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Motivational Distortion Scales for
the Children’s Personality Questionnaire

GARY L. CANIVEZ
KAREN K. PRICHARD

Muotivational distortion scales {Fake Bad and Fake Good) were developed and cross-validaied for
the Children’s Personality Questionnaire (CPQ) (Porter & Cauell, 1975). Resubts indicated that all
CI{) primary factors, except Faclors F and 1, were substantially affected by the different instruc-

tional conditions.

One problem that seems to be an inherent
characteristic of questionnaire or self-
report personality inventories is their
susceptibility 1o distortion by participants’
desiring to respond in a socially desirable
or undesirable manner. Experimental re-
search has demonstrated that certain re-
sponse sets (i.e,, faking good or bad) can
prociuce results significantly diiterent from
the standard administration condition
(Braun & LaFaro, 1968, 1969; Castelli-
Sawicki, Wallbrown, & Blixt, 1983; Farley
& Goh, 1976; Frederiksen, 1865; Green,
1951; Meredith, 1968; Radcliffe, 1966;
Wesman, 1952; Wiggins, 1966; Winder,
O'Dell, & Karson, 1975). Although the ex-
perimental research has dealt mostly with
adults, the increased use of children’s self-
report questionnaires raises the issue of
whether or not children can fake their
responses.

Porter and Cauell (1979) stated that
raotivational distortion is a “psychomerric
‘way of life’ in questionnaires” and that
the items of the Children’s Personality
Questionnaire {CPQ) “were consiructed
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to be as ‘neutral’ as possible with regard
to social desivability” (p. 12). Other strat-
egies used in the construction of the CPQ
to decrease the potential effects of moti-
vational distortion included balancing the
number of agreement and disagreement
item responses that contribute to each fac-
tor and selecting items with low face va-
fidity that accurately measure the appro-
priate wrait (Porter & Cartell, 1979). The
susceptibility of the I6PF to the influence
of bath “fake good” and “fake bad™ re-
sponse sets has been demonstrated (Braun
& LaFaro, 1968, 1969; Krug, 1978; Mer-
edith, 1968; Radcliffe, 1966; Winder et
al., 1975) and has led to the development
and norming of scales that “detect” faking
in good and bad directions on the 16PF
(Krug, 1978; Winder et al., 1975) and on
the High School Personality Question-
naire (HSPQ) (Castelli-Sawicki et al., 1983).

One reason that motivational distortion
scales for the CPQ may not have seemed
relevant is a belief that "in his [a child’s]
lack of sophistication, he may not know
how to make himself look ‘good’ * (Porter
& Catzell, 1979, p. 12). Porter and Catrell
believed that children do not attempt w0
distort their responses on such question-
naires. Whether or not children can dis-
tort their responses in a socially desirable
“fake good” or undesirable “fake bad”
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manner on the CPQ) is an empirical ques-
tion that deserves careful consideration in
light of the effects of motivational distor-
tions on the 16PF by adults and on the
HSI'Q} by adolescents. There appeared to
be no swudies available investigating
whether children have the ability 10 dis-
tort their CPQ) responses based on differ-
ent rvesponse sets {e.g., “fuke good" and
“fake bad"). This study was conducted 1o
determine if children could distort their
CP(} responses. If so, then it might be
possible 1o develop scales thal detect such
motivational distortions and examine what
effects distortion might have on the 14
CPQ primary fuctors and four second-
order factors.

METHOQD
Participants

A total of 58 (28 girls, 30 boys) 12-yeur-
old seventh and eighth grade students from
a single school in a small suburban mid-
west conununity volunteered (with wiit-
ien parental consent) to participate in this
study.

Instrurnent

The Children’s Personality Questicnnaire
(CPQ)} (Porter & Catell, 1975) isa general
assessment of 14 distinet, bipolar person-
ality dimensions and four second-order
factors for children between the ages ol
“ 8and 12 (Porter & Cattell, 1979). It uses
a lorced-choice response format except
on intelligence items in which a third ap-
tion is available,
Procedure

All participants were given two acininis-
trations of the CPQ) Form A during a sin-
gle, individual session. The first 22 par-
ticipants (15 girls, 7 bays) who returned
parental permission forms (Group 1) were
asked 1o respond to both the CPQ Fake
Bad (FB) and Fake Good (FG} instructions
in order to select items for the FB and FG

scales. The order of adminisiration (FB/
FG) was reversed for hall the participants
to counterbatance potential order effects.
In the FB condition, the children were
asked to imagine an activity that they
wanied toavoid and then to discluse what
they had imagined 10 determine if they
were [ollowing directions. They were then
told (that the researcher wanted them w
respond to the CPQY in a way that would
assure them ol avoiding the activity imag-
ined—that is, o answer the questions so
that they would look like the “worst kid
in the world™ (FB instructions). 1o the FG
condition, the children were asked (o
imugine that there was something they
really wanted 1o do (e.qg., go to a special
camp, join a special club). Following these
instructions, they were asked w0 disclose
what they were imagining to determine if
they were following the instructions. They
were Lold that the researcher wanted them
Lo respond to the CPQ in a way that would
ussure them of achieving the imagined ac-
livity—that is, to answer the questions so
that they would look like the “best kid in
the world" (FG instructions). [n both con-
ditions, participints were wld that there
were methods available o detect fuking,
fht:rcl'ure they had 10 try to concewl their
intent.

Criteria used o select FB and FG scale
itemns were obtained from the Winder et
al. (1975) sidy and were alo used by
Castelli-Sawicki et al. (1983) in developing
motivational distortion scales for the
HSPQ, These criteria stated that {a) more
than 50% of the participamts in the faked
condition must have answered the hem in
the same direction and (1) Lwice us many
responses in the fuked condition must be
in that fuked direction than in a siandard
CPQ administration, The standard ad-
ministeation condition from the 46 par-
ticipants in Group 2 served as the stan-
dard comparison group.

Group 2 wus composed of the remain-
ing 36 participants (13 girls, 23 boys) who
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served Lo cross-validate the FB and FG
motivational distortion scales created from
the first group's responses. Of the 36 chil-
dren in Group 2, 16 received the FB and
stanelard instructons while the other 20
received (he FGoand standard instruc-
tions. The order of administration (fake/
standard) was reversed [or hall’ the par-
ticipants 1o counterbulance potential op-
der elleas,

Scares on the FB and FG scales were ob-
tained by awarding one point for each item
endorsed in the “laking” direction and add-
ing the ol number ol FIb and FG scale
items enclorsed, The FB scale ranged from
O—13 raw score points and the FG scale
ranged from (-5 raw score poims. CPQ)
factor raw scores, sten score conversions,
and second-order facior scores were ob-
tuined throngh computer scoring. Com-
hined norms {or girls and boys on Form A
contained in the CPQ handbook (Porter &
Cattell, 19749 were used o convert fuctor
pitw scores o standard {sien) scores, Sec-
ond-order lactor scores {Extraversion,
Ansiety, Fough Poise, Independence) were
calailated using equations provided in the
CPQ handhook,

RESULTS

Frequency tables were constructed (or each
CrQ item for FB (n=22) and FG {(n=22)
vonditions from the fst group amd stan-
dard acdkministrations (n=30) from the
second group o select items based on the
Wincler et al. (1975) criteria. The 13 jlems
ol the FB scale and live items of the FG
scade that swistied the selection criteria are
presented in Tuble 1.

Dependent fests were conducted o test
the differences beiween the standard ane
faked conditions on the FB and FG mo-
tivational distortion scales, Resulis for the
I scde indicated that participants from
Group 2 (n=16) responding o the FB
instructions (M =8.75; §D=2.30) ob-
tained signilicantdy higher scores on the

FB scale than under the standard instruc-
tons (M=2.38; §0=2,09; (15)=7.96;
p<.0005). Results for the FG scale indi-
cated that participanis in Group 2 (n =20}
responding to the FG instructions
(M =2.55; §1r=1.18) also obtained signif-
icantly higher scores on the FG scale than
under the standard instructions {3 = _7;
S0 =.92; 1(19)=4.98; p<.0005). A cutting
score of six on the FIb scale would have
correctly identifled 94% of 1he partici-
pants in the FB condition as “Eaking” while
incorrectly identilying 6% ol the partici-
pants in the standard condition as “fak-
ing.” On the FG Scule, a cutling score of
three would have correctly identilied 55%
of the participants in the FG condition as
“faking™ while incorrealy idemifying 8%
of the participants in the standard con-
dition as "faking.”

One-way (tes1 instructions) analyses of
variance (ANOV As) were conducted on the
14 sten score totals, 14 raw score totals, 2
motivational distorton scale totals, and 4
second-order factor scores. ‘The alpha kevel
used 10 determine statistical significance was
adjusted using the Bonferroni correction
(e=p/k where k=the number of signifi-
cance tests) 1o conrol the Type I ervor rate
{Pohlmann, 1979) because 34 maliple ¥
tests among partially uncorrelued depen-
dent variables were conducted. The signif-
icance level was adjusted 10 0015 (.05/34).
Each significant effect (p<<.0015) was fur-
ther subjected o Schelfe’s post hoc pro-
cedure 1o determine where significant dil-
[erences oceurved.

Factor raw score means were analyzed
because there is less meusurement ervor
and more variability among raw scores,
Results ol the ANOVAs and Scheffe's
analyses were identical [or hoth raw scores
and sten scores with the exception of fuc-
tor E. I the sten score analysis, all three
means were significanly (e=.05) differ-
ent on factor E; in the raw score analysis,
only the mean for the FB group differed
[rom the means of the other two groups,
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TABLE 1
Motivational Distortion Scale ltems

Fake Bad Scale Items

Fake Good Scale ltems

Item Direction of Scoring CPQ Scale

Item Direction of Scoring

CPQ Scale

23
27
40
56
7*
12%
15%
19%
29*
47%
56%
a7*
60*

RN =N NN N
O—-0OOMUEWUPrOIOD®

19
28

444
52+
64+

1

2
1
2
2

COIDm

*ftems from CPQ, Form A, Part Two.

Because the results were comparable, only
the raw score results are presentecd in
Table 2. R% are reported as effect size
estimates because signilicunce is so al-
fected by sample size. An R* equals the

sum-ol-squares explained by experinen-
til conenion divided by the stan-of-squares

total,

farticipants in the FB condition ob-
tained signilicantly lower scores on factor

TABLE 2
Means and F Ratios from One-Way ANOVA's of CPQ Raw Scores

Test Instructions

Fake Bad Fake Good Standard

Factor {n=16} {n=20} {n=36) Idf=2.69) R*
A—Reserved vs. Warmhearted 213, 8.30, 8, s
B—Dull v, Bright 3.50, 7.25, 7.32: 2338 o3
C—Emotional vs. Calm 2,66, 8.55, 5.681; 23‘72** 0-41
D—Unde_monstrative vs, Excitabla 7.44, 2.80, 5,03 15'45** 0'31
E—Obedient vs. Assertive 8.00, 2.75, 425,  27.72%%  0.45
F—Sober vs. Enthusiastic 6.31, 5.75., 4,56, ‘4.64* 042
G-—Expedient vs. Consclentious 1.81, 7.15 5.19 19.12** 0'36
H—Shy vs. Adventurous 2.56, 7.35, 458,  2646%*  0.43
I—Th;lqugh‘—jMinded vs. Tender- ‘ ' ’

inde 4,25 4,75 .06, R
J—Zestiul vs. Reflective 6.81, 2.35, j.gi 23 gg** 3'2;
N-—Forthright vs. Astute 7.88, 2.65, 481,  2622*%  0.43
O—Self-Assured vs, Apprehensive  6.88, 1.5, 3.92 4306%% (.56
Q;—lmpulsive vs. Controlled 2.38, 8.10, 5.89: 41'97** 0.55
Q,—Relaxed vs. Tense 8.44, 1.40, 528,  4597** 057
Fake Bad 8.75, 1.80, 231,  74.68** 068
Fake Goad 1.69,, 2.35, 084,  12.20** 026
*n < 01,
*%p < .0001.

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly at p < .06,
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B than participants in the FG and stao-
card conditions. On factors A, C, G, H,
and Oy, participants responding to the FB
instructions obtained significanily lower
facwor scores (raw and sten) than when
responcding 1o the standard instructions,
which in wirn produced significanly low-
er scores than when participants respond-
ed to the FG instructions. On facors D,
], N, O, and Q,, the direction of differ-
ences was reversed. Thus, on faclors A,
G, D, G H, N, O, Qs and Q, partici-
pants in the FB and participants in the FG
conditions obiained highly divergent scores
with the standard instruction scores fall-
ing somewhere between and within the
average range.

On the FB scale, participants in the FBb
condiiion obtained significantly higher
scores than in the standard condition and
FG condition. As also indicated in Table
9, the only statiscally significant differ-
ence found on the FG scale was that par-
ticipants in the FG condition obtained sig-
nilicantly higher scores than in the
standard condition.

Meun sten scores for each factor were
rounded to the nearest sten for each of
the three testing conditions and plotted
in Figure 1 1o illustrate the average profile
generated by the different instructional
conditions. The divergent results between
the FB and FG conditions are clearly il-
lustrated, It is also interesiing to note that
the mean scores of the standard instruc-
tion condition were mostly within the av-
erage range. ‘This suggests that the sample
wus reasonahly representative of the
norming group.

Resulis of the ANOVAs and Scheffe's
analyses for the CPQ second-order factors
{Extraversion, Anxiety, Tough Poise, and
Independence) are presented in Table 3.
On buth Anxiety and Independence, par-
ticipants responding to the FB nstruc-
tions obtained significantly higher scores
than with the standard instructions, which
in wrn yielded significantly higher scores

than when participants responded to the
FG instructions. Participants responcing
to the FB instructions also obtained high-
er scores on the Tough Poise Factor than
under the standard and FG instructions.

DISCUSSION

Examination of the mean primary factor
scares indicated that responses (o the FB
instructions seemed o result in partici-
pants making themselves “look” aloof, less
intelligent, less emotionally stable, and
more impatient, aggressive, disregarding
ol rules, shy, critical of oihers, shrewd,
insecure, vareless ol social rules, and ense.
Participants in the FG condition seeming-
ly responded in ways that made them-
selves “look™ warm hearted, emotionally
stable, deliberate, obedient, conscientious,
socially outgoing, uncritical, senlimental,
confident, controlled, and refuxed. These
adjectives, abtained from the CPQ hand-
book (Porier & Cantell, 1979), seem o de-
seribe the socially desirable and undesir-
able traits ane might expect in attempts
10 make oneselfl look good or bad. It is
interesting (o note that with respect 1o fac-
1or B {intelligence), participants in the FG
condition were unable Lo make themselves
look “more” intelligent—an important and
nol unexpected outcome.

Results for the second-order factors in-
dicated that participants in the FB con-
dition made themselves look more anx-
ious, dominant, and independent while
participants in the FG conditivn seemed
1o make themselves look less anxious and
more emotional. These characeristics,
particularly anxiety, also seem to huve some
socially desirable and undesirable con-
notations.

The data suggest that children are so-
phisticated enough to respond to the CPQ
in a sacially desirable (FG} and socially
undesirable (FB) way when asked to do
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FIGURE 1
CPQ Test Profile

TABLE 3

Means and F Ratios from One-Way ANOVA's of CPQ Second Order
Factor Sten Scores

Test Instructions

Fake Bad Fake Good Standard F
Factor {n=16) {n=20) {n=236) (ef=2,69) R®
Extraversion 5,360 5.93, 5.27, 4.88* 0.12
Anxiety 7.96, 4,33, 6.05; 50.4B**+ 0.59
Tough Poise 6.68, 5.5, 591, 7.76%* 0.18
Independence 6.84, 4.36, 5.42, 33.73%%» 0.49
*p < 01,
**p < .001.

*%xn <2 0001,

Note. Means with different subseripts differ significantly at p < .05,

s0. “Sophistication,” however, also implies
encugh wisdom or worldliness (o under-
stancd that there is something 1o be gained
or avoided by faking onaself-report gues-
tionnaive, Thus, it is both a orater of un-
derstanding how Lo respond to make one-
sell look gooed or bad, as well as recogniving
that it might be 1o one’s benefit o do so.
This research addresses the former.
Whether or not children are sophisticated
enough to identify the conditions in which
it would be desirable to distort responses
requires [urther investigation.

Although the mativational distortion
seales (FG and FB) seem 10 have some
diseriminatory power, their cautious ap-
plication generally, and for the FG scale
specifically, must be underscored. The
potential ol either scale for identifying
stuclents as “laking™ when they were not
(false positives) wils relatively small for both
scales. For the FG scale, however, only
5% ol those in the FG condition were
correctly idemiified as fuking good. A po-
tentinl explanaion for the greater num-
ber of lems that satisfied the selection cri-
tevia in the FB condition may be that
children are more adept al making them-
sebves look bad than they are a1 making
themiselves look good. An alternutive ex-
planation [or the greater number of FB
items might be that CPQ) items are not as

MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION

low in face validity as the authors sug-
gested. That is, the items themselves may
Lie written n such a way that it s casier
for children to distort in negative as com-
pared to positive directions.

The mativational distortion scales pre-
sented here should be viewed as useful
primarily for research purposes and not
us a way to evaluate response scts, The
degree o which the findings [rom this
sty can be generalized needs more re-
search, In addition to the small sample
size, the students in this study represent
the upper age limit of the CPQ. Whether
or not children at the other age levels (8-
Il year olds) can also distort their re-
sponses s an adeitional area that must be
investigated.
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