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Eftirfarandi meistaraverkefni samanstendur af tveimur fraedigreinum. Fyrri greinin
fjallar um pydingu og proffreedilega eiginleika maelitaekis sem metur félagslega aeskilega
svorun, Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1991). Seinni
greinin fjallar um tilldgu ad styttingu BIDR. Greinarnar eru hluti af staerra
rannsoknarverkefni um félagslegan askileika (social desirability). Skortur hefur verid a
byddum meeliteekjum a pessu svidi og var petta verkefni hluti af pvi markmidi ad beeta
ur peim skorti. BIDR kvardinn er eitt pekktasta maelitaekid & félagslega aeskilegri svérun
(Leite og Beretvas, 2005; Pauls og Crost, 2004; Stéber, Dette og Musch, 2002). | pessum
inngangi verda helstu hugtok tengd BIDR kvardanum kynnt, asamt pvi ad fjallad verdur

um paer rannsoknir sem lyst er i freedigreinunum tveimur.
Félagslega seskileg svorun

Félagslega aeskilegri svorun (FAS; socially desirable responding) ma lysa sem peirri
tilhneigingu ad ykja jdkvaeda eiginleika sina 4 sjalfsmatskvordum og draga ur
neikveedum eiginleikum. bessi tilhneiging hefur til ad mynda valdid dhyggjum pegar
tulkadar eru nidurstodur profa vid starfsmannaradningar. bratt fyrir ad ymsar
rannsoknir hafi stutt notkun persénuleikaproéfa i radningarferlinu (Barrick og Mount,
1991; Mount, Barrick og Stewart, 1998; Salgado, 2003) hafa adrar rannsdknir bent til
bess ad umsakjendur hafi tilhneigingu til ad svara a félagslega aeskilegan hatt og
nidurstodur slikra profa gefi pvi ekki rétta mynd af umsakjendum (Barrick og Mount,

1996; Ones og Viswesvaran, 1998; Zerbe og Paulhus, 1987).

Ein af peim adferdum sem notud hefur verid til ad leidrétta fyrir FES er notkun
préfa sem meta hugtakid sjalft. | gegnum tidina virdast préf sem meta FAS helst hafa
verid notud 4 prenna vegu til ad kanna ahrif slikrar svorunar a nidurstédur
sjalfsmatskvarda i rannsdknum og fela i sér ad spurningalisti sem metur félagslega
2skilega hegdun er lagdur fyrir 8 sama tima og sjalfsmatskvardinn (Beretvas, Meyers og
Leite, 2002). i fyrsta lagi hefur verid reiknud fylgni milli spurningalista sem meta FZS og
annarra malikvarda. Ef fylgnin er 1ag er gert rad fyrir ad FAS hafi litil ahrif & nidurstédur
hins maelikvardans. | 68ru lagi hafa nidurstédur préfanna tveggja verid pattagreindar til

ad kanna hvort um sé ad raeda tvo adskilda peetti. [ pridja og sidasta lagi hafa sumir



rannsakendur valid ad ey0a svorum peirra sem skora hatt 4 spurningalistum sem meta

FAS, par sem peir dlita ad svor peirra vid sjalfsmatskvardanum litist of mikid af FZS.

bpau préf sem pekktust eru vid mat 4 FAS eru Marlowe-Crowne kvardinn og
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) kvardinn (Crowne og Marlowe,
1960; Paulhus, 1984). Helsti munur milli pessara tveggja kvarda er ad Marlowe-Crowne
kvardinn metur FZS 4 einni vidd en BIDR kvardinn gerir rad fyrir ad hugtakid skiptist i
tveer viddir. Samkveemt Paulhus (1984; 1991; 2002) er annars vegar um ad raeda
sjalfsblekkingu (self-deception) og hins vegar imyndarstjérnun (impression
management). Badi sjalfsblekking og imyndarstjornun visa til peirrar tilhneigingar folks
ad gefa fegrada mynd af sér sem lysir sér annad hvort med pvi ad félk hefur ykta
jakveeda mynd af sjalfu sér, p.e. sjalfsblekking eda reynir viljandi ad ykja jakvaeda
eiginleika sina og draga ur neikvaedum eiginleikum sinum, p.e. imyndarstjornun.
Skilgreining @ hugtakinu FZAS er p6 enn fremur umdeild og ekki ljést hvort eins, tveggja
eda jafnvel priggja patta likan lysi hugtakinu best. Sjotta Gtgafa BIDR-kvardans (BIDR-6)
kom at arid 1988 og inniheldur 20 atridi sem meta sjalfsblekkingu og 20 atridi sem meta
imyndarstjérnun sem svarad er a sjo punkta einvidri stiku (1=Ekki satt, 4=Ad einhverju
leyti satt, 7=Mjog satt; Paulhus, 1991). Paulhus (1994) hefur baedi heimilad samfellda
skorun, par sem svor vid hverri spurningu eru 16gd saman og tvikosta skorun, par sem
svargildin 6 og 7 fa gildid 1 en 6nnur svargildi fa gildid 0. Helmingur spurninga BIDR-6
eru neikveaett ordadar og svor vid peim atridum pvi endurkddud vid Utreikning

heildarskors.
Markmid rannséknar og helstu nidurstéour

Tilgangurinn med pessu verkefni var, eins og fyrr segir, ad pyda BIDR-6 kvardann og
kanna gadi pydingarinnar. Fjallad var um nidurstédur, badi med tvikosta skorun og
samfelldri skorun og kannad hvort énnur adferdin vaeri dkjésanlegri. [ fyrri greininni,
sem ritud er a islensku, er fjallad um BIDR-6 pydingarferlid og nidurstdédur tveggja
rannsékna kynntar. Fyrri rannséknin fjallar um préffraedilega eiginleika islenskrar utgafu
kvardans (N=321), par sem medal annars var notast vié adferdir stadfestandi
pattagreiningar og seinni rannsdknin er samantekt @ nidurstodum fengnum ur

igrundudum vidtélum (cognitive interviews with probing) par sem skilningur folks a



atridum kvardans var kannadur med pad ad leidarljosi ad bera kennsl 8 vandamal tengd
bydingu kvardans (N=20). Nidurstodur pessara rannsékna benda til pess ad islensk
byding BIDR-6 kvardans sé sambaerileg upprunalegri utgafu kvardans. Engar alvarlegar
athugasemdir komu fram vardandi pydingu kvardans og var pvi ekki talin astaeda til ad
breyta pydingu. Vid fyrri rannséknina komu pé fram visbendingar um ad pattabygging
kvardans veeri ekki naegilega g66 og nokkur atridi virtust eiga litid sameiginlegt med
60rum atridum. Nidurstodur tolfraedilegrar greiningar benti til pess ad baeta maeetti
geedi kvardans toluvert med pvi ad sleppa dkvednum atridum. bPessar nidurstddur,
asamt itarlegri skodun a fyrri rannséknum a BIDR-6 kvardanum, bentu til pess ad porf
veeri a styttri utgafu kvardans. BIDR-6 kvardinn er notadur vid ymsar adsteedur og oft
samhlida 6drum maelitaekjum. Rannsakendur hafa stundum brugdid & pad rad ad utbua
sinar eigin styttri utgafur af kvar8anum, sem byggjast a einfaldri tolfreedilegri greiningu
(s.s. pattahledslum eda fylgni atrida vid heildarskor) a fyrra gagnasafni i peim tilgangi ad
spara tima eda baeta pattabyggingu kvardans (Leite og Beretvas, 2005; Pauls og
Stemmler, 2003; Stober, Dette og Musch, 2002). bessar styttu utgafur hafa pé adeins
verid notadar af rannsakendunum sjalfum og ekki hefur verid samraemi i dtgafum. bvi
var talin porf 4 vandlega unninni tillogu ad styttri utgafu kvardans. Med pad ad
leidarljosi voru framkvaemdar prjar rannséknir sem fjallad er um i seinni greininni, sem

ritud er a ensku.

Tilgangur seinni greinarinnar var ad koma med tillégu ad styttingu BIDR-6
kvardans. Fyrsta rannséknin (N=579) fjallar um nidurst6dur stadfestandi
battagreiningar og svarferlalikana (item response theory). [ annarri rannsékninni var
patttakendum tilviljanakennt skipt i tvo hépa sem fengu 6lik fyrirmaeli. Helmingur
patttakenda (N=258) fékk hefdbundin fyrirmaeli og hinn helmingurinn (N=213) fékk pau
fyrirmaeli ad falsa nidurstodur sinar med pvi ad ykja jakvaeda eiginleika sina og draga ur
neikveedum eiginleikum. Fyrri rannséknir hafa bent til pess ad falsa megi nidurstdédur a
SB og IS (Holden, Starzyk, McLeod og Edwards, 2000; Paulhus, Bruce og Trapnell, 1995;
Reid-Seiser og Fritzsche, 2001; Stéber, Dette og Musch, 2002) og var pvi dregin su
alyktun ad atridi sem ekki vaeri haegt ad falsa hefdu ekki naegilega hatt
innihaldsréttmeeti og eettu litid sameiginlegt med 6drum atridum kvardans, til deemis

vegna pess ad folk litur ekki a tiltekna hegdun sem félagslega daskilega. Nidurstodur
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bentu til pess ad slik fyrirmaeli hefdu ekki ahrif & svorun fjdogurra atrida. bridja
rannsoknin fjallar svo um nidurstédur igrundadra vidtala (cognitive interviews with
probing) par sem 16gd var dhersla & innihald atridanna. Borin voru kennsl & ymis
vandamal sem flokka ma i fimm pemu: a) tvofalda neitun, b) fléknar eda éljésar
stadhafingar, c) vidkveemar stadhaefingar, d) stadhaefingar par sem spurt er um tvo
atridi en adeins eitt svar leyft og e) tengsl atrida og svarkvarda. Flest atridi fengu
einhverjar athugasemdir sem voru pé mismunandi alvarlegar. Nidurstédur pessara
briggja rannsdkna voru svo dregnar saman og tillaga ad styttri Utgafu BIDR-6 kvardans

kynnt.

Med hlidsjén af nidurstddum pessara fimm rannsékna sem lyst er i
fraedigreinunum tveimur er talid mikilveegt ad rannsaka nénar proéffraedilega eiginleika
islenskrar Utgafu BIDR-6. Sérstaklega er mikilveegt ad kanna nanar réttmeeti kvardans.
Med tilliti til nidurstadna sem lyst er i fyrri greininni er ekki talid ad maela megi med
notkun kvardans ad 6llu ébreyttu, nema pa ef til vill iS med tvikosta skorun.
Nidurstodur fyrstu rannsdknar i seinni greininni bendir po til pess ad pattabygging
kvardans sé betri en ddur var talid, pa sérstaklega vid tvikosta skorun. Helsti
ahrifavaldur par er talinn vera steerd Urtaksins. Stadfestandi pattagreining er vidkaem
fyrir smaed urtaks (Yu, 2002) og pvi liklegt ad nidurstédur sem birtar eru i seinni
greininni séu meira lysandi fyrir pattauppbyggingu kvardans. Matgaedi maelilikans vid
samfellda skorun eru einnig & morkum pess ad vera aszettanleg. begar litid er til
areidanleika BIDR-6 kvardans er hann vidunandi og mjog sambaerilegur vid tvikosta og
samfellda skorun. A grundvelli nidurstadna er pvi talid ad pyding sé asaettanleg og hvatt
til frekari rannsékna a réttmeeti islenskrar pydingar kvardans. Jafnframt veeri mikilvaegt
ad framkvaema frekari rannséknir a styttri Gtgafu kvardans. Naudsynlegt veeri ad
endurtaka maelingar med nyju urtaki, dsamt pvi ad kanna réttmeeti styttu Utgafunnar

samanborid vid réttmaeti BIDR-6.
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Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6 13

Utdrattur

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) er eitt mest notada maelitaekid 4
félagslega aeskilegri svérun. bad samanstendur af tveimur undirkvoréum,
Sjalfsblekkingu (SB) og imyndarstjérnun (iS), sem innihalda hvor um sig 20 fullyrdingar
sem svarad er a sjo punkta kvarda (1=Ekki satt, 4=A0 einhverju leyti satt, 7=Mjog satt).
Tilgangur pessarar rannsdknar var ad pyda BIDR kvardann og kanna proéffreedilega
eiginleika islenskrar utgafu BIDR med stadfestandi pattagreiningu og igrundudum
vidtdlum (cognitive interviews with probing). | fyrri fasa rannséknarinnar (N=321) er
bydingarferlinu og proffraedilegum eiginleikum lyst. Nidurstédur bentu til pess ad
medaltodl og fylgni milli undirkvarda vaeru sambarileg peim sem finnast i erlendum
rannsoknum og dareidanleiki maelitaekisins vaeri vidunandi. Stadfestandi pattagreining
studdi réttmaeti kvardans pd fram hafi komid vandamal sem tengjast vissum atridum
hans. | seinni fasa rannséknarinnar var fjallad um nidurstédur vidtala (N=20) par sem
farid var itarlega i islenska pydingu kvardans. Nidurstodur peirrar rannséknar bentu til

bess ad ekki veeru til stadar alvarleg vandamal vardandi pydingu kvardans.

Efnisord: félagslega aeskileg svorun, stadfestandi pattagreining, proffraedi, pyding.



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6

Félagslega aeskileg svorun hefur I6ngum verid dhyggjuefni vid tulkun salfraedilegra
préfa. | starfsmannaradningum hefur petta til ad mynda valdid hugarangri par sem
nidurstddur slikra préfa eru hafdar til hlidsjonar vid val a starfsmanni. bratt fyrir ad
ymsar rannséknir hafi stutt notkun persénuleikaproéfa i radningarferlinu (Barrick og
Mount, 1991; Mount, Barrick og Stewart, 1998; Salgado, 2003) hafa adrar rannsdknir
bent til pess ad umsaekjendur hafi tilhneigingu til ad ykja jakvaeda eiginleika sina a
slikum préofum og draga ur neikveedum eiginleikum og nidurstédur slikra préfa gefi pvi
ekki rétta mynd af umsaekjendum (Barrick og Mount, 1996; Ones og Viswesvaran, 1998;
Zerbe og Paulhus, 1987). bessi tilhneiging hefur veridé nefnd félagslega aeskilega svorun

(FAS).

Reynt hefur verid ad bregdast vid pessari tilhneigingu félks med ymsum
adferdum, svo sem med pvi ad pvinga félk til ad velja milli tveggja eda fleiri stadhaefinga
sem taldar eru alika félagslega askilegar (forced-choice format), med pvi ad spyrja
einhvern natengdan vidkomandi i stad pess ad spyrja viokomandi sjalfan eda pa med
bvi ad nota adferdir vid fyrirlogn sem bjéda upp a nafnleysi, til deemis med pvi ad
leggja spurningalistann fyrir i gegnum tolvu (sja t.d. Paulhus, 1991 fyrir nanari
umfjoéllun). Med pessum adferdum er reynt ad koma i veg fyrir eda lagmarka félagslega
2skilega svorun (FAS) en einnig hefur verid reynt ad leidrétta fyrir F£S med notkun
préfa sem meta hugtakid sjalft. [ gegnum tidina virdast prof sem meta FAS helst hafa
verid notud 4 prenna vegu til ad kanna ahrif slikrar svérunar a niéurstédur
sjalfsmatskvarda i rannsdknum sem fela i sér ad spurningalisti sem metur félagslega
2skilega hegdun er lagdur fyrir 8 sama tima og sjalfsmatskvardinn (Beretvas, Meyers og
Leite, 2002). | fyrsta lagi hefur verid reiknud fylgni milli spurningalista sem meta FAS og
annarra maelikvarda. Ef fylgnin er lag er gert rad fyrir ad FAS hafi litil ahrif 4 nidurstédur
hins maelikvardans. | 68ru lagi hafa nidurstédur préfanna tveggja verid pattagreindar til
ad kanna hvort um sé ad raeda tvo adskilda paetti. [ pridja og sidasta lagi hafa sumir
rannsakendur valid ad eyda svérum peirra sem skora hatt & spurningalistum sem meta

FAS, par sem peir alita ad svor peirra vid sjdlfsmatskvardanum litist of mikid af FZS.
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Pau prof sem pekktust eru vid mat @ FAS eru Marlowe-Crowne (MC) kvardinn
og Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) kvardinn (Crowne og Marlowe,
1960; Paulhus, 1984). Marlowe-Crowne kvardinn er uppruninn fra arinu 1960 og hefur
[6ngum verid algengasti kvardinn a pessu svidi (Beretvas, Meyers og Leite, 2002; Leite
og Beretvas, 2005). Tilgangurinn med préun MC kvardans var ad hanna maelitaeki sem
meta atti félagslega aeskilega svorun an pess ad innihalda atridi sem lystu kliniskum
heilkennum (pathological implications). MC kvardinn gerir rad fyrir ad félagslega
askileg svorun sé einvitt hugtak (Crowne og Marlowe, 1960). Fljétlega komu fram
kenningar um ad hugtakinu meetti betur lysa med tveggja patta likani sem Block og
Wiggins nefndu Alpha og Gamma og voru sidar nanar utlistadir af Damarin og Messick
(sja Cattell og Scheier, 1961; Edwards, Diers og Walker, 1962; Jackson og Messick, 1962;
Messick, 1962; Wiggins, 1959; Wiggins, 1964 i Paulhus, 2002). bessir paettir voru
upprunalega nefndir Alpha og Gamma, par sem Alpha lysir 6medvitadri svarskekkju i
sjdlfsmatskvordum og Gamma lysir viljandi folsun. Samkvaemt Paulhus (2002) er
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) kvardinn uppruninn fra tilraunum
hans til ad sampaetta kenningar um tveggja patta likan FAS og sjalfsmatskvarda
Sackeim og Gur (1979) sem skiptist i tvdé maeliteeki, Self-Deception Questionnaire (SDQ)
og Other-Deception Questionnaire (ODQ). SDQ atridin eru spurningar sem almennt eru
sannar en félk vill sidur vidurkenna, svo sem ,Hefur pu einhvern timann hugsad um ad
drepa einhvern?”. ODQ atridin lysa hegdun sem talin er félagslega aeskileg en er i raun
sjaldgaef, til deemis , Eg skil aldrei eftir mig rusl“. Upprunalega voru atridi BIDR valin Gt
fra leitandi pattagreiningu 4 atridum nokkurra kvarda sem meta FAS, Edwards Social
Desirability kvardanum, MMPI-lygakvar8anum, Social Desirability kvarda Wiggins, MC
kvardanum, SDQ kvar8anum og ODQ kvardanum (sja Edwards, 1957; Meehl og
Hathaway, 1946; Wiggins, 1959; Crowne og Marlowe, 1964; Sackeim og Gur, 1978 i
Paulhus, 1984) sem leiddi af sér tvo meginpaetti. Af peim tiu atridum sem hlé6u haest a
fyrri pattinn voru fimm ur SDQ kvardanum og fimm af peim tiu atridum sem hlédu haest
a sidari pattinn voru ur ODQ kvardanum, sem Paulhus taldi styrkja tveggja patta likan
hans um FAS. Morg pessara atrida voru si@ar umordud, atridum beett vid og atridi

fjarlaegd sem leiddi ad lokum til BIDR kvarda Paulhus. Samkvaemt Paulhus (1984; 1991;
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2002) er annars vegar um ad raeda sjalfsblekkingu! (self-deceptive enhancement) og
hins vegar imyndarstjérnun (impression management). Badi sjalfsblekking og
imyndarstjérnun visa til peirrar tilhneigingar folks ad gefa fegrada mynd af sér sem lysir
sér annad hvort med pvi ad félk hefur ykta jdkveeda mynd af sjalfu sér, pad er
sjalfsblekking eda med pvi ad folk reynir viljandi ad ykja jakvaeda eiginleika sina og
draga ur neikvaedum eiginleikum sinum, pad er imyndarstjérnun. Skilgreining a
hugtakinu F£S er p6 enn fremur umdeild og ekki ljést hvort eins, tveggja eda jafnvel

briggja patta likan lysi hugtakinu best (Helmes og Holden, 2003).

Sjotta utgafa BIDR-kvardans kom ut arid 1988 og inniheldur 20 atridi sem meta
sjalfsblekkingu (SB) og 20 atridi sem meta imyndarstjérnun (iS) sem svarad er & sjo
punkta einvidri stiku (Paulhus, 1991). Atridunum er svarad 4 sjo punkta einvidri stiku
sem fa ordgildin; Ekki satt (1), Ad einhverju leyti satt (4) og Mjog satt (7). Paulhus (1994)
hefur baedi heimilad samfellda skorun?, par sem svér vid hverri spurningu eru 16gd
saman og tvikosta skorun, par sem svargildin 6 og 7 fa gildid 1 en 6nnur svargildi fa
gildid 0. Vid spurningar sem eru neikveett ordadar fa svargildin 1 og 2 gildid 1 en 6nnur
svargildi fa gildid 0. Helmingur spurninga BIDR-6 eru neikveett ordadar og svor vid peim
atridum pvi endurkédud vid utreikning heildarskors. bratt fyrir ad Paulhus (1991) hafi
meaelt med tvikosta skorun Ut fra peim rokum ad atlunin sé ad bera kennsl 8 pa sem
ykja svor sin og nidurstodur stadfestandi pattagreiningar i fyrri rannséknum (Leite og
Beretvas, 2005) stutt tvikosta skorun, hafa adrar rannséknir bent til pess ad samfelld
skorun geti verid akjésanlegri, med tilliti til areidanleika, samleitniréttmaetis, fylgni vid
personuleikaprof og pattabyggingar (Cervellione, Lee og Bonanno, 2009; Stober, Dette
og Musch, 2002). Uppgefinn areidanleiki (alfa) profsins fra utgefanda er fra 0,67 til 0,77
fyrir SB og fra 0,77 til 0,85 fyrir (S (Paulhus, 1994) en allsherjargreining Li og Bagger
(2007) a 110 fyrri rannsdknum & BIDR par sem areidanleikastudull var gefinn upp gaf til
kynna ad medaltalid vaeri 0,68 fyrir SB (stadalfravik=0,09; sponn 0,27-0,92) og 0,74 fyrir
iS (stadalfravik=0,09; spdnn 0,32-0,88). Ekki var fylgni milli skorunaradferdar og

1 Hefd hefur skapast fyrir pvi i erlendum ritum ad nota hugtakid self-deception til einféldunar fyrir
pennan patt og var pvi akvedid ad velja islensku pydinguna, Sjalfsblekkingu, pratt fyrir ad pad sé ekki bein
pyding a hugtakinu self-deceptive enhancement.

2 Til einféldunar er fjallad um skorunina sem samfellda skorun og visad til hefdar i erlendum rannséknum
4 BIDR ad fjalla um continuous scoring, pratt fyrir ad strangt til tekid sé skorunin ekki samfelld par sem
um sjo punkta stiku er ad raeda.
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areidanleikastuduls. Samkvaemt vidmidum DeVellis (2003) um ad areidanleikastudull
kvarda skuli vera ad lagmarki 0,65 fyrir notkun i rannséknum og & hépum er areidanleiki
BIDR-6 pvi vidunandi. Rannsdknir Vispoel og Tao (2013) benda til pess ad
endurtekningarareidanleiki SB sé 0,78 vid tvikosta skorun og 0,83 vid samfellda skorun
en fyrir iS sé endurtekningarareidanleikinn 0,83 vid tvikosta skorun og 0,86 vid
samfellda skorun. Nidurstodur fyrri rannsokna benda til pess ad sjalfsblekking (SB) og
imyndarstjérnun (iS) hafi fylgni vid adrar hugsmidar, svo sem undirkvarda NEO-FFI;
taugaveiklun (SB), uthverfu (SB), samviskusemi (SB og IM) og samvinnupydi (IM) (Costa
og McCrae, 1992; Pauls og Crost, 2004; Pauls og Stemmler, 2003; Stdber o.fl., 2002).

par sem BIDR-6 er annad af tveimur algengustu maelitaekjum a svidi félagslega
askilegrar svorunar og fyrri rannséknir benda til pess ad areidanleiki og réttmaeti sé
vidunandi er talid mikilveegt ad prda vandada islenska utgafu af kvardanum. bratt fyrir
ad sjounda utgdafa kvardans hafi verid gefin Gt arid 1998 sem nefnd hefur verid Paulhus
Deception Scales er su utgafa einungis faanleg gegn greidslu og hefur BIDR-6 kvardinn
bvi verid mun meira notadur i rannséknum (Stober o.fl., 2002). Helsti munur & sjottu og
sjoundu utgdafu kvardans er ad svarmoguleikum var faekkad ur sjo i fimm og nokkur
atridi lagfeerd eda fjarlaegd. Rannsdknir benda po til ad pess ad sjotta og sjdunda utgafa

kvardans séu sambeerilegar (Lanyon og Carle, 2007).
Markmid rannséknar

BIDR-6 kvardinn hefur mikid verid notadur i rannséknum erlendis (Li og Bagger, 2006; Li
og Bagger, 2007; Stober o.fl., 2002) en ekki er vitad til pess ad unnid hafi verid ad
islenskri pydingu kvardans. Markmid pessarar rannsdknar er pvi ad pyda og forprofa
islenska pydingu BIDR-6 kvardann. borf er & pyddu meelitaeki sem haegt er ad nota 4
islandi vid mat & félagslega aeskilegri svérun par sem erlendar rannséknir hafa bent til
bess ad FAS hafi ahrif & maelingar med sjalfsmatskvordum sem notadir eru & islandi
(Pauls og Crost, 2004; Pauls og Stemmler, 2003; Stéber o.fl., 2002). [ fyrri fasa
rannséknarinnar var kvardinn pyddur og préffraedilegir eiginleikar hans kannadir vié
tvikosta og samfellda skorun. Vid pydingu maelitaekja er mikilvaegt ad vandad sé til verks
og reynt ad tryggja ad islensk pyding maelitaekisins sé sambaerileg upprunalegri utgafu.

baer adferdir sem algengastar hafa verid i gegnum tidina vid pydingar 8 maelitaeekjum
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hér a landi eru annars vegar pyding og bakpyding, sem i sinni einféldustu mynd felur i
sér ad tvityngdur adili pydir prof, annar tvityngdur adili bakpydir yfir & upprunalega
tungumalid og ad lokum er su Utgafa borin saman vid upprunalegu utgafu prdéfsins og
hins vegar ad framkaema tveer sjalfstaedar pydingar, sem eru samramdar og bornar
undir 6hadan tvityngdan sérfraeding a svidinu (Behling og Law, 2000; Einar
Gudmundsson, 2005-2006). Badar pessar adferdir hafa po verid gagnryndar i gegnum
tidina. Bent hefur verid 4 ad ef pydendur eru medvitadir um ad bakpyda eigi pydingu
beirra, hafi peir tilhneigingu til ad velja fremur ordalag sem liklegra er ad leidi til réttrar
bakpydingar, fremur en ad velja pad ordalag sem hentar best (Hambleton, 1993). Ef
sérfradingur sinnir bakpydingu eru einnig likur & pvi ad peir geti attad sig a inntaki og
hugtokum vegna pekkingar sinnar 4 efninu. Bakpydingin gaeti pannig ordid mjog
sambeerileg upprunalegri Utgéfu pratt fyrir ad pydingu sé abdtavant (sja Brislin, 1970 i
Behling og Law, 2000). bPegar ad pydingar eru unnar af sérfraedingum er jafnframt su
haetta ad ordalag peirra einkennist af fagmali og er pvi mikilvaegt ad fleiri komi ad
bydingarferlinu. Ein leid til ad bregdast vid pessu er med vidtolum (cognitive interviews)
bar sem skilningur félks & atridum er kannadur og borin kennsl 8 vandamal tengd
bydingu (Beatty og Willis, 2007; Presser og Blair, 1994). i sidari fasa rannsdékarinnar
voru tekin vidtol par sem skilningur viomaelenda a atridum BIDR-6 kvardans var
kannadur, med pad ad leidarljési ad bera kennsl & vandamal tengd pydingu kvardans.
Nidurstodur pessarar rannsdknar verda notadar til ad leggja mat a gaedi islenskrar

bydingar 4 BIDR-6 kvardanum.
Adferd
batttakendur

Fasi eitt. [ fyrri fasa rannsdknarinnar var hentugleikalrtak notad sem samanstéd af 321
patttakanda. Upprunalegur fjoldi patttakenda var 375 en 54 (14,4%) svorudu ekki 6llum
atridum og voru svor peirra fjarleegd Ur gagnasafninu. Studst var vid hefd i erlendum
rannsoknum a BIDR-6 kvardanum vid pa dkvordun (Li og Reb, 2009) til ad audvelda
samanburd vid erlendar nidurstdédur. Kynjahlutfallid skiptist pannig ad 83,8%
patttakenda voru kvenkyns og 16,2% voru karlkyns. batttakendur voru faaddir & arunum

1941 til 1993 (M=1976, sf=10,45) og hafdi 63,3% patttakenda lokid vid haskdlagradu.
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Fasi tvé. | seinni fasa var hentugleikaurtak notad sem samanstéd af 20 patttakendum.
Kynjaskipting var jofn; tiu konur og tiu karlmenn. Menntun patttakenda var breytileg
og hofdu viomaelendur ymist lokid grunnskdélaprofi, verkmenntaprofi, stidentsproéfi eda
haskélaprofi. Mikil dreifing var & aldri, yngsti patttakandinn var 21 ars en sa elsti var 58
ara. Vid val 4 patttakendum var reynt ad studla ad pvi ad hafa kynjahlutfall jafnt og

dreifingu sem breidasta med tilliti til aldurs og menntunar.
Maelitaeki

Uppgefin medaltol BIDR-6 fra utgefanda eru 7,5 (kk) og 6,8 (kvk) fyrir SB en 4,3 (kk) og
4,9 (kvk) fyrir IS (1994). Medaltdl i erlendum rannséknum par sem notast var vid
upprunalega utgafu listans fyrir SB hafa verid a bilinu 3,9 til 6,2 vid tvikosta skorun en
77,2 til 87.9 fyrir samfellda skorun og kynjamunur oft ekki verid til stadar. Erlend
medaltol fyrir iS hafa verid & bilinu 4,4 til 6,5 vid tvikosta skorun en 66,3 til 79,7 vid
samfellda skorun (Holden o.fl., 2000; Li og Reb, 2009; Stéber o.fl., 2002; Vispoel og Tao,
2013).

byding BIDR-6 kvardans. islensk pyding listans var unnin af premur pydendum sem
hafa lokid meistaragradu i Salfraedi eda eru vid pad ad ljuka slikri gradu. bydendur hafa
allir buid i enskumaelandi [6ndum i tvo til tolf ar og eru tveir peirra tvityngdir. Vid val a
bydendum var studst vid radleggingar Geisinger (1994) um ad akjésanlegast sé ad
bydendur hafi sérpekkingu a pvi svidi sem maelitaekid fellur undir, séu tvityngdir og hafi
bekkingu @ menningu i upprunalega heimalandi maelitaekisins og par sem nota 4
maelitaekid. Studst var vid radleggingar Alpjédlegu préfanefndarinnar (Einar
Gudmundsson, 2005-2006; International Test Commission, 2000) og Behling og Law
(2000) vid hénnun pydingarferlisins. bydingarferlid for pannig fram ad utbunar voru
brjar sjalfstaedar pydingar. Pydendur hittust svo til ad samraema pydingar, samanber
radleggingar Geisinger (1994). Farid var yfir hverja stadhaefingu og ordalag samraemt. |
beim tilvikum par sem verulegur munur var til stadar @ merkingu atrida voru atridin
skodud nanar og komist ad sameiginlegri nidurst6du um pydingu atridis. Sem daemi um
atridi sem erfitt reyndist ad pyda ma nefna atridi prju (,,/ don’t care to know what other
people really think of me”). Ekki nadu allar tillogur ad pydingum ad endurspegla

merkingu fyrri hluta pessa atridis (,,/ don’t care to know”) en & endanum nadist satt um
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bydinguna ,Eg keeri mig ekki um ad vita hvada alit adrir hafa i raun & mér*“. Atridi sex
reyndist pydendum einnig flékid (, When my emotions are aroused, it biases my
thinking“). Ekki var talid ljost hvort um vaeri ad raeda eingdngu neikvadar tilfinningar
eda baedi neikvaedar og jakvaedar tilfinningar. A endanum vard pydingin , begar ég er i
tilfinningalegu uppnami hugsa ég ekki skyrt” fyrir valinu. Atridi 34 var einnig flokid i
bydingu (,,/ never read sexy books or magazines”). bad sem reyndist pydendum erfidast
vardandi petta atridi var hvada islenska lysingarord samsvaradi enska ordinu ,sexy” i
bessu tilviki, pa sérstaklega i styrkleika og notkun i daglegu tali. [slenska pydingin ,Eg les
aldrei baekur eda timarit med kynpokkafullu innihaldi“ var ad lokum valin. bar sem talid
var a0 haegt vaeri ad skilja petta atridi 8 mjog dlikan hatt, pad er med tilliti til pess hvad
flokkist undir ,,baekur eda timarit med kynpokkafullu innihaldi“ var dkvedid ad bera
bessa pydingu sérstaklega undir 10 adila sem fengu ad sja baedi islenska og enska
utgafu pessa atridis. beir adilar voru bednir um ad mynda sér skodun & pvi hvad peir
teldu flokkast undir ,sexy books or magazines“ annars vegar og , bakur eda timarit med
kynpokkafullu innihaldi“ hins vegar. Flestir svorudu pessum spurningum a sama hatt
sem talin var rokstudningur fyrir pvi ad velja pessa pydingu. Mikil breidd var pd i pvi

hvad patttakendur toldu falla undir slik rit.

begar ad fyrstu drog ad pydingu voru tilbdin var tvityngdur islendingur med BA
gradu i Salfradi, sem starfad hefur vié pydingar og buid i enskumalandi Id6ndum mest
alla evi, fenginn til ad kanna hvort aberandi merkingarmunur vzeri til stadar 8 enskri og
islenskri utgafu listans, sem ekki reyndist vera. Ad pvi loknu var listinn lagdur fyrir prja
yngri viomaelendur (19-24 ara) med tilliti til ordalags. Talid var mikilvaegt ad fa
sjénarmid yngri patttakenda & pessu stigi. beir vidmaelendur voru bednir um ad lesa
listann yfir med tilliti til pess hversu audskilid ordalagid veeri. Einu atridi var breytt i
kjolfar pess par sem tveir vidmaelendur skildu ekki ordatiltaekid ,,ad jafna metin®.
pydingu 4 atridi 25 (,,/ sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget“) var pvi
breytt fra ,Eg reyni stundum ad jafna metin frekar en ad fyrirgefa“ i ,,Eg reyni stundum
ad hefna min frekar en ad fyrirgefa®. bydendur hofdu ahyggjur af pvi ad ordalag a
islenskri py@ingu atridisins veeri sterkara og pvi veeri folk tregara til ad sampykkja

stadhaefinguna og var pad kannad sérstaklega i fasa tvo. [ lokin var islensk og ensk
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utgafa listans borin undir adila med doktorsprof i Salfraedi sem sampykkti pydinguna

eftir ad prjar smavaegilegar lagfaeringar voru gerdar a ordalagi islensku utgafunnar.
Framkvaemd

Fasi eitt. [ fyrri fasa var BIDR-6 kvardinn lagdur fyrir 4 veraldarvefnum. batttakendum
var sendur vefpdstur med beidni um patttéku i rannsékninni, asamt pvi ad peir voru
bednir um ad senda spurningalistann afram 4 adra mogulega patttakendur. Vegna
fyrirkomulags vid fyrirlogn listans var ekki mogulegt ad hafa stjorn & peim adsteedum
sem patttakendur voru i vid svorun listans né reikna at svarhlutfall en kostur pessa
fyrirkomulags var ad urtakid var nokkud fjolbreytt sem var talid vega pyngra. L6go var
ahersla a pad vid patttakendur ad peim vaeri ekki skylt ad svara 6llum spurningum og

haetta meetti patttoku hvenzer sem er. Engin umbun var veitt fyrir patttoku.

Fasi tvé. | seinni fasa voru tekin vidtol vid patttakendur par sem kafad var ofan i skilning
beirra a hverju atridi BIDR-6 kvardans. Viotolin voru half st6dlud en spurt var
sérstaklega um atridi sem reynst hofdu flokin i pydingu (cognitive interviews with
probing). Adrar adferdir eru mogulegar vid forpréfun spurningalista, svo sem
hefdbundin forpréfun par sem spurningalisti er lagdur fyrir takmarkadan fjolda
patttakenda, likt og um hefdbundna fyrirlogn veeri ad reeda i peim tilgangi ad bera
kennsl & dberandi vandamal (conventional pretests), atferliskédun (behavior coding)
eda pa ad rynihdpur sérfraedinga er fenginn til ad yfirfara spurningalistann (expert
panels) (Presser og Blair, 1994). Hver adferd hefur sina kosti og galla, svo sem vardandi
kostnad, tima eda nakvaemni nidurstadna en talid var ad igrundud vidtol med
itarspurningum (cognitive interviews with probing) hentudu best i pessari rannsékn par
sem markmidid var ad bera kennsl 8 vandamal vid pydingu atridanna og fa sem
itarlegastar upplysingar um skilning élikra patttakenda & atriGunum. Flokka ma
itarspurningar i fjora flokka (Beatty og Willis, 2007), pad er fyrirsjaanlegar (anticipated;
fyrirfram akvednar af rannsakanda), ofyrirsjaanlegar (spontaneous; akvednar a stadnum
af rannsakanda), tilfallandi (emergent; dkvednar & stadnum undir dhrifum fra svaranda)
og skilyrtar (conditional; fyrirframdakvednar en hadar svaranda). Fjérir rannsakendur
komu ad undirbuningi vidtalanna og samningu handrits sem studst var vid i viotolunum.

Radleggingum Fowler (1995) var fylgt vié framkvaemd vidtala. Byrjad var @ opnum
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spurningum um atridi og hvernig vidkomandi hefdi komist ad nidurstodu vardandi val 4
svarmoguleika. bvi naest var farid itarlega i dkvedin atridi ef vidkomandi hafdi ekki pegar
minnst 4 pau, svo sem vardandi skilning viokomandi 8 akvednum ordum eda
ordasambdndum. | lokin voru patttakendur enn fremur spurdir ad pvi hvort peir teldu

atridid hafa verid 6ljést ad einhverju leyti eda hvort orda maeetti atridid betur.

Vidtoélin foru fram a heimili rannsakanda, heimili vidmaelanda eda vinnustad
vidmaelanda. Til ad koma i veg fyrir truflun féru vidtélin fram i lokudu eda adskildu
herbergi pegar pattakendur h6fdu naegan tima. bar sem listinn samanstendur af 40
stadhaefingum var akvedid ad vidtolin faeru fram i tveimum lotum. [ fyrra vidtalinu var
farid yfir atridi sjalfsblekkingar og i seinna vidtalinu var farid yfir atridi
imyndarstjérnunar. AG medaltali tok hvert vidtal um tveer klukkustundir i framkvaemd
og pvi samtals um fjérar klukkustundir fyrir hvern patttakanda. | upphafi hvers vidtals
voru viodmaelendur bednir um ad lesa hefdbundin fyrirmzeli sem fylgja BIDR-6
kvardanum og utskyrt fyrir peim ad tilgangur pessarar rannsdéknar vaeri einungis ad
varpa ljosi a skilning vidmaelenda a atridum listans. bvi naest fengu patttakendur tima
og nadi til ad svara listanum. Ad lokum fér rannsakandi dsamt vidmaelanda yfir hvert
og eitt atridi kvardans. Vidtolin voru hljodritud og sidar skrifud upp ordrétt. Unnid var
ur peim goégnum til ad bera kennsl 8 vandamal sem geetu verid til stadar vid pydingu
atridanna. batttakendur voru bednir um leyfi fyrir upptokunum gegn pvi lofordi ad

gognum yrdi eytt ad rannsokn lokinni.
Tolfraedileg arvinnsla

Vid tolfraedilega Urvinnslu i fasa eitt var notast vid tolfreediforritin SPSS 20 og LISREL
9.10 (Jéreskog og S6rbom, 2012). SPSS 20 var notad vid utreikning a lysandi tolfreedi og
atridagreiningu en stadfestandi pattagreining var gerd med LISREL i peim tilgangi ad
kanna pattabyggingu islenskrar atgafu BIDR. par sem breytur voru a radkvarda og
skekktar (Shapiro-Wilk préf voru marktaek) var adferd minnstu veginna ferninga, par
sem leidrétt er fyrir smaed Urtaks (diagonally weighted least squares), notud til ad
greina radkvardafylgnifylki (polychoric correlation; tetrachoric fylgnifylki fyrir tvikosta
skorun) og adfellusamdreifnifylki (asymptotic covariance matrix) (Flora og Curran,

2004). Med stadfestandi pattagreiningu er kannad hve vel gdgnin falla ad peim
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meelilikbnum sem sett eru fram. bannig er haegt ad kanna gadi beggja patta BIDR-6
kvardans. Til ad skoda heildarmatgeedi likana er mikilveegt ad stydjast vid fleiri en einn
matgaedastudul (Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006; Jéreskog, 1993). i pessari rannsékn
verdur studst vid nidurstodur Satorra-Bentler ki-kvadratpréfs, RMSEA, CFl og NNFI

samkvaemt dbendingum fra Hu og Bentler (1998) og Yu (2002).

Satorra-Bentler ki-kvadratpréfid er notad i stad hefdbundins ki-kvadratprofs
begar ad adferd minnstu veginna ferninga (diagonally weighted least squares) er notud
og leidréttir sa studull fyrir skekkju i dreifingu (Yu, 2002). Ef nidurstodur ki-kvadratproéfs
eru hdar og studullinn marktaekur (p>0,05) er nulltilgatunni hafnad sem bendir til pess
ad matgaedi likansins séu 6fullnaegjandi en ef nidurstédurnar eru ldgar og studulinn
Omarktaekur (p<0,05) eru rok fyrir pvi ad ekki sé haegt ad hafna nulltilgdtunni og
matgeedin séu gdd (Albright og Park, 2009; West, Taylor og Wu, 2012). Helsti ékostur
vid ki-kvadrat studulinn er sa ad studullinn er hadur Urtaksstaerd og er pvi liklegur til
bess ad vera marktaekur ef drtak er midlungsstort, 6had matgadunum (Hu og Bentler,
1999; Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006; West, Taylor og Wu, 2012). | minni Grtékum,
N<250, getur verid varhugavert ad lita eingdngu a nidurstdédur SB ki-kvadratproéfsins og
er bvi einnig maelt med notkun RMSEA, CFl og NNFI { peim tilvikum (Yu, 2002). | pessari
rannsokn er Urtakid adeins litillega yfir pvi vidmidi og verdur pvi einnig litid til
nidurstadna RMSEA, CFl og NNFI vid mat 8 gaeedum likana. RMSEA studullinn hefur pann
kost ad vera nokkud édnaemur fyrir Urtakssteerd og segir til um pad hversu illa likanid
fellur ad géognunum (sja Bentler, 1990 i Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006). CFl studullinn
lysir pvi hversu mikid betri matgaedi meelilikansins eru samanborid vid maelilikan sem
gerir ekki rad fyrir sambandi milli breytanna. NNFI studullinn ber saman matgadi
maelilikans vid matgeedi likans sem gerir ekki rad fyrir sambandi milli maelibreyta og
leidréttir fyrir steerd likans. Gildi NNFI falla oftast a bilinu ndll til einn en studullinn getur
gefid af sér gildi sem falla fyrir utan pa spénn. bvi haerri sem studullinn er pvi betri eru
matgeedi maelilikansins. Deildar meiningar hafa verid um vidmidunargildi pessara
matstudla (Markland, 2007) en almennt er fallist 4 ad vidmidunargildi > .90 fyrir NNFI
og CFl og laegra en .08 fyrir RMSEA bendi til pess ad likan falli vel ad gégnunum (Bentler,
1990; Browne og Cudeck, 1993; Hu og Bentler, 1998, 1999; Steiger, 1990; Yu, 2002;
Yuan, 2005).
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Nidurstodur
Fasi eitt

Lysandi télfraedi. Likt og sja ma i 1. to6flu voru medaltol sjalfsblekkingar (SB) i islenskri
utgafu BIDR-6 kvardans sambaerileg medaltélum ur erlendum rannséknum en medaltol
imyndarstjérnunar (iS) voru orlitid haerri en i erlendum rannséknum (Holden, Starzyk,

McLeod og Edwards, 2000; Li og Reb, 2009; Stdber, Dette og Musch, 2002).

1. tafla. Lysandi tolfraedi fyrir undirpaetti BIDR-6 kvardans vid tvikosta og samfellda
skorun (n=321).

Medaltal  Stadalfrdvik  Skekkja ;f;gar
Sjélfsblekking Tvikosta skorun 5,08 3,23 0,70 0,04
Samfelld skorun 83,59 12,08 0,05 -0,22
fmyndarstjérnun Tvikosta skorun 6,83 3,76 0,43 -0,37
Samfelld skorun 81,56 16,03 0,03 -0,02

Ekki var til stadar kynjamunur & medaltélum SB og S, hvorki med tvikosta skorun
(t(313)=.706, p=.481) fyrir SB og (t(313)=-.133, p=.894) fyrir IS né samfelldri skorun
(t(313)=.674, p=.501) fyrir SB og (t(313)=-.215, p=.830) fyrir iS. Dreifingin er fremur
jakvaett skekkt vid tvikosta skorun baedi fyrir SB og IS en vikur adeins litillega fra
normaldreifingu vid samfellda skorun. Neikveett ris dreifingar undirpatta vid tvikosta og
samfellda skorun merkir ad dreifingin er orlitid laegri og halar dreifingarinnar lengri en i

normaldreifingu.

Fylgni milli undirpatta BIDR kvardans, SB og IS, méa sja i 2. toflu. Fylgnin er
sambeerileg fylgni milli undirpatta i erlendum rannséknum (Stéber o.fl., 2002) og er
haest milli IS vid tvikosta og samfellda skorun og laegst milli SB vid tvikosta skorun og IS
vid samfellda skorun. Fylgnistudlar fyrir somu hugsmid med 6likum skorunaradferdum
eru i badum tilfellum hair, 0,88 fyrir IS vid tvikosta og samfellda skorun og 0,78 fyrir SB

vi0 tvikosta og samfellda skorun.
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2. tafla. Fylgni milli undirpatta BIDR-6 vid tvikosta og samfellda skorun.

Sjdlfsblekking  Sjdlfsblekking imyndarstjérnun

tvikosta samfelld tvikosta
Sjalfsblekking Tvikosta skorun
Samfelld skorun 0,78*
fmyndarstjérnun  Tvikosta skorun 0,31* 0,32%*
Samfelld skorun 0,22%* 0,36* 0,88*

*p<,001

Proffraedilegir eiginleikar BIDR-6. i 3. toflu ma sja dreidanleika (alfa) undirpatta BIDR-6
kvardans. Likt og sjd ma er hann vidunandi (DeVellis, 2003) fyrir Sjalfsblekkingu (SB) og
imyndarstjornun (iS) baedi vid tvikosta og samfellda skorun. Areidanleikastudlar eru
haerri fyrir S en SB og 6rlitid haerri vid samfellda skorun beggja kvarda.
Areidanleikastudlar eru sambaerilegir dreidanleikastudlum dr erlendum rannséknum og
nalaegt medaltali allsherjargreiningar Li og Bagger (2007), par sem medaltalid var 0,68

fyrir SB og 0,74 fyrir IS.

3. tafla. Areidanleiki undirpatta BIDR-6 kvardans vid tvikosta og samfelldri skorun.

n Alfa

Sjalfsblekking Tvikosta skorun 321 0,70
Samfelld skorun 321 0,71

imyndarstjérnun Tvikosta skorun 321 0,76

Samfelld skorun 321 0,77

Réttmeeti islenskrar pydingar BIDR-6 kvardans var metid med stadfestandi
pattagreiningu. Borin voru saman tvo likon par sem dreifni patta var fest i einum,
annars vegar likan fyrir SB og hins vegar likan fyrir {S. Algengt er ad BIDR-6 kvardinn sé
ekki lagdur fyrir i heild sinni og adeins annar hvor kvardinn notadur og eru pad helstu
rokin fyrir ad tvo likon voru metin. Nidurstodur stadfestandi pattagreiningar fyrir SB og

{S, annars vegar vid tvikosta skorun og hins vegar vid samfellda skorun, ma sja i 4. toflu.
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4, tafla. Nidurstodur stadfestandi pattagreiningar vid tvikosta skorun og samfellda

skorun.

Oryggisbil

SB df RMSEA RVISEA (90%)

CFI NNFI

SB  Tvikosta skorun  517,66* 170 0,13 0,13-0,14 0,90 0,88
Samfelld skorun  397,14* 170 0,15 0,14-0,15 0,84 0,83
S Tvikosta skorun  393,20* 170 0,09 0,09-0,10 0,95 0,94
Samfelld skorun  397,74* 170 0,12 0,11-0,12 0,90 0,88

*p<0,01

pegar atridi SB kvardans voru greind med tvikosta skorun benti CFl studullinn til pess ad
matgaedi eins patta likans vaeru asaettanleg og NNFI studulinn var ndlaegt
vidmidunargildi sinu. Samfelld skorun atrida kom verr Ut pvi allir matstudlar bentu til
bess ad eins patta likan félli illa ad gégnunum i pvi tilfelli. St6dlud leif benti til pess ad
of ha fylgni vaeri 8 milli maelivillna atrida 3, 16 og 19 en pessi atridi fjalla 6ll um vidhorf
svarenda til alits annarra & peim sjalfum. Einnig var ha fylgni @ milli maelivillna atrida 15

og 17 en pau fjalla baedi um skynsemi og tru a eigin domgreind.

[ 5. toflu ma sja atridin 40 { islenskri pydingu og stadladar pattahledslur hvers
atridis vid tvikosta og samfellda skorun. Medaltol og stadalfravik atrida eru einnig birt.
pattahledslur fyrir SB vid tvikosta skorun eru 4 bilinu 0,18 til 0,67. Allar pattahledslur
voru tolfreedilega markteekar en hledslur priggja atrida (3, 7 og 13) voru laegri en 0,3,
sem tulka ma sem lagar (Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar og Dillon, 2005; Shevlin og Miles,
1998). Vid samfellda skorun eru pattahledslur fra 0,00 til 0,61. Tveer pattahledslur voru
ekki marktaekar, atridi prju og sjo og hledslur fimm atrida voru laegri en 0,3. Petta voru
atridi 1, 4, 8, 13 og 14. [ 6llum tilfellum nema premur eru pattahledslur haerri fyrir

tvikosta skorun en samfellda skorun.

begar atridi [S kvardans voru pattagreind med samfelldri skorun benti CFI til pess ad
eins patta likan félli vel ad gognunum og NNFI studullinn var nalaegt vidmidunargildi
sinu. Tvikosta skorun kom einnig betur Gt hjd iS kvardanum og bentu CFl og NNFI
matstudlarnir til pess ad matgaedi eins patta likans veeru asaettanleg. RMSEA studullinn
var einnig nalaegt vidmidunargildi sinu. Sto61ud leif benti til ad ha fylgni vaeri a milli
maelivillna atrida 24, 27 og 40 sem 06ll fjalla um tal sem oftast er talid neikveaett, pad er

ad blota, baktala og sludra. Ha fylgni var einnig & milli meelivillna atrida 26 og 28 sem
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baedi fjalla um ad taka eda skemma hluti i eigu annarra. battahledslur fyrir IS voru fra
0,31 til 0,71 vid tvikosta skorun. Vid samfellda skorun voru pattahledslur fra 0,26 til
0,61. Allar pattahledslur voru marktaekar en eitt atridi var undir 0,3 vié samfellda

skorun, atridi 34.

5. tafla. battahledslur, medaltdl og stadalfravik atrida i stadfestandi pattagreiningu vid

tvikosta skorun (T) og samfelldri skorun (S).

battahledslur Medaltal
T S T S

Sjdlfsblekking

1. pad 2?|It sem eg.my.nda'mer a folki vid fyrstu 0,30 0,26 0,19(0,39) 4,44(1,18)
kynni reynist yfirleitt rétt.

2. Pbad Yaerl e,rfl'tt fyrir mig ad losa mig vid einhvern 0,45 0,43 0,23(0,42) 4,27(1,46)
af minum dsidum.*

3. Eg kae’rl mllg ekki um ad vita hvada alit adrir hafa i 0,18 0,03° 0,09(0,29) 3,27(1,45)
raun 4 mér.

4, Egl hef glfkl aIItaf,ve::fi heidarleg/ur gagnvart 0,34 0,21 0,17(0,37) 3.73(1,67)
sjalfri/sjalfum mér.

5. Egveit alltaf af hverju mér likar vid eitthvad. 0,66 0,46 0,27(0,45) 4,45(1,50)

6. beg'ar elg er i tilfinningalegu uppnami hugsa ég 0,67 0,57 0,12(0,33) 3,53(1,57)
ekki skyrt. *

7. begar ég hef gert upp hug minn geta adrir s
sjaldan fengid mig til ad skipta um skodun. 0,23 0,01 0,12(0,32) 3,56(1,51)

8. Egl er ekki 6ruggur bilstjori pegar ég keyri yfir 0,35 0,20 0,21(0,41) 3,76(1,81)
hamarkshrada. *

9. Eg hef fullkomna stjérn & eigin érlégum. 0,32 0,39 0,15(0,36) 3,69(1,59)

10. I?aé EI" erfitt fyrir mig ad Eaegja fra mér 0,65 0,60 0,26(0,44) 4,11(1,69)
Opaegilegum hugsunum.

11. Eg sé aldrei eftir akvordunum minum. 0,45 0,38 0,06(0,24) 2,90(1,40)

12. Eg, m|s§|lstundum af teekifaerum -bVI a*é ég er ekki 0,44 0,37 0,22(0,42) 4,06(1,62)
négu fljét/ur ad gera upp hug minn.

13. Eg"kys vegna pess ad atkvaedi mitt getur skipt 0,26 0,16 0,58(0,49) 5,47(1,52)
skdpum.

14. Fo.reldrar m|n|r’voru ekki alltaf sanngjarnir pegar 0,34 0,28 0,39(0,49) 4,69(1,81)
peir refsudu mér. *

15. Eg er fullkomlega skynsém manneskja. 0,61 0,45 0,30(0,46) 4,53(1,52)

16. Eg kann sjaldnast ad meta gagnryni. * 0,51 0,34 0,37(0,48) 4,92(1,32)

17. Eg hef mikla trd 4 ddmgreind minni. 0,66 0,46 0,49(0,50) 5,31(1,13)

18. Eg hef sjcu:dum efast um haefni mina sem 0,43 0,46 0,29(0,46) 4,17(1,77)
elskhugi.

19. pad e'r aIItll Ia.gl m!n ve.gna b6 einhverju félk 0,40 0,31 0,34(0,48) 4,66(1,63)
kunni ad lika illa vid mig.

20. ;gr\i/elt ekki alltaf af hverju ég geri pad sem ég 0,59 0,61 0,23(0,42) 4,07(1,57)

imyndarstjérnun

21. Eg lyg stundum ef porf krefur. * 0,71 0,61 0,31(0,46) 4,36(1,63)
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22. Eg hylmi aldrei yfir mistok min. 0,64 0,43 0,26(0,44) 4,09(1,66)
23. Dfm’i hefur}:omlé fyrir a0 ég hef notfeert mér 0,65 0,60 0,33(0,47) 4,58(1,55)
einhvern.
24. Eg bléta aldrei. 0,37 0,35 0,08(0,28) 2,23(1,67)
25. Eg .reynl s'iundum ad hefna min frekar en ad 0,55 0,54 0,63(0,48) 5 56(1,45)
fyrirgefa.
26. Eg fylgi aIIt.af I6gum po dliklegt sé ad pad komist 0,41 0,41 0,50(0,50) 4,95(1,67)
upp um mig.
27. Eg hef baktalad vin/vinkonu. * 0,69 0,51 0,22(0,42) 3,75(1,75)
28. I?egar ég heytl félk tala saman i trunadi fordast 0,53 0,37 0,36(0,48) 4,60(1,70)
ég ad hlusta a samraedurnar.
29. Eg hef fengid of mikinn pening til baka i verslun
an pess ad segja afgreidslufdlkinu fra pvi. * 0,36 0,32 0,46(0,50) 4,65(2,18)
30. Eg tel alltaf fram allan tollskyldan varning. 0,54 0,42 0,20(0,40) 3,15(2,09)
31. begar ég var ung/ur stal ég stundum. * 0,38 0,40 0,50(0,50) 4,79(2,19)
32. Eg hef aldrei skilid eftir mig rusl & gétum. 0,38 0,34 0,25(0,43) 3,27(2,15)
33. Eg ek stundum yfir hdmarkshrada. * 0,46 0,43 0,11(0,31) 2,74(1,72)
34. Egles aldrei baekur eda timarit med
kynbokkafullu innihaldi. 031 026 014(0.35)  2,83(188)
35. Eg hef gert hluti sem ég segi ekki 68ru folki fra. * 0,32 0,31 0,15(0,35) 2,73(1,89)
36. Eg tek aldrei hluti sem ég & ekki. 0,48 0,33 0,59(0,49) 5,16(1,96)
37. Eg hef tekid mér veikindaleyfi fra vinnu eda skéla
pratt fyrir ad vera ekki veik/ur. * 0,46 0,42 0,46(0,50) 4,39(2,31)
38. Eg hef aI’drel skemm,t bol'<asafnsblok eda voru i 0,62 0,43 0,72(0,45) 5,60(1,93)
verslun an pess ad |ata vita af pvi.
39. Sumar venjur minar eru mjog sleemar. * 0,56 0,48 0,26(0,44) 3,93(1,76)
40. Eg sludra ekki um mal annarra. 0,59 0,43 0,30(0,46) 4,19(1,70)

* Svor vid pessum atridum eru endurkédud vid tolfraedilega urvinnslu, @ battahledsla ekki
marktaek (>0,05), T = tvikosta skorun, S = samfelld skorun, gildi i sviga eru stadalfravik.

Fasi tvo

Nidurstodur vidtala bentu til pess ad moégulega meaetti baeta pydingu atrida 13, 16, 19,
23, 25 og 39 og hugsanlega er ordalag atrida 13, 23, 25 og 39 of sterkt. Hafa ber pd i
huga ad morg atridanna eru viljandi mjog sterkt ordud i upprunalegri utgafu kvardans
pbar sem zetlunin er ad bera kennsl & ykta svorun en mikilveegt er ad bera kennsl 4 atridi

sem mogulega geta verid ordud a enn sterkari hatt i islenskri pydingu.

Ordid ,meta” i atridi 16 , Eg kann sjaldnast ad meta gagnryni* vafdist fyrir
einhverjum patttakendum. Vidmalendur [6gdu tvenns konar skilning 4 ordid, annars
vegar skildu peir hugtakid @ pann veg ad att veeri vid hvort peir leggdu mat a gagnryni
og taekju gagnryni til umhugsunar og hins vegar hvort peir vaeru dnaegdir med ad fa
gagnryni. Mogulegt er ad petta megi rekja til vandamals vid pydingu en jafnframt geeti

verid ad sama vandamal sé til stadar i upprunalegri Utgafu kvardans. Ordid ,appreciate”
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er par notad en tulka ma pad ord 4 samskonar hatt. Flestir toldu fullyrdinguna einungis
eiga vid um gagnryni 4 pa sjalfa en einn vidmaelandi taldi ad einnig veeri att vié gagnryni
i gard annarra. bratt fyrir ad patttakendur hafi ekki talid sig lenda i vandreedum med
atridi 19 ,bad er i lagi min vegna po einhverju folki kunni ad lika illa vid mig“ 16gdu ekki
allir sama skilning 4 hugtakid ,einhverju félki (some people)“. Hluti vidmaelenda taldi ad
eingdngu veeri att vid dkunnuga en adrir toéldu ad peir sem vaeru ndkomnir gaetu einnig
fallid undir pennan hép. Nokkrir viomaelendur toldu ordid ,sumir eiga betur vid i pessu
tilviki par sem peir toldu ad med pvi hugtaki veeri baedi att vid 6kunnuga og pa sem
steedu peim naer. Adrir vidmaelendur téldu ekki skipta mali hvort ordid veeri notad og
toldu ordin hafa somu merkingu. Talid er ad petta vandamal megi p6 frekar rekja til
upprunalegrar utgafu atridisins fremur en pydingu. Ordid ,notfeert (taken advantage)” i
atridi 23 ,bad hefur komid fyrir ad ég hef notfaert mér adra“ var tulkad a dlikan hatt
medal patttakenda. Sumir vidmaelendur téldu ordid visa til pess ad nyta sér adstod
annarra en adrid téldu ad ordid hefdi neikveedari merkingu og hefdi slaemar afleidingar
fyrir hinn adilann. beir patttakendur sem téldu ad ordid hefdi neikvaeda merkingu téldu
atridid of sterkt ordad. Atridi 25 , Eg reyni stundum ad hefna min frekar en ad fyrirgefa“
var tulkad & Slikan hatt medal patttakenda. [ fyrsta lagi téldu patttakendur ordid
»~hefna” eiga vid um misalvarlega atburdi. Sumir t6ldu ordid eiga vid um mjog alvarlega
hegdun 4 medan ad adrir tengdu ordid vid léttveegari hegdun, svo sem ad hefnasin i
fotbolta. | 63ru lagi var breytilegt hvernig patttakendur talkudu ordid , fyrirgefa” en
sumir toldu sig vera buna ad fyrirgefa pegar peir haettu ad hugsa um atburdinn en adrir
toldu fyrirgefningu fela i sér ad reeda vid viokomandi adila. batttakendur voru pvi ekki
alveg sammala um skilgreiningu hefndar og fyrirgefningar. Vié pydingu pessa atridis var
akvedid ad pyda atridid ,,/ sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget”
ekki beint par sem pad poétti ekki naegilega audskiljanlegt a islensku mali. bydendur voru
medvitadir um ad islensk pyding atridisins vaeri ef til vill of sterkt or6ud og er pvi
mikilvaegt ad lita til nidurstodu tolfraedilegar greiningar vid akvordun a pvi hvort breyta
burfi pydingu pessa atridis. Sumir patttakendur téldu atridi 39 ,,Sumar venjur minar eru
mjég sleemar” mogulega vera of sterkt or6ad og téldu ad fjarlaegja pyrfti oréid ,mjoég”
bar sem pad gefi til kynna venjur sem hefdu mikil ahrif a lif og heilsu vidkomandi. Adrir

toldu sig ekki lenda i vandraedum med pessa fullyrdingu og nefndu morg deemi um
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slikar venjur, svo sem reykingar, hreyfingarleysi, afengisvandamal, dstundvisi, keeki og
fleira. Hafa ber p6 i huga ad i upprunalegri utgafu kvardans er fjallad um ,, pretty awful
habits“ pannig ad ekki er talid ad islensk pyding sé of sterkt ordud. Atridi 13 ,Eqg kys
vegna pess ad atkvaedi mitt getur skipt sképum* var tulkad af flestum vidmaelendum 4
bann veg ad atkvaedi skipti skopum ef pad raedur drslitum kosninga en nokkrir téldu
atkvaedid ekki purfa ad rdda urslitum. Sumir viomaelendur toldu ad atridid veeri pad
sterkt ordad ad erfitt veeri ad svara stadhaefingunni a pann veg ad hun atti ad o6llu leyti
vié um vidkomandi. Upprunalega utgafan notar enska ordalagid ,make a difference” og
er pvi mogulegt ad islenska pydingin sé of sterkt ordud. Toldu pessir vidmaelendur ad
orda pyrfti pessa stadhaefingu & veegari hatt til ad fa meiri dreifingu & svorum. Atridi 13

var eitt peirra atrida sem var erfitt i pydingu.

Alitaefni hofdu einnig komid upp vid pydingu annarra atrida og voru pau skodud
sérstaklega i vidtolunum. betta voru atridi 3, 6 og 24. Nidurstodur vidtala veittu frekari
upplysingar um skilning patttakenda & peim atridum. Atridi 3, , Eq kaeri mig ekki um ad
vita hvada dlit adrir hafa i raun @ mér”, reyndist nokkud flokiod i pydingu. Nokkrir
patttakendur téldu ordid ,vita” hafa ahrif a skilning peirra a atridinu, par sem peir vildu
sidur vita alit annarra pratt fyrir ad hafa dhyggjur af aliti peirra. Enska ordid , know" er
b6 notad i upprunalegri utgafu listans pannig ad ekki er talid ad pad vandamal tengist
bydingu kvardans. Alvarlegasta vandamalid vid petta atridi virdist pd stafa af tvofaldri
neitun sem einnig er til stadar i upprunalegri utgafu kvardans. Af tuttugu
patttakendum, svorudu sjo patttakendur atridinu 6fugt. Talid er ad petta vandamal sé
til stadar i fleiri atridum i kvardanum og er pvi porf 4 ad skoda nanar vandamal sem
kunna ad stafa af innihaldi atridanna fremur en pydingu atridanna i framhaldi af pessari
rannsokn. Atridi 6, ,pegar ég er i tilfinningalegu uppndmi hugsa éqg ekki skyrt“, reyndist
einnig fremur flékid i pydingu en nidurstddur vidtala bentu til pess ad skilningur
patttakenda hafdi verid svipadur og tulkun pydenda & upprunalegri Utgafu atridins, pad
er ad ,tilfinningalegt uppndm* gaeti att vid jakveett og neikvaett tilfinningalegt dstand.
Ekki var pvi talin dsteeda til ad breyta pydingu pessa atridis. Atridi 34, , Eg les aldrei
baekur eda timarit med kynpokkafullu innihaldi“, reyndist fremur erfitt i pydingu.
patttakendur tulkudu pessa spurningu a élikan hatt og pa sérstaklega hvers kyns ritefni

félli undir pessa skilgreiningu. bpatttakendur téldu pé samskonar baekur og timarit falla
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undir islenska pydingu atridisins og upprunalega utgafu atridisins pannig ad ekki er talid
ad vankantar séu a pydingu atridisins. Vinsaeldir békar & pessu svidi er pd talin hafa
ahrif & svor patttakenda vid pessu atridi par sem flestir nefndu dkvedna bék sem daemi
um slikt ritefni. Enn fremur er mogulegt ad vinseaeldir peirrar bokar hafi haft ahrif 4 laga
fylgni atridisins vid dnnur atridi par sem patttakendur voru opinskair vardandi lestur

bokarinnar og virtust ekki upplifa pa hegdun sem félagslega dzeskilega.
Umraeda

BIDR-6 kvardinn 4 ad maela félagslega aeskilega svorun FZS og er yfirleitt notadur til ad
kanna hvort meelingar med 6drum sjalfsmatskvérdum séu bjagadar vegna slikrar
svorunar. Astaeda er til ad setla ad bjégun vegna FAS sé vandamal pegar islenskir
sjalfsmatskvardar eru notadir ekki sidur en erlendir. bvi er porf a teeki eins og BIDR-6
kvardanum hér 3 landi, sem meelir FAS a areidanlegan og réttmaetan hatt. Markmid
rannsoknarinnar var ad pyda BIDR-6 uUr ensku yfir a islensku og kanna sidan
proffraedilega eiginleika islenskrar Utgafu kvardans. Helstu nidurstodur benda til pess
ad pyding maeliteekisins hafi tekist nokkud vel. Medaltol voru a svipudu bili og erlendis.
imyndarstjérnun maeldist b6 adeins haerri hér 4 landi en erlendis (Holden o.fl, 2000; Li
og Reb, 2009; Stober o.fl., 2002). Nokkrar mogulegar astaedur eru taldar geta Utskyrt
mun & medaltdlum IS sem kanna pyrfti nanar. [ fyrsta lagi geeti pydingu atridanna sem
mynda pattinn verid dbdtavant. | 6dru lagi geeti verid til stadar menningarmunur &
skilningi atridanna, tidni hegdunar og hversu tilbuid félk er til ad vidurkenna hegdunina
en rannséknir benda til pess ad menningarmunur geti verid i svorum vid BIDR (Lalwani,
Shavitt og Johnson, 2006; Lalwani, Shrum og Chiu, 2009). | pridja lagi geeti framkvaemd
rannsoéknar hafa haft ahrif og peir patttakendur sem notadir voru i Urvinnslu einfaldlega
frekar haft tilhneigingu til ad reyna ad ykja jdkvaeda eiginleika i eigin fari en erlendir
samanburdarhépar. Adeins voru peir patttakendur notadir i Urvinnslu gagna sem
svorudu 6llum atridum a listanum. Jakvaed fylgni hefur verid a milli samviskusemis 4
NEO-FFI persénuleikapréfinu og S i fyrri rannséknum (Stéber o.fl., 2002) og neikvaed
fylgni milli samviskusemis og pess ad sleppa patttoku eda einstokum atridum
(Rogelberg, Conway, Sederburg, Spitzmiiller, Aziz og Knight, 2003). Mogulegt ad peir

batttakendur séu haerri 4 IS en peir sem ekki svérudu 6llum atridum og gaeti pad
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mogulega skyrt haerra medaltal & islenska kvardanum. | peim erlendu Grtékum sem
notud hafa verid til samanburdar hefur kvardinn oftast verid lagdur fyrir i kennslustund
bar sem svarhlutfall hefur verid mun haerra (t.d. Pauls og Crost, 2004 og Pauls og
Stemmler, 2003). Innri areidanleiki beggja undirkvarda var haerri en 0,7 og bendir pad

til pess ad areidanleiki islenskrar Utgafu BIDR-6 sé asaettanlegur (DeVellis, 2003).

Nidurstodur stadfestandi pattagreiningar stydja almennt séd réttmaeti beggja
undirkvarda listans. Fyrir bada undirkvarda féll eins patta likan nokkud vel ad
gégnunum po svo ad fylgni & milli maelivillna nokkurra atrida draegi nokkud ur
matgeedum. Flest atridin virdast pvi maela sama hugtak en pé ber ad hafa i huga ad viss
atridi hofdu laga pattahledslu. Nidurstédur vidtala bentu til pess ad vandamal vid
bydingu gaetu verid til stadar vardandi atridi 13, 16, 23, 25 og 39. Talid var ad ordalag
atrida 13, 23, 25 og 39 geeti verid of sterkt i islenskri pydingu. Af pessum atridum er pad
helst atridi 13 sem kom jafnframt ekki naegilega vel Gt Ur tolfreedilegri greiningu. begar
svor félks vid pvi atridi voru skodud nanar bentu nidurstédur po til pess ad yfir
helmingur svarenda valdi tvo sterkustu svarmoguleikana og voru pvi mjog sammala
fullyrdingunni. Medaltal pessa atridis var med pvi haesta i rannsdkninni af 6llum
atridum og studdi pvi tolfraedileg greining ekki ad atridid vaeri of sterkt ordad. Atridi 23,
25 og 39 komu einnig agaetlega Ut ur tolfreedilegri greiningu og bentu medaltdl atrida
ekki til pess ad atridin veeru of sterkt ordud. Mogulegt er ad haegt sé ad baeta pydingu
atrida 16, sem er liklega of flokid i islenskri pydingu en tolfraedileg greining benti p4 til

bess ad atridid vaeri aseettanlegt.

Nidurstodur stadfestandi pattagreiningar syndu einnig ad tvikosta skorun
kemur betur Ut en samfelld i samraemi vid nidurstédur Leite og Beretvas (2005).
Samkvaemt Paulhus (1984) er setlunin med BIDR ad bera kennsl & ykta svorun og benda
nidurstddur pessarar rannsoknar til pess ad tvikosta skorun geti verid akjésanlegri.
Nidurstodur vidtala benda jafnframt til pess ad fjoldi svarmoéguleika sé ef til vill of mikill
og folki finnist erfitt ad velja 4 milli sjo valmoguleika pegar kemur ad pvi hversu sénn
fullyr@ing er. Innri areidanleikinn var po orlitid haerri fyrir samfellda skorun i samraemi
vid nidurstodur Stober og félaga (2002). Mikilveegt veeri pd ad framkvaema frekari

rannséknir til ad kanna mun & tvikosta og samfelldri skorun par sem nidurstédur fyrri
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rannsokna (Stober o.fl., 2002) benda til pess ad samfelld skorun sé adkjoésanlegri med

tilliti til areidanleika, samleitniréttmaetis og fylgni vid persdnuleikaprof.

Fyrstu nidurst6dur benda pvi til ad islensk utgafa BIDR-6 kvardans sé areidanleg
og réttmaet og pd sér i lagi IS kvardinn med tvikosta skorun. bé gaeti verid naudsynlegt
ad lagfeera pydingu einhverra atrida. Rétt er ad benda 4 ad pessi rannsdkn er einungis
fyrsta skrefid i mati & proffreedilegum eiginleikum islenskrar pydingar BIDR-6 kvardans.
bvi er mikilvaegt ad gera frekari rannséknir & areidanleika og réttmaeti BIDR-6 kvardans
adur en haegt er ad maela med almennri notkun hans. bad er til ad mynda mikilvaegt ad
kanna proéffraedilega eiginleika hans i breidara og steerra urtaki. Einnig er naudsynlegt
ad kanna réttmaeti kvardans med fjolbreyttari adferdum eins og fylgni vid adra kvarda
sem meela kenningarlega tengd hugtok eda gagnsemi hans vid ad greina & milli peirra
sem svara a félagslega aeskilegan hatt 8 6drum maelingum. Eins er talid mikilvaegt ad
framkvaema itarlegri tolfreedigreiningar, svo sem svarferlalikon (item response theory),
bar sem kanna maetti nanar hvernig svarmoéguleikarnir sjo nytast. Einnig vaeri gagnlegt
ad fa frekari upplysingar um skilning fjolbreyttari hops & hugtokum i upprunalegri
utgafu kvardans pratt fyrir ad tvityngdir pydendur hafi komid ad pydingu pessa
maelitaekis. Gagnlegt hefdi verid ad hafa adgang ad slikum gégnum svo haegt vaeri ad
leggja betur mat a pad hvort vandamal stafi af pydingu eda innihaldi maeliteekja.
Mogulegt veeri sem daemi ad leggja upprunalegu utgafu meeliteekisins fyrir nokkra
vidmaelendur sem annadhvort hafa pad tungumal sem médurmal eda hafa dvalid lengi i
landi par sem tungumalid er talad. Ad lokum gaeti verid dhugavert ad kanna hvort Gtbua
maetti styttri Utgafu af maelitaekinu med pvi ad fjarlaegja atridi sem virdast eiga litid
sameiginlegt med 68rum atridum. Daemi eru um ad styttar utgafur af kvardanum hafi
verid notadar erlendis af einstaka rannsakendum en paer atgafur hafa verid préadar ut
fra einfoldum adferdum (Leite and Beretvas, 2005; Pauls and Stemmler, 2003; Stober
o.fl., 2002). Maelitakid er fremur langt og samanstendur af 40 atriGum og virdist pvi
vera porf a styttri utgafu kvardans. Nidurstodur vidtala benda enn fremur til pess ad
bratt fyrir ad ekki sé talid ad vandamal sé til stadar vardandi pydingu atrida séu akvedin
vandamal med upprunaleg atridi kvardans, svo sem vardandi tvofalda neitun. Mikilvaegt

er talid ad kafa frekar ofan i pau atridi med tilliti til innihalds frekar en pydingar.

33



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6

Heimildir
Albright, J. J. og Park, H. M. (2009). Confirmatory factor analysis using Amos, LISREL,

Mplus, and SAS/STAT CALIS. Technical working paper. Bloomington, IL: Indiana

University.

Barrick, M. R. og Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big Five personality dimensions and job

performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1-26.

Barrick, M. R. og Mount, M. K. (1996). Effects of impression management and self-
deception on the predictive validity of personality constructs. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 81, 261-272.

Beatty, P. C. og Willis, G. B. (2007). Research synthesis: The practice of cognitive
interviewing. Public Opinion Quarterly, 71(2), 287-311.

Behling, O. og Law, K. S. (2000). Translating questionnaires and other research

instruments: Problems and solutions. London: SAGE Publications.

Bentler, P. M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological

Bulletin, 107(2), 238-246.

Beretvas, S. N., Meyers, J. L. og Leite, W. L. (2002). A reliability generalization study of
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. Educational and Psychological

Measurement, 62(4), 570-589.

Cervellione, K. L., Lee, Y. S. og Bonanno, G. A. (2009). Rasch modeling of the self-
deception scale of the balanced inventory of desirable responding. Educational

and Psychological Measurement, 69(3), 438-458.

Costa, P. T. og MacCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO PI-R) and
NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO FFl) professional Manual. Odessa, FL:

Psychological Assessment Resources.

Crowne, D. P. og Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desirability independent of

psychopathology. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 24(4), 349-354.

34



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6

DeVellis, R. F. (2003). Scale development: Theory and applications. Thousand Oaks:
Sage.

Einar Gudmundsson (2005-2006). byding og stadfeersla salfraedilegra profa.
Sdlfraediritid — Timarit Sdlfraedingafélags Islands, 10 — 11, 23-40.

Flora, D. B. og Curran, P. J. (2004). An empirical evaluation of alternative methods of
estimation for confirmatory factor analysis with ordinal data. Psychological

Methods, 9(4), 466-491.

Fowler, F. J. (1995). Improving survey questions: Design and evaluation. Thousand Oaks:

Sage.

Geisinger, K. F. (1994). Cross-cultural normative assessment: Translation and
adaptation issues influencing the normative interpretation of assessment

instruments. Psychological Assessment, 6(4), 304-312.

Helmes, E. og Holden, R. R. (2003). The construct of social desirability: one or two

dimensions? Personality and Individual Differences, 34, 1015-1023.

Holden, R. R., Starzyk, K. B., McLeod, L. D. og Edwards, M. J. (2000). Comparisons
among the Holden Psychological Screening Inventory (HPSI), the Brief Symptom
Inventory (BSl), and the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding

(BIDR). Assessment, 7(2), 163-175.

Hu, L. T. og Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling:
Sensitivity to underparameterized model misspecification. Psychological

Methods, 3(4), 424-453.

Hu, L. T. og Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation

Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55.

International Test Commision (2000). ITC Guidelines on Adapting Tests. Sétt 11.

desember 2013 af http://www.intestcom.org/upload/sitefiles/40.pdf

35



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6 36

Joreskog, K.G. (1993). Testing Structural Equation Models. | Bollen, K.A. og Long, S.J.
(ritstjorar), Structural equation models (bls. 295-316). California: SAGE

Publications, Inc.

Joreskog, K. G. og Sorbom, D. (2012). LISREL 9.1 [hugbunadur]. Lincolnwood, IL:

Scientific Software International.

Lalwani, A. K., Shavitt, S. og Johnson, T. (2006). What is the relation between cultural
orientation and socially desirable responding?. Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 90(1), 165-178.

Lalwani, A. K., Shrum, L. J. og Chiu, C. Y. (2009). Motivated response styles: The role of
cultural values, regulatory focus, and self-consciousness in socially desirable

responding. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(4), 870-882.

Lanyon, R. I. og Carle, A. C. (2007). Internal and external validity of scores on the
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding and the Paulhus Deception

Scales. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 67(5), 859-876.

Leite, W. L. og Beretvas, S. N. (2005). Validation of scores on the Marlowe-Crowne
social desirability scale and the balanced inventory of desirable responding.

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 65(1), 140-154.

Li, A. og Bagger, J. (2006). Using the BIDR to distinguish the effects of impression
management and self-deception on the criterion validity of personality
measures: A meta-analysis. International Journal of Selection and

Assessment, 14(2), 131-141.

Li, A. og Bagger, J. (2007). The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR): A
Reliability Generalization Study. Educational and Psychological

Measurement, 67(3), 525-544.

Li, A. og Reb, J. (2009). A cross-nations, cross-cultures, and cross-conditions analysis on
the equivalence of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Journal of

Cross-Cultural Psychology, 40(2), 214-233.



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6

Markland, D. (2007). The golden rule is that there are no golden rules: A commentary
on Paul Barrett’s recommendations for reporting model fit in structural

equation modeling. Personality and Individual Differences, 42(5), 851-858.

Mount, M. K., Barrick, M. R. og Stewart, G. L. (1998). Personality predictors of
performance in jobs involving interaction with others. Human Performance,

11(3), 145-166.

Ones, D. S. og Viswesvaran, C. (1998). The effects of social desirability and faking on
personality and integrity assessment for personnel selection. Human

Performance, 11(2-3), 245-269.

Paulhus, D. L. (1984). Two-component models of socially desirable responding. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 46(3), 598-609.

Paulhus, D. L. (1991). Measurement and control of response bias. i J. P. Robinson, P. R.
Shaver og L. S. Wrightsman (ritstjorar), Measures of Personality and Social

Psychological Attitudes (bls. 17-59). San Diego: Academic Press.

Paulhus, D. L. (1994). Balanced inventory of desirable responding: Reference manual
for BIDR version 6. Obirt handrit, University of British Columbia, Vancouver,

Canada.

Paulhus, D. L. (2002). Socially desirable responding: The evolution of a construct. | H. I.
Braun, D. N. Jackson og D. E. Wiley (ritstjorar), The role of constructs in
psychological and educational measurement (bls. 49-69). Mahwah NJ: Lawrence

Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Pauls, C. A. og Crost, N. W. (2004). Effects of faking on self-deception and impression

management scales. Personality and Individual Differences, 37(6), 1137-1151.

Pauls, C. A. og Stemmler, G. (2003). Substance and bias in social desirability
responding. Personality and Individual Differences, 35(2), 263-275.

Presser, S. og Blair, J. (1994). Survey pretesting: Do different methods produce different
results. Sociological Methodology, 24(1), 73-104.

37



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6

Raykov, T. og Marcoulides, G. A. (2006). On multilevel model reliability estimation from
the perspective of structural equation modeling. Structural Equation

Modeling, 13(1), 130-141.

Rogelberg, S. G., Conway, J. M., Sederburg, M. E., Spitzmiiller, C., Aziz, S. og Knight, W.
E. (2003). Profiling active and passive nonrespondents to an organizational

survey. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(6), 1104-1114.

Sackeim, H. A. og Gur, R. C. (1979). Self-deception, other-deception, and self-reported

psychopathology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 47(1), 213-215.

Salgado, J. F. (2003). Predicting job performance using FFM and non-FFM personality
measures. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology,76(3), 323-

346.

Sharma, S., Mukherjee, S., Kumar, A. og Dillon, W. R. (2005). A simulation study to
investigate the use of cutoff values for assessing model fit in covariance

structure models. Journal of Business Research, 58(7), 935-943.

Shevlin, M. og Miles, J. N. (1998). Effects of sample size, model specification and factor
loadings on the GFl in confirmatory factor analysis. Personality and Individual

Differences, 25(1), 85-90.

Steiger, J. H. (1990). Structural model evaluation and modification: An interval

estimation approach. Multivariate behavioral research, 25(2), 173-180.

Stober, J., Dette, D. E. og Musch, J. (2002). Comparing continuous and dichotomous
scoring of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Journal of

Personality Assessment, 78(2), 370-389.

Vispoel, W. P. og Tao, S. (2013). A generalizability analysis of score consistency for the
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Psychological Assessment, 25(1),

94-104.

38



Félagslega aeskileg svorun: BIDR-6 39

West, S., Taylor, A. og Wu, W. (2012). Model fit and model selection in structural
equation modeling. i R. H. Hoyle (ritstjéri), Handbook of Structural Equation
Modeling. New York: Guilford.

Yu, C. Y. (2002). Evaluating cutoff criteria of model fit indices for latent variable models
with binary and continuous outcomes. Obirt Doktorsritgerd, University of

California, Los Angeles.

Yuan, K. H. (2005). Fit indices versus test statistics. Multivariate Behavioral Research,

40(1), 115-148.

Zerbe, W. J. og Paulhus, D. L. (1987). Socially desirable responding in organizational

behavior: A reconception. Academy of Management Review, 12(2), 250-264.



Socially Desirable Responding: BIDR-6 40

Short form development of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding:
Applying Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Item Response Theory, and Cognitive

Interviews to Scale Reduction

Ragnhildur Lilja Asgeirsdottir, Fanney Thorsdottir, Vaka Vesteinsdottir

University of Iceland

Page title: Socially Desirable Responding: BIDR-6

Correspondence should be directed to Ragnhildur Lilja Asgeirsdottir, email:
ragnhildurlilja@gmail.com.



Socially Desirable Responding: BIDR-6 41

Abstract

The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) is one of the most commonly
used measures of socially desirable responding. It consists of two scales, Self-Deceptive
Enhancement (SDE) and Impression Management (IM), containing 20 statements each,
answered on a 7-point scale. The purpose of this paper was to analyze the items on the
SDE and IM for a suggested short form version of the scale. Three studies were
conducted. The first study (N=579) focused on analyzing the items using Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) and Item Response Theory (IRT), the second study (N=471)
examined the effects of faking instructions on an item level and in the third study
(N=20) cognitive interviews with probing were used in order to identify problematic
items. Based on results from CFA, IRT, the effects of instructional variations and results
of cognitive interviews, a short form version of the BIDR-6 was introduced, containing
10 SDE items and 10 IM items. The results suggest that the psychometric properties of

measurements obtained with the two short forms were adequate.

Keywords: socially desirable responding, Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding,

short form development, confirmatory factor analysis, item response theory.
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The purpose of this article is to develop a short form version of the Balanced Inventory
of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1991), one of the most commonly used
measures of socially desirable responding. The BIDR is often used as a validation tool
for other scales (e.g. Leite & Beretvas, 2005) even though the factorial stability of the
scale has been criticized and items have been removed in previous studies to improve
the fit of the model (Cervellione, Lee & Bonanno, 2009; Lanyon & Carle, 2007; Leite &
Beretvas, 2005). The BIDR is also quite time-consuming, consisting of 40 items, which
can be limiting, particularly when used in conjunction with other scales. Thus, a shorter,

reliable and valid version of the BIDR would be beneficial.
Socially desirable responding

Personality questionnaires have been increasingly used in organizational settings.
Although research has supported the use of such tools in personnel selection (Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Mount, Barrick & Stewart, 1998; Salgado, 2003) other studies have
indicated that applicants have a tendency to fake self-report measures by exaggerating
their positive attributes and understating their negative attributes (Barrick & Mount,
1996; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998; Zerbe & Paulhus, 1987), otherwise known as socially
desirable responding (SDR). Paulhus has defined SDR as the tendency of respondents
to give positive self-descriptions and classified it as a response bias, or a systematic
tendency for responding on some other basis than item content, distinguishing
between a response style (a bias consistent through time and situations) and response
sets (a temporary bias due to situational demands) (1984; 1991; 2002). Different
methods have been used to minimize the effect of SDR, e.g. forced-choice formats,
randomized response method (see Greenberg, Abdula, Simmons & Horvitz, 1969 in
Paulhus, 1991), asking a close acquaintance instead of the person in question, bogus
pipelines (pseudo lie detectors; Jones & Sigall, 1971) and the most common method,
anonymity. These methods focus on controlling for SDR, but in instances where SDR
cannot be controlled or the aim is to directly measure SDR, the use of tests measuring
SDR has become increasingly popular to identify or correct for SDR in self-report

measures. Tests that measure SDR have mostly been used in three different ways: first,
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by correlating the scores of the SDR measure and the scale of interest (low correlations
indicating scores are not affected by SDR); second, by factor analyzing the scores of SDR
measure and the focal scale (distinct factors indicating separate measures); and third,
by deleting responses of those with high SDR scores (Beretvas, Meyers & Leite, 2002).
Several SDR scales have been proposed (for a further reading on SDR scales, see e.g.
Paulhus, 1991), the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Marlowe & Crowne,
1960) and the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus, 1984) being

the most commonly used SDR measures.
BIDR

According to Paulhus (1984; 2002) the BIDR was developed as an attempt to integrate
the Self-Deception Questionnaire and the Other-Deception Questionnaire by Sackeim
and Gur (1979) and the ideas of Damarin and Messick regarding an unconscious bias in
self-reports on one hand and deliberate falsification on the other. The BIDR was
developed by factor analyzing several SDR measures: the Edwards SD scale; the MMPI
Lie scale; Wiggin’s SD scale; the Marlowe-Crowne scale; and the SDQ and ODQ scales
(see Edwards, 1957; Meehl & Hathaway, 1946; Wiggins, 1959; Crowne & Marlowe,
1960; Sackeim & Gur, 1979, in Paulhus, 1984). The first four are scored in a true/false
format and the latter two are answered on a 7-point scale but scored dichotomously (a
point given to the two most extreme options). Although many of the items were
rewritten, removed and added, the SDQ and ODQ items form the basis of the 40-item
BIDR scale. The SDQ items loaded strongly on one factor, which Paulhus termed self-
deceptive enhancement (SDE) and the ODQ items on another, impression management
(IM). The SDE refers to the tendency to give self-reports that are honest but positively
biased and the IM refers to the “deliberate self-presentation to an audience” (Paulhus,
1991, p.37). Although version 7, named the Paulhus Deception Scale (PDS), was
released in 1998 for commercial use, version 6 (BIDR-6; Paulhus, 1991) continues to be
the most commonly used scale in research and will be used in this study. The most
significant change between the two versions is a change in the scoring system, from a
7-point scale in the BIDR-6 to a 5-point scale in the PDS and the two versions appear

equivalent (Lanyon & Carle, 2007).
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The BIDR-6 consists of 40 statements in total; 20 items representing SDE and 20
items representing IM. The items are answered on a 7-point scale, with 1 representing
not true, 4 representing somewhat true and 7 representing very true. ltems are
alternated in content, with every other item scored reversely. Paulhus has allowed two
different scoring methods, dichotomous and continuous? scoring (1994). With
dichotomous scoring a point is given to each “6” and “7” response (“1” and “2” for
reversed items), giving a maximum total of 20 points for each factor. With continuous
scoring, negatively keyed items are reversed and points summed, giving a maximum
score of 140 for each factor. Although Paulhus (1991) has recommended dichotomous
scoring, ensuring that only those who exaggerate their responses may achieve high
scores, previous studies have delivered conflicting results with regards to scoring
methods. Research by Stober, Dette and Musch (2002) has suggested that continuous
scoring might be preferable with regards to reliability, convergent validity, effects of
faking instructions and correlations with personality measures and findings from Rasch
modeling (Cervellione et al., 2009) suggested collapsing the seven options into fewer
options did not enhance the model fit. On the contrary confirmatory factor analysis
results from Leite and Beretvas (2005) suggest dichotomous scoring may be preferable.
Findings from research on the psychometric properties of measurements obtained with
the BIDR scale have been mixed with regards to which scoring method may be
preferrable. A meta-analysis of 110 studies by Li and Bagger (2007) suggested reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha) of the BIDR was adequate, although the reliability coefficients
ranged from .27 to .92 for SDE (mean=.68; standard deviation=.09) and .32 to .88 for
IM (mean=.74; standard deviation=.09). The reliability was not statistically significantly
related to the scoring method. Although Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) recommend
reliability cutoffs of .80 for basic research, DeVellis (2003) has suggested alpha values
between .65 and .70 to be minimally acceptable, values between .70 and .80 to be
respectable, between .80 and .90 to be very good and values much above .90
suggesting redundant items. These guidelines apply to research instruments, higher

standards are required for individual assessments that require critical accuracy,

! Strictly speaking, the measurements are discreet, thus polytomous would be a more correct
descriptions, but continuous has traditionally been used to describe the seven point answering scale in
the BIDR (e.g. Booth-Kewley, Edwards & Rosenfeld, 1992; Stober et al., 2002 ).
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suggesting that for research purposes, the reliability of the SDE scale is minimally
acceptable and the IM scale is respectable. For higher stake situations, such as
personnel selection, higher reliabilities would be needed. Test-retest reliability for SDE
has been found to be .78 with dichotomous scoring, .83 for SDE with continuous
scoring, .83 for IM with dichotomous scoring and .86 for IM with continuous scoring

(Vispoel & Tao, 2013).

Although the psychometric properties of the BIDR-6 are acceptable, the
factorial stability has been criticized and items have been removed in previous studies
to improve the fit of the model (Cervellione et al., 2009; Lanyon & Carle, 2007; Leite &
Beretvas, 2005). For this reason a shorter version of the BIDR-6 might be beneficial. In
addition, the length of the BIDR-6 can limit its utility in research and industrial settings.
Longer questionnaires are more time-consuming, result in more missing data and have

higher refusal rates (Stanton, Sinar, Balzer & Smith, 2002).
Short form of the BIDR

Researchers have resorted to developing their own short forms of the BIDR, using
methods such as confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and corrected item-total
correlations. An empirically based attempt by Leite and Beretvas (2005) to develop a
short form version of the BIDR, using the standardized residuals in CFA, included 10 SDE
items (3,5, 6,9, 11, 15,16, 17, 19, and 20) and 10 IM items (24, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34,
36, 37, and 38). Although the fit was not acceptable it appeared marginally close. Pauls
and Stemmler (2003) reduced the scale to eight items on the SDE (1, 3, 7, 11, 12, 17,
18, and 19) and nine items on the IM (23, 26, 29, 30, 35, 36, 37, 39, and 40) by using
Principal components analysis. Finally, Stéber, Dette and Musch (2002) used a short
form consisting of 20 items, constructed based on factor loadings using exploratory
factor analysis. The SDE consisted of items 1, 4, 5, 10, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 20 and the
IM contained items 21, 23, 24, 25, 29, 30, 33, 35, 36, and 37. No consensus has been
reached by researchers regarding a short form of the BIDR and the main reason is
probably the dependence on sample specific statistics in previous research. Another
limitation of previous attempts is the emphasis on selecting items to maximize internal

consistency. Focusing only on internal consistency in short form development may
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create a short form that is too narrow and potentially low in validity (Loevinger, 1954).
Thus, instead of selecting items for short form based only on internal consistency
criteria, items should be selected on the basis of a number of qualities (Clark & Watson,
1995; DeVellis, 2003; Stanton, Sinar, Balzar & Smith, 2002). First, items should have
internal qualities, which refer to measures of relations between items on the scale (e.g.
means, corrected item-total correlations, factor loadings and item response theory).
Second, items should have external qualities, which refer to the relationship between
items on the scale and an external criteria and finally, judgmental qualities which refer
to issues that require subjective judgment, such as clarity and understanding. A variety
of these methods should be used for scale reduction, preferably retaining items with
high scores on all three item qualities, giving preference to external item qualities, then
internal item qualities and finally judgmental item qualities (Stanton, Sinar, Balzar &

Smith, 2002).
The current research

The focus of this research was to propose a short form version of the BIDR-6 based on
best practices in scale reduction (Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis, 2012; Stanton et al.,
2002). Study 1 will focus on the internal item qualities with dichotomous and
continuous scoring, using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and item response theory
(IRT). Although previous research has analyzed the quality of items using CFA (Lanyon &
Carle, 2007; Leite & Beretvas, 2005), this is the first study to analyze both SDE and IM
with dichotomous and continuous scoring using IRT for this purpose. Study 2 will
examine the effects of faking instructions on a scale and item level. Studies have
indicated that both SDE and IM can be faked and scores are influenced by instructional
variations (Paulhus, 2002; Paulhus, Bruce & Trapnell, 1995) and the same pattern will
be expected for each item. It will be assumed that items that have low content validity,
i.e. that people do not realize how to answer in a socially desirable way, are not valid
measures of SDR, possibly due to complicated wording or behaviors that are no longer
considered socially desirable. To the knowledge of the authors, this is the first attempt

at examining the effect of faking instructions at the item level. Finally, Study 3 will
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examine the judgmental item qualities, using cognitive interviews allowing for probing

exploring qualities such as item clarity and perceived invasiveness of items.
Study 1
Method

Participants. The sample originally consisted of 649 participants. 403 of those were
university students who volunteered to take part in the study and the remaining 246
participants were office workers recruited in an effort to make the sample more
diverse. Since the aim of this study was to develop a short form version of the BIDR-6, it
was decided to include only those participants who answered all questions on the
BIDR-6, in total 579 participants. The mean age was 34.27 (SD=10.46; range 19-71; 6
participants did not indicate their age) and 19% were male and 81% were female (6

participants did not indicate their gender).

Measure and procedure. The BIDR-6 (Paulhus, 1994) contains 40 items, which consist
of two 20 item subscales; Self-Deceptive Enhancement (SDE) and Impression
Management (IM). All items are stated as propositions with a 7-point answer scale
(1=not true, 4=somewhat true and 7=very true) and half of the items on each subscale
are negatively keyed. In previous research means have ranged from 3.9 to 6.2 for SDE
with dichotomous scoring, 77.2 to 87.9 for SDE with continuous scoring, 4.4 to 6.5 for
IM with dichotomous scoring and 66.3 to 79.7 for IM with continuous scoring (Holden
et al., 2000; Li & Reb, 2009; Stober et al., 2002; Vispoel & Tao, 2012). A translated
(Icelandic) version of the BIDR-6 was used in this study. Previous research on the
Icelandic version suggests it is comparable to the original version (Asgeirsdottir,
Thorsdottir & Vesteinsdottir, 2014). The questionnaire was computer administered;
subjects received an email requesting participation in the study and were instructed to
answer the questions to the best of their ability, with regards to how true each

statement was.

Data analysis. Due to conflicting results from previous research (Cervellione et al.,
2009; Stober et al., 2002) and the recommendations by Paulhus (1991), both

continuous and dichotomous scoring were examined. Continuous scoring on the BIDR-6
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is computed by reverse scoring negatively keyed items and summing all answers, while
dichotomous scoring is done by assigning a score of 1 point to each “6” and “7” answer
and 0 points to other answers on positively keyed items and 1 point to each “1” and “2”
answer and “0” to other answers on negatively keyed items. To identify problematic

items confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and item response theory (IRT) were used.

CFA was done using Lisrel 9.1 (Jéreskog and Sérbom, 2012). The method of
estimation was diagonally weighted least squares (DWLS), due to a relatively small
sample size and skewed distributions (Shapiro-Wilk tests were significant; Flora and
Curran, 2004). When using DWLS the polychoric (tetrachoric for dichotomous variables)
correlation matrix is analyzed. The Satorra-Bentler x2 (SBy2), Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation (RMSEA), Comparative Fit Index (CFl) and Non-normed Fit Index
(NNF1), also known as the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), were used to measure the fit of the
model, according to recommendations by Hu and Bentler (1998) and Yu (2002). The
SBy? (lower and non-significant chi-square suggests that the model fits the data) does
have a tendency to over reject models at smaller sample sizes (Yu, 2002) but the SB-
based RMSEA, CFl and NNFI are less sensitive to sample size (Bentler, 1990; Bollen,
1990; Hu & Bentler, 1995; 1998; 1999). The higher the RMSEA values are, the worse the
model fits the data. Values < .05 or < .06 are considered to indicate a good fit,
between .05 or .06 and .08 an adequate fit, and between .08 and .10 a mediocre fit
(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Steiger, 1990). CFl and NNFI values over
.95 or .96 are generally considered to indicate an excellent fit (Bentler, 1990; Hu &
Bentler, 1999; Yu, 2002) and values over .90 an acceptable fit (Yuan, 2005). Factor
loadings will also be used to identify problematic items using the guideline that factor
loadings <.30 are considered low (e.g., Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar og Dillon, 2005;

Shevlin og Miles, 1998).

IRT has been a popular method for evaluating educational instruments but its
use in evaluating responses to personality measures is increasing. In IRT the responses
to a test are analyzed, assuming differing degrees of item difficulty and individual
variation in trait levels. For scale reduction IRT can be a powerful tool, allowing for a

more detailed analysis of responses and identifying items that effectively discriminate
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between those who have higher levels of socially desirable responding and those who
have lower levels, and for identifying and retaining items with a range of item
difficulties. Rasch modeling, a type of IRT, has been used to analyze the properties of
the SDE (Cervellione et al., 2009) but a detailed analysis of the item qualities of the
BIDR using these methods has not been conducted for the purpose of reducing the
scale length. The guidelines for applying IRT to scale reduction suggested by Edelen and

Reeve (2007) will be followed in this study.

IRTPRO (Cai, L., Thissen, D. & du Toit, 2011) was used for IRT calculations.
Underlying assumptions of IRT are the unidimensionality of the scale and local
independence, meaning test items are pairwise uncorrelated if ability level (6) is held
constant. The assumptions will be estimated using CFA. For dichotomous scoring a two
parameter logistic (2PL) model was used and for continuous scoring the graded
response model was used (GRM). The item response function (IRF) describes the
relation between the trait level and the probability of a certain item response. Theta, 6,
represents the ability or trait level (in this case a function of the total SDE and IM
scores). The a parameter equals the discrimination or the slope of the line. a values
tend to range from 0.5 to 1.5, a higher a indicates the item discriminates better
between those of lower ability and those of higher ability (Reise and Henson, 2003).
According to Baker (2001), an approximate rule for interpreting a values states that
values of 0 offer no discrimination, 0.01-0.34 very low discrimination, 0.35-0.64 low
discrimination, 0.65-1.34 moderate discrimination, 1.35-1.69 high discrimination, and
>1.70 very high discrimination. The b parameter represents the item difficulty, or the
point of 8 where the IRF has the greatest slope or the probability of endorsing an item
is 0.5. b values close to zero imply medium difficulty compared to other items, items
with negative values are generally considered easier and more frequently endorsed and
positive values indicate items that are more difficult and less frequently endorsed
(Reise and Henson, 2003). For continuous scoring, six b values are given indicating the
six thresholds between the seven categories of the answer scale. The IRT is commonly
used in the education field, but when applied to personality the ability applies to the
amount a person exhibits of a certain trait. Thus difficult items, i.e. items with a higher

b, imply that individuals have to show a higher level of socially desirable responding in
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general (have a higher total score on the SDE and IM scales) to answer that question in
a socially desirable way. The standard error of estimate (SEE) represents the
uncertainty of a person’s location, the higher the SEE the greater the uncertainty. The
inverse of the SEE is the item information which can be represented with the item
information function (lIF). The IIF reflects the level of precision in item estimates at
differing levels of ability (8). The sum of the IIFs can be analyzed with the total
information function (TIF), indicating the level of precision the test offers at different
ability levels. For each item in this study the discrimination parameters (a), item
difficulties (b) and test information functions, which indicate how effective an item is in
measuring the trait at different trait levels, were analyzed. Preference will be given to
items offering maximum information, particularly those discriminating well among
those with higher levels of SDE and IM, since the purpose of the BIDR-6 is to identify
those exhibiting high levels of socially desirable responding. Items offering little or
redundant (i.e. similar item difficulty and discrimination) information will be

recommended for deletion.
Results and discussion

Descriptive statistics. Means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients and
intercorrelations of subscales, both from dichotomous and continuous scoring, are
presented in Table 1 (N=579). The internal reliability of the SDE and IM was estimated

with Cronbach’s alpha.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha and intercorrelation.

Correlation
M SD a 1 2 3
SDE Dichotomous 4,93 3.10 .68
SDE Continuous 83.00 11.68 .69 0.76*
IM Dichotomous 6.67 3.69 .76 0.37* 0.35%*
IM Continuous 80.80 16.00 77 0.25* 0.39* 0.86*

Note: *p<0.01

The reliability of the subscales was slightly higher with continuous scoring. Means for
the SDE and IM were similar to means found using the original version and the

reliability was very close to the mean reliability found in a meta-analysis of reliability
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coefficients in 110 studies on the BIDR-6 (Holden et al., 2000; Li & Bagger, 2007; Li &
Reb, 2009; Vispoel & Tao, 2013). Means for IM were slightly higher than those found in
previous studies, which can be a result of the sample used. Participation in the study
was voluntary and only answers from those participants who answered every question
were used. Previous results suggest a significant positive correlation between IM and
conscientiousness (Stober et al., 2002) and a negative correlation between
conscientiousness and nonresponse (Rogelberg, Conway, Sederburg, Spitzmiller, Aziz &
Knight, 2003) providing a possible explanation for slightly higher means. The correlation
between subscales was also similar to correlations found in a previous study (Stober et

al., 2002) and highest between different scoring methods of the same scale.

Confirmatory factor analysis. CFA was used to examine the fit of the two models, SDE
and IM. The two factors were analyzed separately, mostly due to the SDE and IM
commonly being used separately. The variance of each factor was constrained to equal
1. The SBy%fit indices suggest that none of the models fit the data as can be seen in
Table 2. The RMSEA fit indices suggest an adequate fit for dichotomous SDE and IM
scoring and a mediocre fit for continuous scoring for both factors. CFl and NNFI fit
indices suggest a good fit for dichotomous SDE and IM scoring. The results of CFA thus
suggest a better fit for dichotomous scoring than continuous scoring. The results are
comparable to previous studies, albeit suggesting a slightly better fit (Leite & Beretvas,

2005).

Table 2. CFA results for dichotomous and continuous scoring for SDE and IM.

Confidence
SBY df p RMSEA interval for CFl NNFI
RMSEA (90%)
SDE Dichotomous 357.43 170 0.00 0.072 0.066-0.078 0.963 0.958
Continuous 515.21 170 0.00 0.083 0.077-0.089 0.848 0.830
IM Dichotomous 357.59 170 0.00 0.060 0.054-0.066 0.975 0.972
Continuous 558.80 170 0.00 0.081 0.076-0.087 0.901 0.890

Factor loadings for the SDE scale were analyzed in order to identify potential

problematic items and the findings are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Factor loadings (CFA) for SDE with dichotomous and continuous scoring.

Factor loadings

Dichotomous Continuous
1 0.25 0.27
2 0.45 0.42
3 0.19 0.07%
4 0.40 0.28
5 0.61 0.41
6 0.61 0.53
7 0.20 0.04*
8 0.25 0.10*
9 0.32 0.38
10 0.58 0.53
11 0.50 0.42
12 0.44 0.39
13 0.27 0.12
14 0.36 0.25
15 0.60 0.49
16 0.45 0.30
17 0.65 0.44
18 0.46 0.43
19 0.42 0.27
20 0.57 0.57

Note: *p>0.05

As can be seen in Table 3, factor loadings for SDE ranged from .19 to .65 for
dichotomous scoring. The factor loadings of five items were low (1, 3, 7, 8, and 13) with
two items just above the .30 guideline, items 9 and 14. The factor loadings for SDE with
continuous scoring ranged from .12 to .57, although three items (3, 7 and 8) did not
load on the factor. Five other items fell below .30, items 1, 4, 13, 14, and 19, and three
items (9, 12 and 16) were still quite low (<.40). The results again suggest dichotomous
scoring is preferable for SDE. The factor loadings for the items on the IM scale are

presented in Table 4.
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Table 4. Factor loadings (CFA) for IM with dichotomous and continuous scoring.

Factor loadings
Dichotomous Continuous
21 0.72 0.60
22 0.65 0.42
23 0.64 0.58
24 0.38 0.40
25 0.54 0.51
26 0.41 0.44
27 0.69 0.56
28 0.50 0.37
29 0.36 0.30
30 0.43 0.35
31 0.36 0.36
32 0.36 0.35
33 0.42 0.44
34 0.27 0.21
35 0.38 0.34
36 0.48 0.36
37 0.49 0.46
38 0.60 0.43
39 0.57 0.44
40 0.61 0.43

Factor loadings are higher for IM than SDE as can be seen in Table 4. Factor loadings for
IM ranged from .27 to .72 for dichotomous scoring and .21 to .60 for continuous
scoring. Item 34 is the only item with a factor loading of less than .30 for both scoring
methods. For dichotomous scoring the factor loadings of five items were just above the
.30 guideline, items 24, 29, 31, 32, and 35 and for continuous scoring seven items (28,

29, 30, 31, 32, 35, and 36) were quite low (<.40).

Item response theory. Item parameters were first estimated for SDE with dichotomous

and continuous scoring and are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. 2PL and GRM parameter estimates for SDE with dichotomous and continuous

scoring.
Dichotomous Continuous
Item a b a b1 b, bs ba bs
1 0.45 3.98 049 -7.87 -5.69  -3.54 0.98 3.64
2 0.88 1.91 0.85 -4.30 -2.28 -0.91 0.73 1.96
3 0.31 7.43 0.14 -15.46 -5.86 1.20 11.34 16.59
4 0.82 2.26 0.52 -4.75 -2.16 -0.41 1.93 3.25
5 1.30 1.12 0.76  -4.79 -2.97 -1.25 0.25 1.64
6 1.38 2.00 1.15 -2.19 -0.94 0.10 1.33 2.23
7 0.34 5.74 0.05 -49.38 -20.65 -0.09 1794  35.88
8 0.45 2.78 0.20 -941 -499  -2.02 2.65 6.01
9 0.59 3.34 0.71 -3.02 -1.44  -0.40 1.33 2.85
10 1.24 1.31 1.16 -2.57 -1.45  -047 0.39 1.35
11 1.14 2.91 0.84 -2.07 -0.16 1.36 2.65 3.65
12 0.83 1.75 0.83 -3.77 -201  -0.59 0.77 1.75
13 0.45 -0.52 0.21 -18.61 -13.73 -10.19 -4.42 -1.10
14 0.62 0.50 0.45 -6.19 -4.23 -2.74 -0.68 0.67
15 1.20 0.91 092 -3.52 -243 -1.49 -0.14 1.07
16 0.85 0.89 0.60 -7.04 -5.10 -2.86 -1.01 1.17
17 1.39 0.01 0.84 -6.66 -5.31  -3.67 -1.81 0.04
18 0.85 1.27 0.94 -3.40 -1.86  -0.77 0.46 1.18
19 0.74 0.95 0.48 -7.90 -445  -2.58 -0.45 1.38
20 1.19 1.23 1.29 -2.67 -1.63  -0.69 0.49 1.14

Note: a = discrimination parameters, b = item difficulties, b1, b2, bs, b4 and b s =threshold

parameters.

When analyzing the parameter estimates, Baker’s (2001) guidelines for interpreting
item discrimination (a) were followed. As can be seen in Table 5, the a values for SDE
with dichotomous scoring ranged from 0.31 to 1.39 (standard error (S.E.) range 0.11-
0.25) and items 1, 3,7, 8, 9, 13 and 14 had a values below 0.65, indicating

discrimination is low or very low. The same items were identified as problematic by

CFA, having factor loadings below .40. Table 5 also shows the parameter estimates for

SDE with continuous scoring, with a values ranging from 0.05 to 1.29 (S.E. range 0.09-

0.13), indicating that items 1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 13, 14, 16 and 19 had low or very low a values,

offering little discrimination. These items also had low (<.30) factor loadings in CFA.

Certain b values (item/category difficulties) are quite extreme, most notably for items 3

and 7 with dichotomous scoring and items 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 7, 8, 13, 14, 16, 17, and 19 with
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continuous scoring, indicating problematic items. Item parameters were next estimated

for IM with dichotomous and continuous scoring and findings are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. 2PL and GRM parameter estimates for IM with dichotomous and continuous

scoring.
Dichotomous Continuous
Item a b a b1 b, bs ba bs
21 1.73 0.71 1.38 -2.71 -1.61 -0.81 0.30 0.77
22 1.54 1.10 0.98 -3.42 -1.72 -0.23 0.51 1.38
23 1.39 0.68 1.32 -3.49 -2.11 -0.96 0.13 0.69
24 0.81 3.37 0.69 0.05 1.31 2.25 3.24 3.85
25 1.04 -0.51 1.07 -4.94 -3.22 -2.29 -1.18 -0.51
26 0.72 -0.04 0.88 -3.96 -2.58 -1.52 -0.81 -0.08
27 1.60 1.27 1.18 -2.12 -0.91 -0.02 1.16 1.53
28 0.97 0.86 0.76 -4.25 -2.47 -1.35 0.29 1.00
29 0.62 0.32 0.57 -3.58 -2.15 -1.23 -0.19 0.37
30 0.80 1.95 0.64 -1.40 -0.15 0.80 1.76 2.31
31 0.64 -0.12 0.65 -3.53 -2.48 -1.43 -0.48 -0.10
32 0.63 1.80 0.58 -1.72 -0.19 0.79 1.50 1.95
33 0.85 2.73 0.82 -1.23 0.11 1.33 2.36 2.83
34 0.49 3.82 0.35 -2.32 0.80 2.36 4.10 5.21
35 0.80 2.83 0.63 -0.84 0.64 1.74 2.88 3.43
36 0.92 -0.53 0.73 -4.10 -2.92 -1.98 -1.14 -0.66
37 0.93 0.34 091 -1.86 -1.06 -0.48 0.11 0.36
38 1.30 -0.90 0.83 -3.33 -2.48 -2.09 -1.56 -1.18
39 1.20 1.11 0.88 -2.57 -1.34 -0.51 0.74 1.33
40 1.24 1.03 0.86 -3.70 -1.87 -0.68 0.52 1.29

Note: a = discrimination parameters, b = item difficulties, b1, b2, bs, b4 and b s =threshold
parameters.

As shown in Table 6, a values for IM with dichotomous scoring range from 0.49 to 1.73
(S.E. range 0.11-.22), with items 29, 31, 32 and 34 having low or very low a values. In
Table 6 it can also be seen that a values for IM with continuous scoring range from 0.35
to 1.38 (S.E. range 0.09-0.12), with items 29, 30, 32, 34 and 35 having low or very low a
values. There was quite an agreement between IRT and CFA results. Item 34 was the
only item that also had low factor loadings (<.30) in CFA, both for dichotomous and
continuous scoring, but all other items identified as problematic in IRT also had rather
low factor loadings (<.40). Although the b values (item/category difficulties) were not

as extreme as for SDE, certain items were identified as problematic, most notably 25,
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28 and 36 for continuous scoring. Test information functions for SDE and IM with

dichotomous and continuous scoring are presented in Figure 1.

54 IM cont /

a4 SDE cont /

Total Information

Theta

Figure 1. Test information functions for SDE and IM with dichotomous and continuous

scoring.

Figure 1. shows the test information functions (TIF) for SDE and IM, both with
dichotomous and continuous scoring. The TIFs for SDE and IM indicate that continuous
scoring offers greater information across differing trait levels, while dichotomous
scoring offers mostly information on those that exhibit more of the trait. Although, for
SDE dichotomous scoring offers greater information than continuous scoring at 6
(theta) levels of 1.2 to 1.6 and for IM dichotomous scoring offers greater information
than continuous scoring at 8 levels of .7 to 1.2. The TIFs indicate that both scales would
benefit from more items discriminating better among those at the highest trait levels,
since the aim of the BIDR-6 is to identify those who fake their answers to appear as
socially desirable as possible. The item information functions were also analyzed
(although not reported here due to length constraints) for all items on the SDE and IM

with dichotomous and continuous scoring, taking into consideration the TIFs. Although
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most of the items offering little information had already been identified through
analysis of item discrimination and item difficulties, four further items were suggested
for item deletion, items 24 and 26 for IM with dichotomous scoring and items 24, 31

and 33 for IM with continuous scoring.
Study 2

Study 2 will examine the effects of faking instructions on a scale and item level. Studies
have indicated that both SDE and IM can be faked and scores are influenced by
instructional variations (Paulhus, 2002; Paulhus et al., 1995) although the IM does
appear to be more sensitive to faking instructions (Holden, Starzyk, McLeod & Edwards,
2000; Paulhus et al., 1995; Reid-Seiser & Fritzsche, 2001; Stober et al., 2002). Thus, it
will be assumed that since the SDE and IM can be faked, the same pattern will be
expected for each item. It will be assumed that items with low content validity, i.e. that
people do not realize how to answer in a socially desirable way, are not valid measures
of SDR. It will be hypothesized that items that are not influenced by instructional
variations may be problematic, e.g. due to confusing wording or behaviors no longer

considered socially desirable.
Method

Participants. The sample consisted of 552 university students and of those 471
completed the measure. Participants were randomly divided into two groups and
received two different sets of instructions; standard instructions and faking
instructions. Participants completing the measure under normal instructions were 258
(22.5% males, 77.5% females). Mean age was 32.67 (SD=10.29, range 19-71). 213
participants completed the measure under faking instructions (18.8% males, 80.8%

females). Their mean age was 32.14 (SD=10.32, range 19-60, 3 did not indicate gender).

Measure and procedure. As in study 1 the Icelandic translations of the BIDR-6 was used
(Asgeirsdottir et al., 2014; Paulhus, 1994). Participants were recruited by email and the
guestionnaire was computer administered. The respondents were randomly divided
into two groups: those who received standard instructions and those who received

faking instructions. The faking instructions requested participants to fake their
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responses in order to present themselves as favorably as possible according to social
norms, and different scenarios were described in which people tend to do so, e.g.,
when applying for their dream job. Respondents were thus asked to respond as socially

desirable as possible.

Data analysis. The effects of faking on scale and item means were evaluated.
Independent samples T-tests were performed to test for significant differences

between item means under standard instructions vs. faking instructions.
Results

Effects of faking on scale statistics. The effects of the instructions on means, standard

deviations and internal reliability (alpha) can be seen in Table 7.

Table 7. Means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alpha under standard and faking

instructions

Standard
Means deviation Alpha
S F S F S F
SDE Dichotomous  4.75 9.99 291 5.21 .65 .87
SDE Continuous 82.27 98.43 11.15 18.40 .66 .90
IM Dichotomous  6.47 11.21 3.60 5.69 75 91
IM  Continuous 79.86 100.13 15.94 24.64 77 .93

S=Standard instructions, F=Faking instructions

The results under standard instructions were very similar to the results from the
sample described in study 1, although the means, standard deviations and internal
reliability were slightly lower in this sample. As can be seen in Table 7 the SDE and IM
means were considerably higher under faking conditions, both with dichotomous and
continuous scoring. The difference between scores under standard and faking
instructions were as follows: 5.24 (t(469)=-13.758 (p<0.01); SDE dichotomous scores);
16.16 (t(469)=-11.739 (p<0.01); SDE continuous scores); 4,74 (t(469)=-10.983 (p<0.01);
IM dichotomous scores); and 20.27 (t(469)=-10.764 (p<0.01); IM continuous). Results
for IM dichotomous under standard and faking conditions were almost identical to

results from Holden (2007), 6.33 and 11.98 respectively. The faking instruction also
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affected the reliability estimate, resulting in much higher values. Intercorrelations

between factors under standard and faking instructions are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Intercorrelations between factors under standard and faking instructions

Correlation Correlation
standard instructions faking instructions
1 2 3 1 2 3
SDE Dichotomous
SDE Continuous 0.74* 0.93*
IM  Dichotomous  0.44* 0.40* 0.74*  0.72%
IM  Continuous 0.28* 0.42* 0.85* 0.68* 0.70* 0.96*

Note: *p<0.01

The correlation between factors for the sample receiving standard instructions was
very similar to the correlations described in study 1. Correlations between the BIDR-6
scales were much higher under faking conditions, in accordance with previous research,
theoretically explained by a difference in the ability of individuals to fake (Pauls &
Crost, 2004). These results are a good example of how correlations and reliability are

biased upward when socially desirable responding affects measures.

Effects of faking on item means. The effect of faking on an item level with

dichotomous scoring can be seen in Figure 2 and with continuous scoring in Figure 3.
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Figure 2. Dichotomous SDE and IM scores under standard and faking instructions
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Significant effects of instructions were found for all SDE items, except item 7 (t(469)=-
1.445 (p=.149)) and item 14 (t(469)=.276 (p=.783)) with dichotomous scoring and item
7 (t(469)=.842 (p=.400), item 8 (t(469)=-1.313 (p=.190)) and item 14 (t(469)=.449
(p=.654) with continuous scoring. For IM items, significant effects were found for all
items, except item 38, both with dichotomous scoring (t(469)=-1.642 (p=.101)) and
continuous scoring (t(469)=-1.134 (p=.257). Iltems not affected by faking instructions

are interpreted as being poor measures of SDR.
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Figure 3. Continuous SDE and IM scores under standard and faking instructions
Study 3

Study 3 will examine the judgmental item qualities of the BIDR-6, using cognitive
interviews allowing for probing, exploring qualities which refer to issues that require

subjective judgment, such as clarity and understanding.
Method

Participants. Participants were 20; 10 males and 10 females. The choice of participants
was made based on having a diverse sample with relation to gender, age and

education. The age range was 21 to 58.

Measure and procedure. The participants were interviewed face-to-face in a quiet
setting, most often in their own homes. Due to the length of the questionnaire the

interviews were conducted in two settings, no more than two weeks apart. Each
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interview focused on one scale and was on average 2 hours long (4 hours in total for
each participant) and all interviews were conducted by the same interviewer (an
undergraduate student in psychology trained in the method). The interviews were
designed to explore the cognitive processes of participants while answering the items
on the BIDR-6 (Icelandic translation; Asgeirsdottir et al., 2014) and were partly
standardized, allowing for probing. The focus was mostly on the respondents’
understanding of the questions and the applicability of the 7-point scale for answering
each question. The respondents started by answering the BIDR-6 and were then asked
to describe their thought process while arriving at their answers. The interviewer
started with more general probing, followed by more specific probes, using guidelines
from Fowler (1995) and Willis (2005). Four types of probes can be identified (Beatty &
Willis, 2007): Anticipated probes (constructed prior to the interview (standardized) and
initiated by the interviewer (proactive)); Emergent probes (constructed during the
interview (non-standardized) and triggered by the respondent (reactive)); Conditional
probes (standardized and reactive); Spontaneous probes (non-standardized and
proactive). In this study a mixture of the four probes was used. Four specialists in the
area prepared a script for the interviewer, which started off with open questions about
the respondents’ understanding of the item and how they arrived to their conclusion in
choosing their answer, followed by specific questions about items, e.g., understanding
of specific words or parts of sentences, and ending with an open question about the
clarity of the item, allowing for probing initiated during the interview. Clarification of
items was not allowed, thus questions from respondents were generally answered with
guestions asking the respondent what they thought the meaning was. The interviews
were tape-recorded and transcribed. The transcripts were analyzed, items analyzed and
key themes identified (Mallinson, 2002; Ritchie, Spencer & O’Connor, 2003).
Participants were informed that they did not have to answer every question and did
not have to explain or go into too many details about items or their answers if they did
not feel comfortable doing so. Particular attention was made not to probe for further
answers in items 18 and 34, since ethics committees have previously found those items

to be too sensitive (Kam, 2013).
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Results and discussion

Certain themes were identified when analyzing the transcripts concerning the
comprehension of items, most specifically problems with double negations, difficult or
vague questions, offensive questions and double barreled questions. Finally, the
appropriateness of the answer scale also caused some difficulties with regards to

certain items.

Double negation. ltems that were identified as possibly being problematic due to
double negations are items 3, 8, 11, 14, 20, 22, 24, 32, 34, 36, 37, 38 and 40. Special
consideration should be given to item 3 (“/ dont care to know....”) since 7 out of 20
subjects in this study originally answered the question in the opposite way they

intended to.

Difficult or vague questions. Complicated or vague questions can easily present a
problem to respondents. This can create a subtle problem if the difference in
comprehension is slight but if the respondents’ comprehension of the items differ
greatly the effect can be quite detrimental. Items which were identified as possibly
posing problems due to difficult or vague questions were items 3,5, 7,9, 13, 14, 16, 20,
21, 23, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39 and 40. An example of this is “I am fully
in control of my own fate”. Respondents interpreted the “fully in control” in different

ways, some quite literally and others more leniently.

Offensive questions. In Study | comments were invited at the end of the survey. Two
participants gave comments stating they found item 18 invasive and were offended
being asked that question. With relation to other items on the scale they could not see
how a question regarding their ability as a lover was relevant. Many participants in
Study 3 chose not to answer this question in the face-to-face interview. Due to the
diverse use of the BIDR-6 in studies it is recommended that item 18 should not be
included. There have also been examples of ethics committees not allowing items 18
and 34 to be included in research (Kam, 2013), providing further strength to the
argument. Items 34 and 35 were also considered too offensive for some respondents in

this study to want to answer those items. It was noted though that the popularity of a
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certain book falling under the category of a “sexy book” according to many
respondents, at the time of the interviews, seemed to make it less socially undesirable
to admit to reading books of that genre in response to item 34. Some respondents still

found the item invasive.

Double barreled questions. One of the most important aspects of questionnaire
designing is avoiding items which contain two questions, yet allowing only for one
answer, i.e. double barreled questions. Items 13, 37 and 38 were identified as possibly
being problematic due to this issue. Items 37 and 38 ask respondents to give a single
answer to two different scenarios, for example regarding taking a sick-leave from
school or work, which many respondents pointed out they would answer differently.
Iltem 13, although not directly double barreled makes certain assumptions regarding
voting behavior which some respondents had difficulty with (a one-and-a-half-barreled

guestion; see Sudman and Bradburn, 1982 in Fowler, 1995).

Appropriateness of answer scale. The appropriateness of the answering scale was
thought to be a problem for several items by many respondents. The most common
reason for that was that the item contained information about frequency, e.g.
“sometimes” and “usually”. Items 1, 2,3, 4,5, 7, 8,9, 11, 13, 16, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29,
30, 31, 32, 33, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40 were all identified by some respondents as being
difficult to answer according to the 7-point scale, though to differing degrees. In some
instances the respondents thought it easier to answer the item on a true/false basis
and in other instances they suggested the problem could be resolved by removing the

word suggesting frequency from the item itself.
Suggested item revision

A summary of the results of studies 1, 2, and 3 for SDE can be seen in Table 9 and for
IM in Table 10. Preference was given to internal item quality, i.e., low factor loadings,
low discriminative powers and items not affected by faking instructions when reducing
the length of the scale. In most cases items did not perform poorly on all of the above.
In those cases subjective reasoning was used based on the results of Study 3. It was

also decided to remove items 18, 34 and 35 due to their offensive content. The ten
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This number of items was chosen for convenience, resulting in two ten item scales.

Table 9. Summary of results from studies 1 (CFA and IRT), 2 (instructional variations)

and 3 (interviews) for SDE

Low factor Faking Item Item
S IRT® " -
loadings t-test quality removal
D C D C D C
1 X X X X A X
2 X A
3 X X X X NVA X
4 X X A X
5 X VA
6
7 X X X X X X VA X
8 X X X X X NA X
9 X VA
10
11 NA
12
13 X X X X VBA X
14 X X X X X NV X
15
16 X VA X
17 X
18 0] X
19 X X X
20 NV

Note: D=Dichotomous, C=Continuous, @ Factor loadings <.30, ® Low item discrimination (<.64) or
offers little information, ¢ p>0.05 and € N=Double negation, V=Difficult or vague questions,
O=0ffensive questions, B=Double barreled questions, A=Appropriateness of answer scale.

Originally, nine items were selected for deletion (1, 3, 4, 7, 8, 13, 14, 18 and 19). For the
tenth item selected for deletion the choice was between items 2, 5, 9 and 16. After
reviewing the items, item 16 was selected for deletion, most notably due to redundant
information provided by the item with dichotomous scoring, according to IRT results, as
the item provided less information than items 5, 10, 15 and 20 at similar ability levels.
IRT results had already indicated the item to be problematic with continuous scoring
and lacking in clarity and appropriateness of answer scale. The suggested short form of
the BIDR-6 thus consists of items 2, 5, 6,9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 17 and 20 on the SDE scale.

Five of the SDE items are negatively keyed, thus equaling the original proportion of
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reversed items. A summary of the results of studies 1, 2 and 3 for IM are presented in

Table 10.

Table 10. Summary of results from studies 1 (CFA and IRT), 2 (instructional variations)

and 3 (interviews) for IM

Low factor IRT® Faking Item Item
loadings?® t-test quality® removal
D C D C D C
21 VA
22 N
23 Vv
24 X X NA X
25 X VA
26 X VA X
27 VA
28 X
29 X X VA X
30 X VA X
31 X X VA X
32 X X NA X
33 X A X
34 X X X X NVO X
35 X VOA X
36 X NVA
37 NVBA
38 X X  NBA X
39 VA
40 NVA

Note: D=Dichotomous, C=Continuous, ? Factor loadings <.30, ® Low item discrimination (<.64) or
offers little information, ¢ p>0.05 and © N=Double negation, V=Difficult or vague questions,
O=0ffensive questions, B=Double barreled questions, A=Appropriateness of answer scale.

The items on the IM performed better than the items on the SDE, with regards to CFA
and faking instructions. Thus, the suggestions for the short form version of the IM scale
depended mostly on IRT results. Items 34 and 35 were immediately suggested for
deletion, due to their offensive content, and item 34 also having low factor loadings.
Item 38 was recommended for deletion based on the effects of faking instructions.
Items 24, 29, 31 and 32 were also recommended for deletion based on low
discrimination and/or little information provided with both dichotomous and
continuous scoring. After analyzing item discrimination and item information functions,
items 26, 30 and 33 were also recommended for deletion. Thus, the suggested short

form of the IM scale consists of items 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 36, 37, 39 and 40. Six of the
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IM items are negatively keyed, thus almost retaining the original proportion of reversed
items. The means, standard deviations, internal reliability (a/pha) and correlations
between factors for the short form suggestions for SDE and IM, with dichotomous and

continuous scoring (based on sample in Study 1; N=579) can be seen in Table 11.

Table 11. BIDR-6 short form: means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alpha and

intercorrelations

Correlation
M SD o 1 2 3

SDE  Dichotomous 2.21 1.92 .63

SDE  Continuous 40.26 7.87 .70 .79%

IM Dichotomous 3.58 2.45 72 .33% .35%*

IM Continuous 43.90 9.44 72 .30% A4A3%* .88*

Note: *p<0.01

The intercorrelations between factors are very similar to results from studies 1 and 2.
The internal reliability (alpha) of the short form SDE and IM is slightly lower than for
the full length version (from .01 to .05 lower), as can be expected since test length
influences reliability (Li & Bagger, 2007; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The alpha values
for IM are the same with dichotomous and continuous scoring, but lower for SDE with
dichotomous scoring than with continuous scoring. CFA results for the short form can
be seen in Table 12. Although the results from the SBy? suggest the models do not fit
the data, the RMSEA, CFl and NNFI values indicate a good fit for SDE and IM with

dichotomous scoring and an adequate fit for SDE and IM with continuous scoring.

Table 12. BIDR-6 short form: CFA results for SDE and IM with dichotomous and

continuous scoring

Confidence
SBy df p RMSEA interval for CFI NNFI
RMSEA (90%)
SDE Dichotomous 72.22 35 0.00 0.050 0.037-0.064 0.984 0.979
Continuous 156.47 35 0.00 0.074 0.061-0.086 0.903 0.875
IM Dichotomous 96.75 35 0.00 0.050 0.037-0.064 0.982 0.976
Continuous 118.75 35 0.00 0.069 0.057-0.082 0.948 0.933
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General discussion

The purpose of this study was to analyze the items on the BIDR-6 in order to provide a
suggested short form version of the scale. Three studies were presented focusing on
the quality of the items on the SDE and IM. The results of the first study suggested
certain items had little in common with other items (CFA), as well as offering little
discrimination between those with higher scores on the two scales and those with
lower scores (IRT). Results from the second study showed that although both SDE and
IM total scores increased under faking instructions, some items were not affected by
instructional variations. The third study provided further information on the items
through cognitive interviews with probing. Certain themes were identified and a
majority of the items were identified as being problematic in some ways with regards
to comprehension of the items or the appropriateness of the answer scale. Based on
the results from studies 1, 2 and 3 a suggested short form version of the BIDR-6 was
developed, containing 20 items. The reliability of the short form version was adequate
and results from CFA indicated the scales were unidimensional. The SDE scale has eight
items in common with the short form developed by Leite and Beretvas (2005) and the
IM five items in common with the short form developed by Pauls and Stemmler (2003),

suggesting certain items tend to perform better across studies.

Some potential limitations may be identified with the studies which must be
taken into consideration. First, the CFA results and descriptive statistics for the short
form version were calculated from the sample previously used in Study 1. Before
further recommendations can be made regarding the use of the short form it would
have to be validated using a separate sample in conjunction with other measures to
establish validity and reliability, preferably a more diverse random sample. Second, a
translated version of the BIDR-6 was used in this study, possibly affecting the results.
Means, Cronbach’s alpha, intercorrelations and CFA results were similar to those found
in previous research using the original version of the scale (Holden et al., 2000; Li &
Bagger, 2007; Li & Reb, 2009; Vispoel & Tao, 2012), suggesting the Icelandic translation
is adequate. Furthermore, the translation process was quite detailed, involving experts

in the field and bilingual specialists, pretesting, and with previous results also
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suggesting that the translation is adequate (Asgeirsdottir et al., 2014). Third, the
majority of participants in the first two studies were females (from 77.5% to 80.8%).
This can partly be explained by females accounting for approximately 65% of the
students enrolled at the university at the time of the study (University of Iceland,
2013). Previous studies have also found a gender bias in web surveys, indicating
women have lower nonresponse rates (Sax, Gilmartin & Bryant, 2003) although other

studies have contradictory findings (Smith & Leigh, 1997).

Although, further research is needed on the short form version of the BIDR-6
presented in this article, before its use can be recommended, valuable information can
be drawn from these results. First, the article provides a more detailed analysis of the
items on the BIDR-6 than previously reported. It was decided to show results using
both dichotomous and continuous scoring, due to conflicting recommendations
regarding which is optimal (Cervellione et al., 2009; Paulhus, 1991; Stoéber et al., 2002).
This article does not provide a clearer suggestion on which method is preferable.
Second, this paper provides an example of how a variety of methods can be used for
scale reduction, most notably IRT. IRT is still quite a novel method for analyzing
psychological tests, but the information it provides can be very beneficial. To the
authors’ knowledge this is the first attempt at using IRT for this purpose on the BIDR.
Third, the methods used in this paper resulted in a suggested short form version of the
BIDR-6, which if supported by further research, can be a valuable addition to the social

desirability scales, being less time-consuming, adding to its utility.
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