greina og
mela félagslega askilega svorun. | pvi samhengi verdur deilunni um hvort slikir
kvardar meeli i raun svarskekkju eda breytileika milli einstaklinga gerd skil.

Seinni hluti verkefnisins er rannsoknargrein sem skrifud er & ensku.
Rannsdknin er framlag til lausnar & fyrrnefndri deilu og benda nidurstédur hennar til
bess ad Otimabaert sé ad afskrifa félagslegan aeskileika sem vanda i

personuleikamalingum.
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Sélfraedileg prof byggd & sjalfsmati eru vida notud i baedi hagnytum og fraedilegum
tilgangi. A peim fjolda ara sem lidin eru sidan sjalfsmatslistar voru fyrst notadir vid
melingar a eiginleikum folks hafa verid borin kennsl & ymsar svarskekkjur
(response bias) sem draga ur réttmeeti slikra lista. Svarskekkjur koma fram pegar
atrioum er svarad a 6drum grundvelli en efnislegu inntaki (content) peirra eda pvi
sem atridinu er @tlad ad mela (Paulhus, 1991). bar & medal eru samsinnishneigd
(acquiescence bias) og handahofssvorun (random responding) en hér verdur
einkum fjallad um félagslegan askileika (social desirability), pa svarskekkju sem
mest hefur verid rannsokud (Beretvas, Meyers og Leite, 2002).

[ 6llum samfélégum eru vidmid (norms) um hvernig askilegt sé ad haga sér
(Crawford og Ostrom, 1995). Flestir myndu til deemis telja eskilegt ad vera
samviskusamur, heidarlegur og stundvis. begar folk metur eigin personuleika,
vidhorf eda hegdun gefur pad stundum félagslega aeskileg svor i stad peirra sem i
raun eiga vid, annad hvort visvitandi eda vegna pess ad pad hefur skekkta mynd af
sjalfu sér (Paulhus, 2002). Félagslegur askileiki er pvi tilhneiging folks til pess ad
haga samskiptum sinum vid adra pannig ad pad komi vel fyrir (Nederhof, 1985).

Paulhus (2002) gerir greinarmun & svorunarhatti (response set) og svarstil
(response style) i umfjollun sinni um félagslegan aeskileika. Svorunarhattur er
timabundin skekkja og kemur fram sem vidbragd vid tilteknum atridum eda
adsteedum. Folk er pannig liklegra til pess ad svara atridum um vidkveema hegdun a
félagslega aeskilegan héatt og syna rannsoknir til deemis ad folk segist drekka minna
afengi en pad i raun gerir (Tourangeau og Yan, 2007). Auk pess er félk liklegra til
pess ad veita felagslega askileg svor i adsteedum par sem mikilvaegt er ad koma vel
fyrir, eins og pegar personuleikaprof er hluti af atvinnuumsokn (Christiansen,

Goffin, Johnston og Rothstein, 1994), en Oliklegra til pess pegar svarad er undir



nafnleynd (Paulhus, 1984). begar skekkjan ner yfir mismunandi adsteedur, atridi og
spurningalista er um svarstil ad raeda. Svarstill er pvi hneigd sumra til pess ad meta
sjalfa sig & félagslega askilegan hatt (Paulhus, 2002).

Pegar atrioum sjalfsmatslista er svarad a felagslega askilegan hatt dregur ar
réttmeaeti nidurstadna, par sem atridi listans maela ekki einvérdungu pad sem peim er
®tlad ad mela (Paulhus, 2002). Nidurstodur sjalfsmats eru oft notadar vid
mikilveega akvardanatoku og pa getur félagslega aeskileg svorun haft slemar
afleidingar. Notkun persénuleikaprofa vid radningu starfsfolks hefur til deemis verid
gagnrynd & peim grundvelli ad félagslega askileg svorun dragi ar forsparréttmaeti
(predictive validity) slikra profa hvad vardar frammistodu i starfi (Christiansen o.fl.,
1994). Utan vinnumarkadar eru nidurstodur sjalfsmats medal annars notadar vid
mat a gedreenum vanda og arangri medferdar, i faraldsfreedilegum rannsoknum
(epidemiologic research) og vid val & nemendum til nams. Auk pess byggir opinber
stefnumotun i malefnum eins og afengis- og vimuvérnum ad hluta til a nidurstédum
sjalfsmats (Murphy og Davidshofer, 2005).

Anrif félagslegs askileika & réttmaeti sjalfsmatslista hefur lengi verid
ahyggjuefni. Sem deemi fullyrtu Meehl og Hathaway (1946) fyrir naer 70 &rum ad fa
personuleikaprof veeru notheef i kliniskum tilgangi vegna pess hve audvelt veeri ad
veita rong svor. Sidan pa hafa nidurstdour fjdlda rannsokna a félagslegum askileika
vakid efasemdir um réttmeeti sjalfsmatslista (Backstrom, 2007; Edwards, 1953,
1957; Klassen, Hornstra og Anderson, 1975; Phillips og Clancy, 1970, 1972;

Linehan og Nielsen, 1981, 1983), en vid pvi hefur verid brugdist med ymsum heetti.



Aodferadir til pess ad fast vid félagslegan aeskileika

Pegar brugdist er vid félagslegum easkileika eru ymist notadar adferdir sem koma i
veg fyrir eda draga ur félagslega eskilegri svorun, eda adferdir sem greina
skekkjuna og mala (Paulhus, 1991). Daemi um adferdir sem falla i fyrri flokkinn er
notkun hlutlausra atrida hvad vardar askileika (neutral items) og ad lata svarendur
velja & milli tveggja atrida sem talin eru jafn eftirsdknarverd (forced-choice items).
Einnig hefur folki verid talin trd um ad heaegt sé ad sja & svorum peirra hvort pad
segi satt fra (the bogus pipeline). Yfirleitt er 6mogulegt ad koma alfarid i veg fyrir
félagslega askilega svorun og pvi er oft brugdist vid skekkjunni med notkun kvarda
sem greina hana og mala (Nederhof, 1985).

Melingar & félagslegum askileika eru oftast notadar til pess ad syna fram a
sundurgreinandi réttmeetti (discriminant validity) sjalfsmatslista (Paulhus, 1991). S
listi sem verid er ad athuga er pa lagdur fyrir asamt melingu a félagslegum
askileika og fylgni peirra reiknud. Lag fylgni bendir pa til pess ad melitekin tvo
meeli dlika eiginleika og nidurstodur sjalfsmatsins pvi ekki skekktar af félagslega
askilegum svorum. Samberileg adferd er ad pattagreina nidurstddur beggja
meeliteekja og athuga hvort atridi peirra mali adgreinda petti (Beretvas o.fl., 2002).
Meelist ahrif félagslegs aeskileika a nidurstodur er haegt ad bregdast vid med pvi ad
leidrétta svor peirra sem meelast hatt eda eyda peim ur gagnasafninu (Nederhof,
1985).

Fjoldi kvarda hafa verid hannadir til pess ad mela félagslega eskilega
svorun og ahrif hennar & nidurstddur sjalfsmatslista. peir algengustu eru MMPI
lygakvardinn (Meehl og Hathaway, 1946), Edwards Social Desirability Scale (SD;
Edwards, 1957), Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD; Crowne og

Marlowe, 1960) og Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus,



1984). par sem Marlowe og Crowne kvardinn er si maling & félagslegum askileika

sem mest er notud (Beretvas o.fl., 2002) mun umfjéllun beinast ad honum.

Marlowe og Crowne kvardinn

Kvardi Marlowe og Crowne samanstendur af 33 stadhafingum um hversdagslega
hegdun sem annad hvort er @skileg en dalgeng, eda daskileg en algeng. Sa sem
svarar gefur til kynna hversu vel hver stadhefing eigi vido um hann med pvi ad velja
LSatt” eda ,,Osatt. Daemi um stadhafingu sem felur i sér 6askilega en algenga
hegdun er ,,Pad kemur fyrir ad mér finnist gaman ad slidra“ og ,,Eg man eftir ad
hafa gert mér upp veikindi til ad sleppa vid eitthvad®. , Osatt“ vid pessum atridum
gefur til kynna sterkari tilhneigingu til pess ad svara & félagslega askilegan hatt en
,Satt“. Daemi um stadhafingar sem fela i sér askilega en 6algenga hegdun er ,,Adur
en ég geng til kosninga kanna ég rakilega hafni allra frambjédenda“ og ,,Eg er
alltaf kurteis, meira ad segja vid folk sem mér likar ekki vid“. A pessum atridum
gefur ,,Satt“ til kynna sterkari tilhneigingu til pess ad svara & félagslega askilegan
hatt en ,,Osatt“ (Crowne og Marlowe, 1960).

Marlowe og Crowne segja kvardann mala personueinkenni sem peir kalla
,porf fyrir sampykki® (need for approval) og peir sem svari & félagslega askilegan
hatt hafi pannig meiri porf fyrir sampykki en peir sem gera pad ekki. bar sem flestir
haga sér ekki alltaf og i 6llum kringumsteedum & félagslega askilegan hatt, bendir
heerri stigafjoldi & kvardoanum til meiri parfar fyrir sampykki (Crowne og Marlowe,
1960).

Rannsoknir hafa synt ad Marlowe og Crowne kvardinn hafi goda eda
vidunandi proffredilega eiginleika. Innri areidanleiki kvardans hefur melst a bilinu

0,72-0,96 (Crowne og Marlowe, 1960; Fischer og Fick, 1993; Loo og Thorpe, 2000;



Strahan og Gerbasi, 1972) og endurtektarareidanleiki (test-retest) 0,84 eftir eina
viku (Fisher, 1967) og 0,89 eftir manud (Crowne og Marlowe, 1960). Innri
areidanleiki styttri atgafu (short form) hefur meelst a bilinu 0,68-0,94 fyrir 20 atrida
kvarda, & bilinu 0,62-0,89 fyrir 13 atrida kvarda og & bilinu 0,42-0,88 fyrir tiu atrida
kvarda (Ballard, 1992; Barger, 2002; Fischer og Fick, 1993; Loo og Thorpe, 2000;
Reynolds, 1982). Rannsoknir & pyddum utgafum kvardans hafa ymist synt ad
proffraedilegir eiginleikar peirra séu samberilegir upprunalegu Gtgafunni (Collazo,
2005) eda adeins slakari (Verardi o.fl., 2010).

Marlowe og Crowne kvardinn hefur mikid verid notadur i rannsoknum og
fylgni hefur meelst & milli hans og margvislegra sjalfsmatsmeelinga. Pannig hefur til
demis malst neikvaed fylgni vid einkenni slemrar andlegrar heilsu (Klassen o.fl.,
1975) og afengis- og eiturlyfjaneyslu (Welte og Russel, 1993) en jakvad fylgni vid
lifsanaegju (Carstensen og Cone, 1983). Fylgni kvardans vid adrar melingar a
félagslegum eskileika, eins og SD og MMPI lygakvardann, er veik eda i medallagi

(Crowne og Marlowe, 1960).

Félagslega aeskileg svorun i persénuleikamaelingum

I personuleikamealingum skapar félagslega askileg svérun pann vanda ad ekki er
greint & milli peirra sem raunverulega bla yfir tilteknu persénueinkenni og peirra
sem ykja svor sin. Meehl og Hathaway (1946) voru med peim fyrstu til pess ad
leggja &herslu & préun arangursrikra adferda til pess ad bregdast vid ahrifum
félagslegs askileika a réttmeeti personuleikaprofa. préatt fyrir ad vandinn hafi pa
pegar verid vel pekktur hofou faar tilraunir verid gerdar til pess ad bregdast vid
honum (Edwards, 1953) og malid yfirleitt afgreitt med stadhaefingum um pad ad

patttakendur veeru taldir svara af hreinskilni. Auk pess beindust paer adferdir sem



voru i notkun, eins og MMPI lygakvardinn, einkum ad peim sem visvitandi gafu
rong svor (Meehl og Hathaway, 1946).

Meehl og Hathaway (1946) gerdu melingu a tilhneigingu folks til pess ad
gefa jakvaeda mynd af sér 8 MMPI préfinu. Kvardinn var kalladur ,,K patturinn® og
var talinn mela svarskekkju sem kemi i veg fyrir réttmetar alyktanir af
nidurstédum profsins. Fylgni K kvardans vid personuleikamelingar var talin syna
ad hve miklu leyti nidurstodur peirra veeru skekktar.

Edwards (1957) tok undir ahyggjur Meehl og Hathaway (1946) og hannadi
kvardann Edwards Social Desirability Scale (SD) til pess ad mela ahrif félagslegs
askileika & nidurstodur MMPI. Likt og Meehl og Hathaway tulkadi Edwards fylgni
SD kvardans vid personuleikamelingar sem visbendingu um &réttmeeti profsins.
Fylgnirannséknir syndu ad fjoldi personuleikamalinga var undir ahrifum
svarskekkjunnar (Edwards, 1957) og Jackson og Messick (1958) fullyrtu ad liklega
meldu MMPI og samberileg préf ad mestu svarstil.

Margir toldu pannig ljést ad felagslegur eskileiki skapadi vanda i
personuleikamalingum sem bregdast pyrfti vid & einn eda annan héatt (Cronbach,
1946; Edwards, 1953, 1957; Meehl og Hathaway, 1946; Wiggins, 1968). Pad vard
bvi ad vana vid notkun personuleikapréfa ad meela einnig félagslegan askileika og
athuga samband melinganna. Ha fylgni var pa talin benda til pess ad maliteekin
veeru ad hluta til ad meela pad sama, tilhneigingu folks til pess ad svara a félagslega
askilegan hatt. Personuleikamelingin var pa alitin skekkt og fjoldi adferoa var
fundinn upp til pess ad fjarleegja pa dreifingu sem rakin var til skekkjunnar. /tlad
var ad leidréttar nidurstoour veeru neer raunverulegum eiginleikum folks, pvi sem

profinu var &tlad ad mela, en skekkjan skyggdi a (Paulhus, 1991).



Pessu voru pé ekki allir sammala og Rorer (1965) fullyrti, pvert a moti pvi sem
almennt var talid, ad svarskekkjur og par & medal félagslegur askileiki veeru ekki
vandamal i personuleikamelingum. Taldi hann ekkert benda til pess ad
spurningalistum veeri svarad & 6drum grundvelli en efnislegu inntaki peirra. Raddir
heyroust sem toldu fylgni melinga & félagslegum &skileika vid
personuleikamalingar stafa af pvi ad verid veeri ad mala ad hluta til pad sama,
tiltekin persénueinkenni. Kvardar sem gerdir hofdu verid til pess ad mela
félagslegan askileika veeru pvi ekki ad mela svarskekkju heldur raunverulegan
breytileika milli einstaklinga. Par af leidandi veeri rangt ad tulka fylgni
personuleikaprofs vid malingu & félagslegum askileika sem visbendingu um
oréttmeeti nidurstadna (Dicken, 1963; Furnham, 1986; Heilbrun, 1964; McCrae,
1986; McCrae og Costa, 1983; Rorer, 1965).

Flestir voru p6 sammala um ad ekki vaeri haegt ad leysa deiluna um pad hvad
kvardarnir maeldu i raun med sjalfsmatsrannséknum (Furnham, 1986). Vandinn vid
slikar rannséknir er ad erfitt er ad segja til um hvort peir sem melist hatt &
félagslegum aeskileika hafi ykt svor sin eda séu einfaldlega 6venju samviskusamir,
heidarlegir og samvinnupydir (Lénngvist, Paunonen, Tuulio-Henriksson, Lénngvist
og Verkasalo, 2007). Ein lausnin er ad bera nidurstodur sjalfsmats saman vid
hlutleegt ytra vidmid (external criteria) og athuga hvada ahrif pad hefur &
sambandid ad leidrétta fyrir félagslegum eskileika. Meli kvardarnir svarskekkju,
sem er raunverulegum persénueinkennum OGvidkomandi, etti samraemid a milli
sjalfsmats og ytra vidmids ad aukast pegar villupatturinn er fjarleegdur (Smith og

Ellingson, 2002).
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Mat maka sem ytra vidmio

[ rannsokn, sem sidar atti eftir ad hafa mikil ahrif & talkun félagslegs askileika,
notudu McCrae og Costa (1983) mat maka sem ytra viomid. Fylgni var reiknud &
milli sjalfsmats og mats maka & NEO-PI-R profinu, badi fyrir og eftir ad
sjalfsmatid var leidrétt fyrir félagslegum askileika sem maldur var med Marlowe
og Crowne kvardanum. Nidurstadan vard su ad leidrétting skiladi ekki meira
samremi & milli sjalfsmats og mats maka, heldur st6d fylgnin ymist i stad eda
leekkadi. petta tulkudu McCrae og Costa pannig ad Marlowe og Crowne kvardinn
meeldi raunverulegan breytileika milli einstaklinga en ekki svarskekkju. Fylgni
kvardans vid personuleikapréfid stafadi pvi af efnislegri skérun atrida peirra og
vafasamt veeri ad leidrétta nidurstodur fyrir félagslegum aeskileika.

McCrae og Costa (1983) gerdu rad fyrir pvi ad mat maka veeri hlutlegt ytra
vidmid en syndu ekki fram & pad a neinn hatt. Ef mat maka er skekkt af félagslegum
askileika, likt og sjalfsmat, er hugsanlegt ad gagnsteedar nidurstédur hefdu fengist
ef mat maka hefdi einnig verid leidrétt fyrir félagslegum askileika. pvi er vafasamt
ad alykta ut frd pessum nidurstooum ad félagslegur eskileiki sé ekki vandi i
personuleikamalingum. Naudsynlegt er ad Gtiloka adrar jafn liklegar dtskyringar, til

deemis pa ad mat maka sé i raun ekki hlutleegt ytra viomid.

Svarskekkja eda breytileiki milli einstaklinga?

Margir telja ad nidurstodur McCrae og Costa (1983) hafi synt i eitt skipti fyrir 6ll ad
felagslegs askileikakvardar meli raunveruleg personueinkenni en ekki svarskekkju.
Visad hefur verid i greinina oftar en 500 sinnum og oft til studnings peirri
stadhafingu ad félagslega askileg svorun sé ekki vandi i personuleikamalingum

(Borkenau og Ostendorf, 1989, 1992; Kurtz, Tarquini og lobst, 2008; Nicholson og
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Hogan, 1990; Ones, Viswesvaran og Reiss, 1996; Piedmont, McCrae, Riemann og
Angleitner, 2000; Smith og Ellingson, 2002).

pessi alyktun er, eins og fyrr var sagt, mjog vafasom og ekki adeins vegna
pess ad nidurstodur McCrae og Costa (1983) leyfi ekki slikar alyktanir. P synt veeri
med Oyggjandi heetti ad peir kvardar sem gerdir hafa verid til pess ad meala
félagslegan askileika meeli persénueinkenni i stad svarskekkju, pa veeri ekki par
med sagt ad félagslegur aeskileiki sé ekki vandi i personuleikamalingum. bad ad
ekki hafi tekist ad meela ahrif skekkjunnar atilokar ekki tilvist hennar. Marlowe og
Crowne kvardinn hefur til demis verid nokkud gagnryndur (Barger, 2002) og
margir telja naudsynlegt ad hanna betri meelingar & félagslegum askileika (Schinka,
Kinder og Kremer, 1997). Holden (2007) bendir & pad ad hugtakaréttmeeti
kvardanna sé oft dvidunandi, sem eigi patt i pvi ad fjoldi rannsokna syni ad
félagslegur aeskileiki dragi ekki 0r réttmeti personuleikaprofa. Telur hann
Otimabeert ad afskrifa félagslegan askileika sem vanda i personuleikamalingum og
fleiri eru a sama mali (Backstréom, 2007; Ellingson, Sackett og Hough, 1999;
Linehan og Nielsen, 1981, 1983; Paulhus, 1991, 2002; Zerbe og Paulhus, 1987).

pratt fyrir ad sumir segi deiluna um félagslegan easkileika Iéngu leysta
(Nevid, 1983; McCrae og Costa, 1983; McCrae o.fl., 1989; Ones o.fl., 1996), pa er
enn margt sem naudsynlegt er ad skoda betur. Til deemis parf ad endurtaka rannsékn
McCrae og Costa (1983) og leidrétta einnig fyrir félagslegum eskileika i mati
maka. Fyrir um 70 arum kolludu Meehl og Hathaway (1946) eftir ahrifarikum
adferdum til pess ad bregdast vid félagslegum askileika, sem peir toéldu adur hafa
verid afgreiddan med innisteedulausum stadhafingum. Pad ad vitna i McCrae og
Costa (1983) og telja sig pannig hafa afgreitt félagslegan askileika er ekki skref i

rétta att.
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Whether or not socially desirable responding (SDR) is a cause for concern in
personality assessment has long been debated. For many researchers, McCrae and
Costa (1983) laid the issue to rest when they showed that correcting for SDR in self-
reports did not improve the agreement with spouse ratings on the NEO Personality
Inventory. However, their findings rest on the assumption that observer ratings in
general, and spouse ratings in particular, are an unbiased external criterion. If spouse
ratings are also susceptible to SDR, correcting for the bias in both self-reports and
spouse ratings might be necessary to enhance the validity of personality measures. In
the present study, McCrae and Costa’s influential study was replicated with the
exception of correcting for SDR, measured with the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale, in both self-reports and spouse ratings. Analyses were based on
responses from 63 couples who had lived together for at least six months. The results
showed that correcting for SDR in both self-reports and spouse ratings increased
their agreement on most traits. Thus indicating, contrary to McCrae and Costa’s
conclusion, that SDR does affect the validity of personality measures and that SDR

scales can be used to rectify the problem.
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For half a century, there has been considerable debate on whether socially desirable
responding (SDR) is a cause for concern in personality assessment (e.g. Holden,
2007; Nevid, 1983; Rorer, 1965). SDR, defined as the tendency to give overly
positive self-descriptions (Paulhus, 2002), has traditionally been regarded as a
response bias that poses a threat to the validity of personality scales (Cronbach,
1946; Edwards, 1953, 1957; Meehl & Hathaway, 1946). Under this assumption, an
observed correlation between a personality scale and a scale designed to measure
SDR indicates that the personality measures are confounded with error variance
(Paulhus, 1991). Those who argue that SDR scales measure a substantive trait have
challenged this interpretation and maintained that an observed correlation is the
result of content overlap between the instruments. SDR scales should thus not be
regarded as indicators of response bias (Furnham, 1986; McCrae & Costa, 1983;
Nicholson & Hogan, 1990, Smith & Ellingson, 2002).

More specifically the debate centers on whether SDR is a response style or a
substantive personality trait, and whether SDR variance should be removed from
personality scales. Because self-report studies cannot disentangle substance from
response style, one strategy to resolve the debate is the comparison of self-reports
and external criteria (Furnham, 1986). If SDR scales are indicators of response style
then the removal of variance associated with SDR should enhance the validity of
self-reported personality traits on the account of removing extraneous variance.
Correcting for SDR should therefore improve agreement between self-reports and
an external criterion, showing that SDR acted as a suppressor variable (e.g. Ganster,
Hennessey & Luthans, 1983).

In an influential study, McCrae & Costa (1983) used spouse ratings as an

external criterion of personality traits in the domains of Neuroticism, Extraversion
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and Openness to Experience (NEO). Correcting for SDR in self-reports with the
Marlowe and Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD; Crowne & Marlowe, 1960)
did not improve the agreement with spouse ratings, and for many traits lowered the
agreement. Therefore, the authors concluded that SDR scales should be given
substantive rather than artifactual interpretations.

Because correcting for SDR failed to enhance validity in McCrae and
Costa’s study (1983), and numerous others that used observer ratings as external
criteria (Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1992; Dicken, 1963; Kozma & Stones, 1987;
Kurtz, Tarquini & lobst, 2008; McCrae et al., 1989; Pauls & Stemmler, 2003;
Piedmont, McCrae, Riemann & Angleitner, 2000), some researchers have
concluded that SDR scales are not useful for increasing the validity of personality
scales (e.g. Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1992) or what’s more dubious, that SDR is not a
cause for concern (e.g. Piedmont et al., 2000). As Ones, Viswesvaran and Reiss
(1996) note, for many researchers the SDR issue is a “methodological dead horse”
(Nevid, 1983, p. 139), laid to rest by McCrae and Costa (1983).

These conclusions are an overgeneralization from McCrae and Costa’s
(1983) results. The respondents were disinterested volunteers who answered
anonymously and were thus not motivated to distort their answers. SDR might still
be a problem in situations where motivation to distort is high, for example in
personnel assessments, as McCrae & Costa (1983) fully admit but some researchers
have ignored. In addition, a number of studies have shown that SDR degrades the
construct validity of personality measure (e.g. Ellingson, Sackett & Hough, 1999;
Holden, 2007; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1999). Topping and O’Gorman (1997), for
example, reported lowered self-other agreement on the NEO-FFI scales under

instructions to “fake good”.
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Previous objections notwithstanding, McCrae and Costa’s (1983) findings rest on
the assumption that observer ratings in general, and spouse ratings in particular, are
an unbiased external criterion. It has been implicitly assumed that only self-reports
are susceptible to SDR, but as Funder and Colvin (1997, p.625) suggest, the “self”-
enhancement bias may be poorly named. Similar enhancement effects were found
when acquaintances ratings were compared to ratings by strangers as when self-
reports were compared to stranger ratings. These findings may be explained by the
Self-Evaluation Maintenance Model (SEM) which assumes that peoples self-
evaluations are partly determined by a process whereby the good qualities of close
others are perceived as reflecting something about oneself (Tesser, Pilkington &
Mclntosh, 1989). McCrae and Costa (1983) recognize that spouse ratings may also
contain some bias but claim them to be an unbiased external criterion. On the
contrary to that assertion, Murray (1999) argues that seeing your partner in the most
positive light contributes to the relationships quality. This process might be
reflected in SDR by the spouse. It is thus highly possible that in order for SDR
scales to improve agreement between self-reports and spouse ratings, variance
associated with SDR has to be removed from both measures.

Although researchers have generally overlooked this possibility, it was
recently tested in a study using peer-reports as an external criterion (Konstabel,
Aavik & Allik, 2006). The Big-Five dimensions were measured with the NEO-PI-R
(Costa & McCrae, 1992) and SDR with the Social Desirability Index (SDI). While
correcting for SDR in self-reports lowered the agreement with peer-reports on all
dimensions, correcting for SDR in both self-reports and peer-reports improved the

agreement. The bipartial correlations were in all cases higher than the zero-order
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correlations, showing the usefulness of the SDI in enhancing the validity of the
NEO-PI-R.

Despite these results, researchers continue to cite McCrae and Costa (1983)
as support for the conclusion that SDR is not an issue in personality assessment.
This conclusion was recently reaffirmed in a study that once again overlooked the
possibility that variance associated with SDR has to be removed from both observer
ratings and self-reports (Kurtz et al., 2008). Why Konstabel et al’s. (2006) findings
have been disregarded in the SDR literature is unclear. One suggestion is that
because the study used a student sample, McCrae and Costa’s (1983) results are
considered more relevant to the general population. In addition, Konstabel et al.
(2006) state that the SDI is conceptually less dependent on the content of any
personality scale than the SDR scales (p. 553). Thus, it could be argued that their
findings do not apply to the more traditional measures of SDR, such as the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSD), used in McCrae and Costa’s
study. Whatever the reason, it can be said that “conceptual habits die hard”, as
McCrae and Costa (1983, p. 887) stated regarding the interpretation of correlations
with SDR scales as evidence of the invalidity of personality measures.

Because of the great influence McCrae and Costa’s (1983) study had, and
still has, on the interpretation of SDR, the purpose of the present study is to
replicate it precisely, with the exceptions of controlling for SDR in both self-reports
and spouse ratings. It is hypothesized that because spouse ratings may also be
biased by SDR, removing the bias from both self-reports and spouse ratings will
improve their agreement. Thus showing, contrary to the findings reported by
McCrae and Costa, that SDR does affect the validity of personality scales and that

SDR scales can be used to rectify the problem.
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Method

Participants

Seventy-two couples who had lived together for at least six months, and nearly half
(44%) of whom were married, participated in this study. Nine couples who
indicated they had discussed some of the questionnaires items with their spouses
were excluded from all analysis. Therefore, data from 63 women and 63 men, aged
21 to 59 (M = 34, SD = 9.91) were analyzed. Participants were volunteers and did
not receive compensation for study participation. Approximately 70% of

respondents returned completed questionnaires.

Measures

Personality measure. The NEO-PI-R inventory is a 240-item measure of the
Big Five personality traits: Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience,
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. Each dimension has six facets consisting of
eight items rated on a five-point scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly
agree” (Costa and McCrae, 1992). In accordance with McCrae and Costa (1983),
the self-report form (Form S) and the observer rating form (Form R) were used to
measure the first three dimensions (Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness to
Experience).

Neuroticism contains 48 items that measure the predisposition to experience
psychological distress. The six facets are Anxiety, Angry Hostility, Depression,
Self-Consciousness, Impulsiveness and Vulnerability. Examples of items include “I
am not a worrier” and “I’m an even-tempered person” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). For

the Neuroticism domain, reported internal consistency of the Icelandic self-report
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form is 0.91 (Jonsson & Bergpdrsson, 2004), which is similar to the original version
(0.92) (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Internal consistency of the Icelandic observer
rating form (0.90) is also similar to the original version (0.91) (McCrae &
Terracciano, 2005). In this study, Cronbach’s alphas for Neuroticism were 0.93
(Form S) and 0.96 (Form R).

Extraversion contains 48 items used to measure, for example, friendliness
and preference for the company of others. The six facets are Warmth,
Gregariousness, Assertiveness, Activity, Excitement-Seeking and Positive
Emotions. Examples of items include “I really like most people I meet” and “I shy
away from crowds of people” (Costa & McCrae, 1992). For the Extraversion
domain, reported internal consistency of the Icelandic self-report form is 0.88
(Jénsson & Bergporsson, 2004), which is similar to the original version (0.89)
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). Internal consistency of the Icelandic observer rating form
is equal to the original version (0.91) (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). In this study,
Cronbach’s alpha for Extraversion was 0.92 (Form S and Form R).

Openness to Experience contains 48 items used to measure, for example,
aesthetic sensitivity and intellectual curiosity. The six facets are Fantasy,
Aesthetics, Feelings, Actions, Ideas and Values. Examples of items include “I have
a very active imagination” and “Watching ballet or modern dance bores me” (Costa
& McCrae, 1992). For the Openness domain, reported internal consistency of the
Icelandic self-report form is 0.87 (Jonsson & Bergpdrsson, 2004), which is equal to
the original version (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Internal consistency of the Icelandic
observer rating form is also equal to the original version (0.88) (McCrae &
Terracciano, 2005). In this study, Cronbach’s alphas for Openness to Experience

were 0.82 (Form S) and 0.85 (Form R).
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Social desirability measure. The Icelandic version of the Marlowe-Crowne
Social Desirability Scale (MCSD) was used as a measure of socially desirable
responding (SDR). The MCSD is a true-false questionnaire consisting of 33
statements of either uncommon but socially desirable behavior or common but
undesirable behavior (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). In this study, Cronbach’s alphas

were 0.77 and 0.73 for the self-report and the observer rating form respectively.

Procedure

Each couple received an envelope containing the self-report and observer rating
form of the NEO-PI-R inventory followed by the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale. Participants filled out the questionnaires in their own homes
under the instructions to answer one of the two forms independently of their
spouses. As a check on these instructions, an item was added at the end of both
inventories asking if any items had been discussed with their spouse. Those who
answered “yes” were excluded from all analysis. Upon completion, participants
returned the questionnaires in an envelope labeled only with identification numbers

to insure complete anonymity. Data collection started in 2012 and ended in 2013.

Results

Because the purpose of this study was to replicate McCrae and Costa’s (1983) study
with the exception of correcting for SDR in both self-reports and spouse ratings,
results are presented the same way the authors presented them in their article.

Table 1 shows correlations between self-reports and spouse ratings on the
dimensions of Neuroticism, Extraversion and Openness to Experience (NEO),

together with partial correlations correcting for SDR.
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Table 1

Correlations Between Self-Reported and Spouse-Rated NEO Scales correcting for

the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability (MCSD) Scale

Present study McCrae & Costa (1983)

Trait Simpl_e Correctinga Simp[e Correctingb
correlation ~ for MCSD correlation for MCSD
Anxiety 0.61*** 0.56*** 0.59*** 0.58***
Hostility 0.59*** 0.64*** 0.53*** 0.50***
Depression 0.66*** 0.66*** 0.51%** 0.48***
Self-consciousness 0.47** 0.47*** 0.37*** 0.35***
Impulsiveness 0.46*** 0.38** 0.47%** 0.41%**
Vulnerability 0.58*** 0.58*** 0.45%** 0.44%***
Neuroticism 0.65*** 0.66*** 0.58*** 0.54***
Warmth 0.57%** 0.61*** 0.48** 0.47%**
Gregariousness 0.57*** 0.61*** 0.58** 0.58***
Assertiveness 0.59%** 0.62*** 0.54*** 0.54%***
Activity 0.65*** 0.67*** 0.56*** 0.57***
Excitement seeking 0.54*** 0.67*** 0.51*** 0.50***
Positive emotions 0.41** 0.44** 0.35*** 0.35***
Extraversion 0.67*** 0.71%** 0.61*** 0.61***
Fantasy 0.31* 0.31* 0.37*** 0.34%**
Aesthetics 0.56*** 0.59*** 0.58*** 0.58***
Feelings 0.41** 0.47%** 0.25%** 0.25%**
Actions 0.44*>** 0.46%** 0.36*** 0.35***
Ideas 0.72%** 0.72%** 0.49*** 0.49***
Values 0.08 0.05 0.50*** 0.49***
Openness 0.54%*** 0.61*** 0.50%** 0.49***

Note. From “Social Desirability Scales: More Substance Than Style” by R. McCrae
and P. Costa, 1983, Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 51(6), p. 885.

*p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001.
®Partial correlation correcting for SDR in both self-reports and spouse ratings.
bPartial correlation correcting for SDR in self-reports only.

In the present study, correcting for SDR in both self-reports and spouse ratings

increased their agreement in most cases, showing that removing variance associated

with SDR enhances the self-reported validity of most traits. Corrected correlations
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were lower than the simple correlations for just three traits. These findings are
inconsistent with the results obtained by McCrae and Costa (1983) which are also
shown in Table 1. Correcting for SDR in only self-reports decreased their
agreement with spouse ratings in most cases, and increased agreement on only one

trait.

Discussion

The present study replicated an influential study by McCrae and Costa (1983) with
the exception of correcting for SDR in both self-reports and spouse ratings. In
accordance with our hypotheses, removing variance associated with SDR from both
self-reports and spouse ratings improved their agreement on most traits. These
results are in contrast with the findings reported by McCrae and Costa who arrived
at the opposite conclusion. Correcting for SDR in only self-reports lowered their
agreement with spouse ratings on most traits. Because of this, the authors concluded
that the attempt to enhance validity by correcting for SDR was unsuccessful.

The present study’s results are however more consistent with the findings
reported by Konstabel et al. (2006) that correcting for SDR in both self-reports and
peer-reports improves their agreement on all Big five dimensions. These results
indicate, contrary to the conclusion of McCrae and Costa, that SDR scales can be
useful for increasing the validity of personality measures. This inconsistency is
most likely due to the recognition that observer ratings may also be biased by SDR.
It has been implicitly assumed that only self-reports are susceptible to SDR and that
the only variance common to self-reports and observer ratings is real trait variance.
The current results, along with the findings from Konstabel et al. (2006), suggest

that the failure of previous studies to enhance validity by correcting for SDR at least
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partly results from the choice of external criteria and from disregarding SDR in
observer ratings (among others, McCrae & Costa, 1983; Kurtz et al., 2008;
Piedmont et al., 2000; Pauls & Stemmler, 2003). An ideal way to resolve the SDR
debate would be to compare self-reports to true personality scores. The
impossibility of obtaining true personality scores is why researchers started to
compare self-reports to observer ratings. Although a step forward from self-report
studies, observer ratings are not as objective as, for example, observed behavior.
External criteria that is more objective than peer and spouse ratings might be
necessary to disentangle substance from style. Therefore it may be erroneous, when
correcting for SDR in self-reports only, to interpret lower agreement between self-
reports and observer reports as a failure of the method to enhance validity.

Because correcting for SDR failed to enhance validity in previous studies,
some researchers have argued that SDR scales are not useful (e.g. Borkenau &
Ostendorf, 1992; Piedmont et al., 2000) and Costa and McCrae (1997) refuse to add
validity scales to identify SDR to the NEO-PI-R, despite popular demand. The
authors claim that they remain unconvinced of the utility of such scales and in
support of that opinion cite studies, including their own from 1983, showing that
correcting for SDR in self-reports reduces their validity as assessed by observer
ratings (p. 89). Although they claim that the omission of SDR scales from the NEO-
PI-R is not an oversight, the susceptibility of observer ratings to SDR might be.
Other researchers have argued that SDR does not affect the validity of personality
measures (e.g. Smith & Ellingson, 2002). The present study suggests that both of
these conclusions are unwarranted, although the small sample size and the use of

only one measure of SDR are a limitation to that assertion.
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Even though our findings were in the hypothesized direction, some might regard the
differences between the simple correlations and the corrected correlations as trivial.
This can at least partly be explained by the research context. Participants were
anonymous volunteers and thus not motivated to distort their answers. Despite
disinterested sample, the Marlowe and Crowne Social Desirability scale (MCSD)
showed utility in enhancing the validity of self-reported personality traits. Studies
testing SDR scales in clinical or selection settings might report larger validity
increments when correcting for SDR in both self-reports and observer ratings.
However, correcting for SDR is likely to produce minimal incremental validity
within the range of typical validity coefficients due to mathematical constraints
(Conger & Jackson, 1972). In addition, trivial increments on some traits might be
the result of the scale used to measure SDR. Holden (2007) has argued that the
effects of SDR on the validity of personality scales might be underestimated due to
the fallibility of traditional SDR scales. Specifically, the MCSD has been criticized
for the overqualified nature of many of the scales items (Kurtz et al., 2008) and for
its multidimensional structure (Barger, 2002). Perhaps the future direction of SDR
research is a better explication of the SDR construct and consequently the design of
more effective SDR scales. Also, SDR scales could be designed for different
contexts to maximize their effectiveness in detecting the sort of distortion expected
in each situation. Different SDR scales could thus be used in personnel assessment
than in clinical situations.

This discussion brings up an important point. Even if SDR scales such as the
MCSD may measure more substance than style (or entirely substance and no style),
it does not follow that SDR or faking is not a cause for concern in personality

assessment. More effective measures of SDR might be needed. In fact, it has been
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shown that faking is possible (e.g. Meehl & Hathaway, 1946), that it does degrade
the construct validity of personality measures (among others, Ellingson et al., 1999;
Rosse, Stecher, Miller & Levin, 1998; Topping and O’Gorman, 1997) and that SDR
scales can identify fakers (e.g. Holden, 2007). In addition, the findings from the
present study, along with the ones from Konstabel et al. (2006), offer support to the
conclusion that SDR scales can be used to enhance the validity of self-reported
personality traits.

Many issues regarding the nature of SDR are however still left unexamined,
such as gender differences. Intuitively it seems plausible that what is considered
socially desirable in a given context may vary by gender. Indeed, according to the
artifact model (Feingold, 1994), the self-reports of men and women are
differentially biased by SDR because men and women have different beliefs about
which traits are desirable due to factors such as gender stereotyping. Women may
thus overreport their level of nurturance while men may underreport their level of
fearfulness. Studies using the MCSD report mixed results of gender differences.
Some researchers have found none (e.g. Loo and Thorpe, 2000) while others have
found that women score higher than men do (e.g. Hebert et al., 1997). Whether
gender differences in SDR contribute to the lack of substantial suppressor effect in
the personality literature is open to speculation.

Although some researcher may regard the issue of SDR as a
“methodological dead horse” (Nevid, 1983, p. 139), we believe, among others
(Béckstrom, 2007; Holden, 2007; Linehan & Nielsen, 1983), that the horse still has
a pulse. Our hope is that more effort will be put into investigation of the nature of

SDR and to the improvement of SDR scales. The common practice of citing
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McCrae and Costa’s (1983) as support for the conclusion that SDR is not an issue in

personality assessment is questionable.
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