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Abstract: The social desirability responding tendency (SDRT) usually makes the va-
lidity of self-report data very low, and the MCSD Scale is a common measure to assess
SDRT and its underlying construct —the need for approval. But the results of the present
study employed Chinese subjects revealed the existence of the desire to appear honest or
modest or to avoid of brag, and the stronger this social approval desire is, the lower , but
not higher as the constructors of MCSD expected, the scores on MCSD is. So, MCSD is
not applicable to Chinese subjects very well. In addition, the results indicated that Chi-

. . .o ! .-
nese subjects were more responsive to negative items (one s faults) than to positive ones

(one's merits) in MCSD.
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