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Abstract

In research that measures affective domains using self-reports as the primary data
collection inventory, self-reports are often found to be either under- or over-reported
especially in some matters that are considered sensitive, such as taboo matters, revealing
illegal behavior, or expressing antisocial attitudes, etc. The main problem with this inaccurate
self-reporting is that social desirability has a serious impact on the validity and reliability of the
data. The key components of social desirability responding include impression management
and self-deception. Although several social desirability scales exist, such as the Marlowe-
Crowne (MC) scale and the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR), recent meta-
research questions the reliability and validity of these scales. It was found that the social
desirability score does not explicitly measure bias or specific characteristics, but rather
combines both dimensions. Therefore, it is imperative that researchers be aware of this social
desirability and employ appropriate techniques to minimize response errors and bias. This
article aims to provide readers with knowledge and understanding about social desirability
responding in the following topics: 1) Concepts about social desirability responding; 2) The
impact of social desirability on data validity and analysis; 3) Empirical evidence of data
distortion in various fields; 4) Tools and strategies for measuring and controlling social
desirability; 5) The conceptual debate on form versus substance; 6) Researcher limitations in
dealing with social desirability; 7) Recommendations for the use of social desirability scales

and 8) Challenges in measuring social desirability.

Keywords: social desirability responding, self-report, test validity, test reliability
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Tninwn 1wy n1sAneT ved Lavidas et al. (2022) fidnwanuduiusseninenisuszdiunufisnela
yesdnAnureanvivienvesny funisusediuendn Tnestainudsdasvuaziuusmududiunis
299ANULUTUIIUTIUUDINITADUAIUAMNUTITOUIVOIEIAN NUIT NANTENUVBINITHBUAINAINL
UssauvesdenufifneauduiusssnininisussdiuanuianslavesinAnwsoaaivienvemu
fumsUszdiuendn Tussiugaudnem nguiindnwazuansnmdnuaindseaguutlinsafummanduads

% a1 a a

NuwUUaEB UL uTam Ui LUl anuS peazduns U WY AUARADIVIEDALATAINUEINITANIA

AdaA1ansNausuy den1sneui linsaduanuduasdiodunishisisladenisaouvesng

TaeinAnwAInnisin nan1suseiuenvaztdulUlufian1effuiniu aenndssduinuideves Nauta

v

(2007) FINUAUFUNUSNANAYILNINAITADUAINAIINUIITOUNVDIFIAN AUFIMUINANYY 19U
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mnufisnelanagUsyansnmlunisdndulaidenaidn fmuinnsreunumusauesdnuiina
somnugnissesimeuitindnyineulunmsnenusenuedulssiiuiiliasBongou 1wu sruad
delwada euunmedsaniildlunsdrisironasilinguiegrelinnuidninesiiidaneu
usosaziBongou uonani Lee & Renzetti (1990) §aMUT1 HANTENUTDINITABUATNAD
Ussauvesdenuiinaneninuduiusvesiiulsiaulafivesundieddydleuanwuuaounu iy
nguinAnwiifunisaeuseisnisussensuanauindnuniisunisaeusionsufoR uazdamuin
vupdufeeiidnasuaznsiufuiusdniiuasaniuenaduuliufiagldfunimeumy

AUUIITOUIVBIEIANLINTY Basow & Martin (2012)

4. \eRasilanaznagnslunsiauaznnsAIuANNITABUALANIUIIIAUNTBEIAY
LﬁmmﬂmimaumummﬂiﬁauwaaﬁamJLi‘]u?ﬁlﬁﬁamaﬁiammgﬂé’awaqmﬁammﬁmau
YDILUUAITIT MTOUUUTIBUALENA BT UUsZIR uT daaueusisaun Wn3unis3aldwaun
wudssiiuuasmaianng 1 WetauazauaumanounuauUssnuedey fieasBedeluil
4.1 WnsianisneunuaUTauIvasdaNiildiuagsunivate
AT TansreumMuAIUTSIUYesdnle S umadenuazthunldegsunsvans il
1) 410539 Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MC) tfusnnsiniildfuaga
wnsvanefign wuuenadl 33 9 suuuuderanlineuineiuiiia Tnedanundnnisvesuuudsiiiy
ALTRU89 MMPI (Meehl & Hathaway, 1946) §sanunsaunluldlun1sideynainn drunuudy
7 13 4o wnsTadiusznaudetiadors Alpha (AnudiBeddunisiuimies) uaz Gamma (N13dans
amdnwalaueslun1snauanim) (Wiggins, 1964) huuUsziunuisussaumniedsns Marlowe-
Crowne (M) lé§uniswamnduiieUsziduuurliulunissisnunuesludnwasd feUsisaun

£ o o

N13d3AY (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) Taf1audnsunisindidenuiainyanginssufilasunis
gaus UM TaussN winnvaghidanudululdiaefasujufinuls Azuuuiiaaduvewuulssidu
| e a ) A a X
UadtangAnssudasiunuiosninuy
2) 41590 Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) Waiu1lag Paulhus
(1984) Ingu1msin BIDR fin1530 2 Audnvae Ao AuaLdudlun1siuinuies (Self-Deceptive
Enhancement: SDE) ag n159An15A Inanwalauleslun1snaua1a1y (Impression Management:
IM) Usenaumedariaiyd 40 U8 T9nsiawuu rating scale 7 sediu og9lsAniy 4135y Lanz et al.
(2021) wandliiuiumsTn Marlowe-Crowne e1adspamilonitunsss g waseindud” luvaei
a o l:’{jl 1 gj Q{' % o = U % ¥
UN9U3T8T31 BIDR wihtiufianinsansiaduanuadedtunisiuinuedls
4.2 LU IUNITAANITABUAINAIMNUTITOUIVDIFIAY
NI ANNSO I DNTA TN B ARNANTENUVBINITHBUAUANUUITITOUNVDIFIAY AT

1) n1sliiUanedanu (Anonymity) Wudsiidniseduiivgiuuiuiunaiinazaagli

AneunauegsTedng agtlsfiony msfinwnlasunsemuruegesednsyianeliiuin nisladUawme
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fnuLieaeg1 R linaieLantoeRon15anANABINIINNEIANYBIIADULUUADUNTN 1153184
fifowanogrsguusninduldudifuuuuaounuitlilamesnu lunmsndutunisneumanilaglsl
Dawnednunieldideuleiifmouuvvasuaiunouies aeliuadnsfiududinindefisudy
A1sdunIBelwUUN U IS sl UUdaUa LT foeudede (Hebert et al,, 2001; Tourangeau & Yan,
2007) uona1nil seduaruliidamedinuvasmneuresy vt ayaldunansenuainsedunisla
Waweinuvesyliteya dse1aldsunansznuanguuuunis@ine anmsinuilaslielidoya
ovkuvasuauluszuvesulal nudn arwldilamedmuand i wd eiisusunismanes
luvpsfiRnisudoniaau osnnussgdlafiuguussmaniswesnismeumunnuussoues
&san Ao msvanidsanmsgninduludsauangdy (Schaeffer, 2000) Fsmainnisseyilasidudind
AuanTATlsifisUszasdazilonaanas @onadesiunsinwimiusislalunsneunuudsasoulad
i Buchanan (2000) na1731 mwasslalunismeunuudisaiiAdosnitnsaeunuudmanuuloy
Mo (paper pencil tests) uazSaonndosiu Gnambs & Kaspar (2015) Fewuityaaadiuualiuiiay
eaunginssufiazionsoulunsdsanuneuiwesinnniuudnauuudsunoy

2) nMsdnanun1edan (Indirect Questioning) mAdalllviyAnanoumnILANLLNDS
Y9IyARanIanauyAAad u (Fisher, 1993) @ ¢ Dalal & Hakel (2016) leiend0g 191018 19y
wininideaulanisldeandnfanguineviewsanesedlunisinau IEnsauuuunsdagiilde
mMsaufidiswn “aauagldoaninianguunoviefuusanesedlunisiauanntesifiodle”
38 msounsdenarimuaAiaindn “ausulagiad sluaniuiiviiuvesnanagldeianio
Annguaneviefuuoanasedlunisiinumintoadieda” iaainnisiemegeduunuiinids
A0 auduseaninmuinninisnsinlaensdunisannisnauniuainuussauvesdeny
(Yang et al,, 2017)

3) wiAflA Bogus Pipeline wATalviliidsmideddinsligunsaitiosiunisasuutas
(W wFesduiiia) Fsaznsradummeuiiliiduniuaild msldmadaduandiidiuiramisaan
N139UANAIINUTITAUIVRITIAL (BAF) ManAliag1aTUsyanSAIN 1Y AULANANNYRITILIL
ﬁjuama?{aJﬁsm"msmamﬁwzmaiﬂﬁai%’mﬁmf ognalsfimu Taivaudafundnesesssu ilesan
\Aentosiunisvasnans (Alexander & Fisher, 2003)

4) wAlAn15AdULUUEY (Randomized Response Technique: RRT) Humedadild

& v =

Wuteyanaulaineitesiunginssuvesuywdluasnvilvid ideyaidnduinlanagmneudiniy

Y
=Y

=~ o o g v v v a = a A A P ] = 9 v ' - 44 9 vy
Fasinaviv b deyauiasnievinifesiagiianusiudenielilvaiusiude vieldlvideya

a3 wallan1sneunuuduiadiniseeniuun e gnduntvaiviedlvideya Tiaiusuile

v

Tun1sPauAInIY kazduRnauALAIINSIRE19aU18Ta Khamson (2007) A Warner (1965) laLaue

o

wwInsundagmnasnanilegliggndunivalidenseumaiuegiedy 1 dea1nmau 2 teiietesiu

(related questions) lnedl i gnduniwalaglinsivitgulddauladsdiiauniwduisesunia
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NH99n15ANET DNAIDIUNT LT UTIASYDIAINIULIN LTU BIAIDILLTNAD “VIULASUANLASINTLEY
a9 1A Mo o a @ | A a a I = S a
Al eld” Amanunaesazly “vinulidwmendanideanisiden@lensold” Wusu watan1sneu
wuugu lnalnduiiielvigneunavedrs@edndlnenimanedliauisaimaeunuiasavessazaula
= QI I~ 1 Y] q" ¥ [ dl 1 a o a a lejl a
Jadiueuudusa Fegenndesiu Lanz et al. (2021) Mnuidvdng udeinugi wealansney
| & adaa A a Y] & v v a
wuugy JWudsndussansnmlunisannisneusuauussauvesdiay wenaintenansedulingn

Anuasdenarauduanlunyineu (Hoglinger & Diekmann, 2017; Hglinger & Jann, 2018) Fatlvidiu

' a

11 A5d keI esiinntunssasauniuy 89lunintu TardednUsen15nieved RRT Asdadlduun
F0819 (1N) warayynlraTUNalusERUTIIMNTY

5) Msadeanudunusuazn1saadendidnsinluuide Tumsidutenunin Jadeds

USUW WU NansEnuIngdunanisal (uarafiaiuegaie) warn1saianinududiud dinane

Y

n1snauANANUIIsaUIvRIdIRIn1syARaTiatueg MenlTEY191mId8 5189 UNTRO UANDY

v ¥ ¥

AldNaUszasrtosas WnITumIsas19autdudIufILaz USSEINIATLE BAON1TINE Lazasa

a v Y

AuduRussulINadudiinsinide (rapport) Tngldnrwmatazarwiniefvilvgidisiaidesan

Y

auela ﬂ']il,ﬂus]’wﬁﬂmi%’ﬂmmmé’wm%’ayjaLLazmﬂmﬂmmﬂéfmulﬂu?mﬁL“f]u TngLRN1E 081984

—2
q_)e

wintofiazidunsau WU NgANIIUNILNANT 0ANTULSIlUATaUATY SaudenalnnisAatden

a |

Y 1 oa aa a a o = = aa & v A o A Y oy awv
LUNFINIYEYIUDNINARDNITLAADARANINAIAL YU 2 'JﬁLU@QG]UVIELﬂUﬂqiﬁLUﬂqiﬂ@La@ﬂ@dL‘U']i'ﬂll'ﬂf\]ﬁ

€

[ 1 1

8 NMIAMUAIIUIULAE S NYME Y133 IFIIMIN warAndendidnTIniTeAIuANARINT

Y

B
Y
A

Y a

wazmaufiusngluvdngnsnisdne msdndengidrsnddefifiamuifsrdesiunuitenasifala
fazutstunruRniiusaznginssuiiuiasiegnanyadluiaesnsd foduemurmelunisasn
arudunauaranninineai nsdndeniiliiissmonivdsnasietuneuseluvaameheuninau
wazn1sitassidoya srududuguassadenisddunisiioniuqunisaeuniunuuNsaun
Y99d9AU (Hebert et al., 2001)

6) msldAngisegiu (Median) Wothiausdeya tnidunisinsuldaisegiuduiagi
wualtudigdiunans fauansnsanAneds nseAiseguliildsunansznuanazuuuigaiuly
(vEosuAuly) sghann aidsnisneunuuaeuawilliazan fegraty nsdmamanavatsnss
nuTInguauad snaondind seaulaegretuganiiduauiinenulesd ndeegieuin
AuLanenel Gameluid eluSsuiiisuensfsegu (Conley et al., 2011; Pedersen et al., 2002)
FetlsifuiianuuandsvesaiadsduiAsnnsmenuiuanmduads wsedann) Tnedas
UAL wag/veTeaumninmduailaegudsuisay

7) m'ﬁLﬂswﬁmmmaﬂwmmuuuﬁﬂﬁ’u%”uﬁaﬁ”u (hierarchical multiple regression
analyses) mmafﬂ%’mﬁLf’msﬁmiamaEJW‘V;@Jmwuﬁwé’u%maaﬁﬁgumummﬁﬁmuﬂ%gwaaéf’sl,l,ﬂi
faulafinu fuiteves Caputo (2017) Ivihnsinsginisonneenyauuuuswuiuaesdunoy

(%

dn79 muduuslun1side Ae Augudluyana auianelaludin Aundnyy LagAI1UmnaT
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TnglddoudnuasmsUssnnsdsauludunouusn uazarudnsoumisdseiludunouiiaes iag
Uinaumuulsunuiiosunelaednusymadmnssnsegsdass warswiumuunsoumsdsa
uazifleUszidiuiarssaumsdniimnugnienfindunielal fmud faugnioaduty
5. NMINNYUTIUUIANVBIFURUY (form) WisuliisunuaseaAey (substance)
wiiagdinslduinsinnisneuniuaulsisaunvesdiauedaunsvaty windslinisanides
ogsselonfnfuddiinasinnsnounumiuussouwesdeuinldaiieli msanideandnde
wmsamaiiaseunqu nsmeunumLUTTauIvesdsaulug e ULUUNNIRDUALRA (response
style) n3oUsziiudnwazyadna ni fausisauiniadanu (substance/trait) n15v1A1d e
mmLLmﬂﬁmﬁﬁmmﬁwﬁmazm?jwiamiﬁmmﬂzLLuumﬁmaumummﬂsﬁauwaqé’mu
5.1 sgumael,?imﬁ'ugﬂl,wun'ﬁmau (form perspective)

Connelly & Chang (2016) Wa¥ Tourangeau & Yan (2007) ﬁgumaqﬁaaﬂﬂé’aﬁuiuﬁ'aq
Y893UIUUNITADUIN ATABUAINAINNUTITAUIVDIHIAL AB DARLUNITNBUANDY (response bias)
LaTAzILUNTRBUMLANLUT ISR sdannge WuAslsuendigiey “uafeindud” (faking good)
vieviauanuedluBsuannniuly uazindsnismsmusuguuunmeuaussinnasailiinig
$1B9UALLDY FIY Lanz et al. (2021) nA1TIMININATIANIINEUAINAILUIISOUI T8 F AL
Fagunuunsneuais amsimnudenloadsaufunginssunisnounuaimuingauvesdny
Fsannsideldondrediadunginssndodsnuiidunaldade iesanyaraiifazuuunisnous
mUTsaUYesdInLgIar BN UAMEN v Il sTasAesuAuTve e fusyuy Tuvassdilals
UsengRnuagamingay

5.2 yunaaigafuaszaRey (Substance)

unu09l keI AzuUUN IO UANLANYTITUTeIdIANas ouF sdnumsLanie
(AflsUszasdnsdany) 11nndrguuuunmsmeulnesialy iesianisaeununuUssautvesdnm
Lianunsausnamuansneseninsgnouiivedndetusiassdeldnuazansssunuiiens fugaey

Pligedmdgnslalnunle saiuanassnzd 3asuladn nuIesinnIsmauALANNUSITOUNVDIEI AL

9

[

Tranwaziinaussauludinu(@iszdrdg)ase asiarudeuloaduiniunginssud odeny

F9971u358v04 Lanz et al. (2021) WaﬁuauugmumﬁimaL%auimmﬁLLuum'ﬁmaummmmﬂiﬁam
vosdenn Tudinvaanisinnisdanisainuusesivla (mpression Management: IM) fupinudodng
LarANBaUL RN UMY (Honesty-Humility) %ﬂLﬂuﬂmmwﬁLLﬁﬁq WarnuANNANNUSIF AU
FEWINATUUUNITABUANAINUSISaUIvBIdaNlud LY INTIAN1TIANISATNS NwalnuLealung

[

MOUANDNY (Impression Management: IM) fiungAnssunislu@edndnuviasslunising
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5.3 HAN1TATIZVBAINUADAUATILAZAIAULTIEIVBNATIANIABUAINANNUTITOU
LRNGEGH]
Lanz et al. (2021) IdvimsTinnevisAnnuiiionsaeuanunsiuazariiiisswesmnsia
nsmeuAuAIUTISaUTesdsanluUS UNTe g RinT s adRa (prosocial behavior) Faidudsdi
fausounegnaddludiay nglingAnssuadsinansoonluinuiassia 6 1y (B LNLWAINTT LN

(3

Awa nuaulingde) Wunaminnuiismss ian1sinseiedununudn anuduiusdeidngei
FEMINALUUUAITADUANANNUIITOUIVRIFIAY WazngAnTTulaedenuiarlnalAgsgud deasuil
FIwiudumsianisaauaiuaduusisautvesdeaulilidTnenfludnwazvesyiuuunie

o w

anvauzanzneiiluasyddgedadaau widunsininaunausenineguuuusasansedy

(% s

q' M v 1 Q’ljd d‘ dl v a 1 1% I (Y] [l [ Q‘ d‘&’/
naansnaguldlamariidunnudssmininnisagliaansansiulieersuudaimaniunindmasla
znnsall UANANTUHANTANYITATANDUTIAINYNABIVBINIATIANITHOUANAILYTITOUI VDS
darnegnegunse warlaeleuadd dnlvinsuasfuiiinisvaniteanisidunsinmaiiliioniuau

NMIROUMNANNUIITaUIBIEIANTUNTITuTed529

6. 4a11nV831ININYTUNIFIANTAUNITABUAIUAIUUIITAUIVDIFIAL
winagiindngudasedndinnuneiiendunansgnuresnismeunmANLUTIs LRI daAL
Tuaddevannvansan wardiasiafiamnsaduildussfiunismounuainulssauivesdeny
Ifuuvanenemssy uiguiieuininidefldnannmsnenuiessuesinafinasdedymi di
King (2024) lévihn1sasavaeunuiseidedsaifuilunsansdume 935353 waznisUnd wui
fa1uidsdurutionsndn 5% AfinsmugunisnounuauUIIsauIvesdenm Tnglanized19ds
Tu113d13 The Journal of Sex Research lutsanud (2565-2567) fliftes 3.6% wosnisAnuviavia
fldnnsianismeumumnulssautvesdsay w3onsiginuIeIINNNTIIBLiIERULes (self-
report) luvhueaidgaiu nsasadeulenasiffuilusasiunsAnuizosnadlinundngu

INTIANITRBUANAMNUTITOUIVDIFIAL

7. FoLEUALUZEIMSUNITIEUINTINNITABUANANNUIITOUIVDIEIAN

1. uﬁﬂLé‘lemﬂ’rﬂs?fmmi'mﬂﬁmaummmmﬂiﬁauwaﬁqﬂmﬂuﬁmw@umimauauaq
FRsUsrsaumesdinulaenss TnidearsuanidsnislduinsinnisnounuauUsIsauIve sd ey
il LﬁaqmﬂmmgﬂﬁaﬂumﬁmWimuaumﬁﬁmi’muwaaé’aﬂmﬁﬂmﬁmmmL%aﬁaﬁaa

2. TmadamadenlumsmefunismeumuamuUssau e iU sien3sns AR un g
AsIvEe LG ieannITReUMLAILUIISauvesdIan Wy nslHmedian1sdnauneden (indirect
questioning) Msldinafianismeunuugy (RRT) lunsdrsiaiidesnisteyaninsiu way n1sle
mnuddgyiunisademududiuiuazusseiniailindaldlunisiduvdeyaidaguam ioan

HANSENUNEFLNANTTA]
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'
1 A

3. Mnasinyrdnnmiinunsnnageuiiotanudnvae ifalssou mndhmnefonisin
AmuLlsUnuesdnyueddeiAnadesiunudnvus ifaszasinisdenn (9u mnudednd) asld
umsiayadnamiiunsnsadeumNgndeudilagians WU Inesinnudednd-auseutien
fUAUAINWUUUTZEUYAGNAM HEXACO-Revised (Lee & Ashton, 2004)

a. Wanfsogulunsiiauedeya Wonutamnssenudigalss msfimsanldasisegiu
Fufd Tauuldudrgdiunasununisliaieds WeanmansenuainnismenuiAurisegieunn

5. AL H92AYDIUTTUNE N1921581T Mndoan Tl IAANTIUA BuLUaIeE 19U 2T
UssANENIINIITIEdesiunseAuliinAideAlduuudnangAnssuiisenusenuiesrunsin

SDR ‘1/1%’8]LVlﬂﬁﬂﬂ’ﬁﬂ’JUﬂﬂJﬁLM&JWSﬁMI’ﬂUﬂ’ﬁ@@ﬂLL‘U‘Uﬂ’]i‘VIﬂa@Q

8. A8 lUNISIANTTABUAINAIUUSISAUNVRIFIAN
msfnelueswianasUssdiunansenuresnIsneuUssaumesdinnlun1siseiseasig o
Imaﬁmimﬁa5w%wamw%wmaé’mmﬁﬁGiamﬂﬁsﬁmﬂaﬁumﬁmau LarE1IDNNTARNITABUUIITAUN
madenusnUduldlunsise fatu Weinsaninisaeudsisoumedauanunsainldainaiesile
Afemduinasgiu Jeenalidnnslfinasianismeuuisaumsdanuuenatuainnslduinsia
s1e91unueslun1sATe eg1elsinnu Wednsldunsianisneuussaumisdenulinisusydiu

n150aLdauDIAIRBUTI D13 AAT ULABTNAITANIINANEUNUS TERINUIATIANITNDUUIITOUN

D

'
Va o a 1

nMedaauuazrinsinigideaulaagAnviiietegiuiel wiasiansuavaluiunisiiasizsiiive

[ '
= 1 va o

ASIVMINANTENUTN BN AT UADANUFUNUSTE NI 2USTHAF8EaULD MINTNISANYINILED NUIN

Y

n13nauUTIsaUImMNTIALgIilauIrdINanIENURoAMUEURUS SEnI MWl IA LAz LU T BTy

e

[

Pidaiansaney AssannsneuUTsawmnedeeul i dusudssnlunsideiiagy

Gy

nMsnoumuANNUTIsIUYesdian daduganisnevaussiinuinniigalunsideilduuy
eeuauesieinduinfids lnomnediniuldudeeiidussuuvesdmeuuvuasuniuiiayle
AMmouniessudeyaiisatuauedludnuaziideansousunaziduiiduvey dedanaliidoya
fienuiinnuearnndousinamiuduaiiegaguuse feluguuuunmsseaudidinimiegenid
anuuads lnslowiglulssifuideidudesaziBongou 1wu wadnssuiiiangvung vieviauad
omudsny

Wluimduar09AUIENOUYDINITNBUAILAIUUTITAUIVDIFIAN N1TABUAINAIINYIITAUN
vesdsny gnilenminde "anudeanisvesyanadiszldsuniseensu Tnenisnevausdludnumy
fmnzanduTamusssy’ 89AUTENa UNANTBINITNOUAINAINYTITAUIVEIFIAY MULLIAATBY
Paulhus (2002) fildSumnudeuuvseandu 2 46 1éun 1) n1sdanisamdneainuies (Impression

Management: IM) LOun1s8adaudneulagianu ieasisauussiulanfderdu dusegela
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nyjaiuluniyrradwdumdn uaz 2) auandeslun1ssuinuies (Self-Deception Enhancement:

5 %

SDE) L“ﬂumiﬁ‘mLﬁauﬁmauﬁﬁm%ﬂmaiugm fndunaandnuvazyadnnmiuesnuieduuduln
\Ausse wavidemneuilifuuindudumueis

HansenuseAuaNTan1dnlAkarn1TIANTILYINeEli Ao N1IRoUAINANYTITAUIYES
e uavemdnUsznmanilwosnisifa mnueudssannsldssde i (Common Method
Bias: CMB) @ sdanansznulnenssfonaandiniadafiafidrdgyiqavesvuin dufe anmunss
(validity) ¥e1¥aya wanINT SedwWansENURe AU B9 (reliability) AruRsLT i was
audedievesmanisidelaesiu

Tufifivean1siaseinieada AnuAaIARAeLAINNITREUANANUTISaUvesdey vilH
WnAuduusaraniavasy (spurious correlation) SEna9dawUsAukazfuUsay Jaudu
AuduusAARINARTI tnnIAdTuS SR udn LR wazeniliAn g
ANNFUNUSIINE4 (collinearity) TunsiiAsginisannasy UBNININIIABUALAILUIITAUTITDS
Fipu Sronaunteruduiusiviisasewinedudsithisvaulalasie

néngudeszinvvesnistadeudeyaluavising 9 fnssssuinlaoedsud feya
fnonupuesszinanimiioisarlinseiuamndueie néngudaszindvesnstaideutoya
NMTRBUANAINNUTITIUIVBIFIANNUTUMANEATIT U N1TITUMUGUAMLALUBLAN N 18A N
MsItedungAnssuld sesuazngAnssumane ngAnssuenand (S3aand deauinel uas
Anwaans) 1Wudu

wsesileuaznagvslumsinnagmsmuaunIReUmLANLUTITILWesdnN Tuasiadld

AUDE1UNT AE LU UM5TA Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MC) tJusnasiauuy

(%
Y o
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