Social desirability bias distorts self-reports of mind-wandering
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Wésteinsdéttir et al. (2017). An item level evaluation of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Summary
Desirability Scale using item response theory on Icelandic Internet panel data and
cognitive interviews. Personality and Individual Differences.
dosraie responcing, Peyeholgieal Samen, T pressure lneressss sodaly It’s there! SDB was linked with suppressed TUT reports, suggesting that self-presentation biases affect self-reports of attentional state.
3Shelat et al. (2024). Predicting attentional lapses using response time speed in
continuous performance tasks. Frontiers in Cognition. It’s robust! This link was present across two different tasks, samples, settings (online vs. in-person), and probe formats (binary vs. depth).
“deBettencourt et al. (2019). Real-time triggering reveals concurrent lapses of

attention and working memory. Nature Human Behaviour.

It’s fixable! We can statistically control for SDB and improve thought probe validity by accounting for 10-item survey scores in regression.
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