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Abstract

Streszczenie

Introduction and objective: The aim of the article is to introduce a Polish adaptation of the Interpersonal Cognitive
Distortions Scale (ICDS) created by Hamamci and Biiyiikoztiirk in 2004, including psychometric properties of the method.
Materials and methods: The survey included 595 participants aged 14-38 (M = 20.02; SD = 4.56), with 73.4% women.
Participants completed the ICDS, the Personality Inventory (PID-5-BF+), Adaptive and Maladaptive Perfectionism
Questionnaire (Kwestionariusz Perfekcjonizmu Adaptacyjnego i Dezadaptacyjnego, KPAD), and the Multidimensional
Measure of Parasocial Relationships (MMPR). Results: Both exploratory and confirmatory analyses were used to verify the
internal structure of the ICDS. In the exploratory factor analysis, the original structure was not correctly reflected; a four-
factor model appears to be a better fit. In contrast, in the confirmatory factor analysis the model with the best (though still
questionable) fit is a four-factor model, but with items of low factor loadings removed, differing in structure from the original
model. The model best fitted to the data is one based on the original model with items having low factor loadings removed.
The remaining items form a shortened version of the measurement scale, with a similar number of items in the subscales,
characterised by good measurement reliability. Conclusions: The indicators of the short form ICDS show that the scale can
be used in therapeutic and research processes on cognitive distortions.

Keywords: cognitive distortions, interpersonal distortions, scale, short form

Wprowadzenie i cel: Celem artykulu jest przedstawienie polskiej adaptacji Skali Interpersonalnych Znieksztatcen
Poznawczych (Interpersonal Cognitive Distortions Scale, ICDS) opracowanej przez Hamamci i Biiyiikoztiirka w 2004 roku,
z uwzglednieniem wlasciwosci psychometrycznych metody. Material i metody: W badaniu wziglo udziat 595 uczestnikow
w wieku 14-38 lat (M = 20,03; SD = 4,56), w tym 73,4% kobiet. Uczestnicy badania wypelnili cztery kwestionariusze: ICDS,
Kwestionariusz Osobowosci (Personality Inventory, PID-5-BF+), polski Kwestionariusz Perfekcjonizmu Adaptacyjnego
i Dezadaptacyjnego (KPAD) oraz Wielowymiarowy Kwestionariusz Relacji Parasocjalnych (Multidimensional Measure of
Parasocial Relationships, MMPR). Wyniki: Do weryfikacji wewnetrznej struktury ICDS wykorzystano zaréwno analizy
eksploracyjne, jak i konfirmacyjne. W eksploracyjnej analizie czynnikowej oryginalna struktura nie zostata poprawnie
odzwierciedlona, lepszy wydaje si¢ model czteroczynnikowy. Z kolei w konfirmacyjnej analizie czynnikowej model
o najlepszym (cho¢ wciaz watpliwym) dopasowaniu to model czteroczynnikowy, ale z usunietymi itemami o niskich
fadunkach, odbiegajacy struktura od modelu oryginalnego. Model najlepiej dopasowany do danych to model bazujacy na
modelu oryginalnym z usunietymi pozycjami o niskich tadunkach czynnikowych. Pozostate pozycje tworza skrécong wersje
skali pomiarowej, o zblizonej liczbie iteméw w podskalach, cechujacych si¢ dobra rzetelnoscig pomiaru. Wnioski: Wskazniki
krotkiej formy ICDS pokazujg, ze skala moze by¢ wykorzystywana w procesach terapeutycznych i badawczych nad
znieksztalceniami poznawczymi.

Stowa kluczowe: znieksztalcenia poznawcze, znieksztalcenia interpersonalne, skala, wersja skrécona
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INTRODUCTION

he origin and recognition of cognitive distortions

were described by Aaron Beck (1963), who is con-

sidered the founder of the cognitive-behavioural ap-
proach. Developed in the 1960s, this approach is primarily
based on the “cognitive model’, which posits that “emotions,
behaviours, and physiology are influenced by perception of
events” (Beck, 2011, p. 33). This means that feelings and emo-
tions are not the result of an event but rather its interpreta-
tion. Beliefs formed from childhood onward generate specific
thoughts, which in turn elicit an emotional response consis-
tent with one’s perception of the situation. This relationship
can be illustrated using a cognitive hierarchy (Beck, 2011).
At its foundation lie core beliefs, which form from the earli-
est years of life and encompass how an individual perceives
the world, other people, and themselves. These beliefs influ-
ence intermediate beliefs, which include “attitudes, princi-
ples, and assumptions” (Beck, 2011, p. 37). These assump-
tions have a direct connection to the automatic thoughts that
arise in response to specific situations.
A similar scheme was described by Ellis (2000) in the ABC
model, where A stands for the activating event, B - for be-
liefs, and C - for consequences. Long-term experience of cer-
tain thoughts and emotions leads to the selection of specific
strategies to cope with them. For example, a person who
grew up in a family with a belief that no one can be trust-
ed may struggle to derive satisfaction from interpersonal re-
lationships. They may look for confirmation of their belief
(often unfounded) in the behaviour of others, which can ul-
timately lead to relationship breakdown (Liberska and Su-
walska, 2011), as this is how they regulate their emotions and
feelings. Matching experiences to one’s beliefs often occurs
through the mechanism of cognitive distortion. In this way,
the individual interprets reality so as to avoid dissonance and
emotional irritation. Studies confirm positive relationships
between cognitive distortions and levels of depression and
anxiety (Persons et al., 2023; Priyanka et al., 2022; Riskind
and Calvete, 2023;) as well as post-traumatic stress disorder
(Ouhmad et al., 2024). Research also indicates that those
who failed attempt suicide exhibit more cognitive distor-
tions than psychiatric inpatients who but have not attempt-
ed suicide within the previous two years (Jager-Hyman et al.,
2014). Cognitive distortions are also risk factors for engaging
in gambling (Hotub, 2018;), mediators between problemat-
ic social media use and self-esteem levels (Sireli et al., 2023),
and correlates of Internet addiction and various online activ-
ities (Ozparlak and Karakaya, 2022).
Human beings are inherently social creatures who require
the presence of others to function. This fulfils one of the basic
needs mentioned by Maslow (1958), namely the need for be-
longing to a specific group. When maintaining and deriving
satisfaction from interpersonal relationships poses no ma-
jor problems, they can be described as beneficial. However,
one must consider the case in which these needs are unmet.
Cognitive distortions that occur in relationships with
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others are referred to as interpersonal cognitive distortions
(Hamamc1 and Biyiikoztiirk, 2004). DiGiuseppe and Zee
(1986) describe them as fixed, exaggerated beliefs about in-
terpersonal relationships. Contact with another person can
automatically, and without conscious awareness, activate
pre-existing beliefs about relationships and influence how
the person is perceived. Drawing on previous experiences
reduces the cognitive effort required every time an individu-
al interacts with another person (Andersen and Przybylinski,
2014). Yet it is worth asking whether relying on this “short-
cut” is always beneficial when forming new relationships.
According to Lemos et al. (2007; cited in Cayir and Kalkan,
2018, p. 57), the use of these mechanisms may lead to “the oc-
currence of unhealthy emotional experiences, dysfunctional
behaviour and low levels of self-acceptance”. Other studies
show that interpersonal cognitive distortions positively cor-
relate with shyness and fear (Koydemir and Demir, 2008) and
are significant predictors of Internet use (Celik and Odaci,
2013; Kalkan, 2012). Simsek et al. (2021) found a positive
relationship between interpersonal rejection and interper-
sonal misperception and loneliness, a negative relationship
between loneliness and unrealistic expectations in a relation-
ship, and a positive relationship between interpersonal re-
jection and perceived life satisfaction. In addition, the study
found that interpersonal misperception in close relationships
may increase life satisfaction. Through resemblance to signifi-
cant others, such as facial expressions, tone of voice, and even
physical similarity, an individual may judge a newly met per-
son and form an opinion about them that is not necessarily
accurate (Giinaydin et al., 2012). Therefore, the use of these
distortions can often lead to erroneous cognitive assessment
(Andersen and Przybylinski, 2014).

Taking the above reports into account, the purpose of this
article is to present the Polish adaptation of the scale de-
signed to assess cognitive distortions in interpersonal rela-
tionships, i.e. the Interpersonal Cognitive Distortions Scale
(ICDS), originally created by Hamamc1 and Buytikoztiirk
(2004). The authors identified three main constructs that an
individual may adopt in interpersonal relationships. The first
construct, interpersonal rejection, refers to a negative atti-
tude toward others. In a relationship, therefore, an individ-
ual will manifest constant distrust, anxiety, or fear of being
taken advantage of. Consequently, this may lead to the for-
mation of a belief that it is not worth entering into any rela-
tionship with others (Hamamci, 2002). The second construct,
unrealistic expectations of relationships, involves excessively
high expectations for both one’s own and others’ behaviour.
If needs and goals are not satisfied for a long time, this can
predispose individuals to hostility and resentment (Berk and
Andersen, 2008). The third construct concerns an unrealis-
tic evaluation of thoughts and feelings in relationships, con-
sidered according to one type of cognitive distortion mecha-
nism, known as “mind-reading’, where a person thinks they
know exactly what another person is thinking without com-
municating with them. This tendency can lead to blaming
each other (Cayir and Kalkan, 2018). In addition, persistent
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negative affect resulting from unmet needs in a relationship
can increase the risk of depression (Gardner and Helmes,
2006). All three constructs mentioned above positively cor-
relate with attachment anxiety (Cayir and Kalkan, 2018). This
may mean that the dimension that characterises an individ-
ual is a mechanism that makes it easier for them to deal with
the negative affect experienced in a past relationship.
Originally, the scale was compiled with the Conflict Ten-
dency Scale (Domen, 1986, cited in Hamamci and Biiyiik6z-
tiirk, 2004), the Automatic Thoughts Questionnaire (Hollon
and Kendall, 1980), the Irrational Beliefs Scale (Tiirkiim,
2003; cited in Hamamci and Biyiikoztiirk, 2004), and the
Marital Life Questionnaire (Tezer, 1986; cited in Hamamci
and Buiytukoztiirk, 2004). The test reliability was 0.74, as-
sessed using the test-retest methodology. The factor struc-
ture was examined using principal component analysis.
Initially, the analysis indicated six factors, but after further
statistical analyses, three factors were identified. In total, the
questionnaire consists of 19 items. The first factor, interper-
sonal rejection, explains 15.5% of the variance and consists
of eight items. The second factor, unrealistic expectations
regarding relationships, accounts for 13.1% of the variance
and also comprises eight items. The final construct, unre-
alistic assessment of thoughts and feelings in relationships,
explains 9.5% of the variance and includes three items.

It is worth nothing that the full version of this method has
been adapted only for the German population by Kirch-
ner et al. (2022). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed
a structure of five dimensions - uncertainty, dependence,
requirement, misperception, and distrust, with factor load-
ings ranging from 0.44 to 0.85. Consistency at the level of
the overall scale was acceptable and adequate with a = 0.76,
while at the level of subscales it ranged from good to poor
(a: 0.61-0.80). Correlational analyses accordingly to au-
thors showed acceptable consistency (p = —0.29 to —0.35
for negative relations and p = 0.27 to 0.59 for positive ones),
suboptimal discriminant validity (p = —0.29 to —0.38 for
negative relations and p = 0.52 for positively connected
features), and acceptable clinical validity (p = —0.21 and
p = 0.36 to 0.44, similarly, for different expected relations)
at the total-scale level (Kirchner, 2022). In Poland, despite
the widespread use of the cognitive-behavioural theory and
therapy, there is no scale to quantitatively assess cognitive
distortions.

Therefore, the aim of the present study was to examine the
structure of the questionnaire in a Polish sample and to
evaluate its general psychometric properties and recom-
mendation for use in both psychotherapeutic practice and
scientific research.

METHOD
Participants

The survey included 595 participants between the ages of 14
and 38 (M = 20.02; SD = 4.56). The majority of respondents
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were women (73.4%). Most participants had completed sec-
ondary education. All participants completed the ICDS; ad-
ditionally, for validity testing, 356 individuals completed
the Personality Inventory (PID-5-BF+), 309 - the Adaptive
and Maladaptive Perfectionism Questionnaire (Kwestiona-
riusz Perfekcjonizmu Adaptacyjnego i Dezadaptacyjnego,
KPAD), and 110 - the Multidimensional Measure of Paraso-
cial Relationships (MMPR). All participants were informed
of the purpose of the study and provided informed con-
sent to participate. Participants were recruited through on-
line platforms and word-of-mouth dissemination. Because
minors were to participate in the study, an application was
submitted to the Research Ethics Committee, which ap-
proved the survey conducted via the LimeSurvey platform.
The decision to include minors (n = 226) was based on the
assumption that the way relationships are formed and de-
veloped is primarily shaped during adolescence and then
reinforced in adulthood. If young individuals feel that they
do not fit into a given social group, this feeling often has
a lasting and profound impact on their future behaviour
and interpersonal relationships, especially in today’s reality,
where online relationships are gaining importance and anx-
iety about real-world interactions is increasing. While it can
be argued that adolescents exhibit some variability in their
behaviours and attitudes, these fluctuations are neither fre-
quent nor intense enough to significantly affect the stabil-
ity of the observed tendencies. Moreover, most studies fo-
cus solely on adults due to easier access to this population.

Measures

ICDS (Hamamci and Bityiikoztiirk, 2004) in its original form
is a 19-item instrul111lment assessing cognitive distortions in
relation to interpersonal interactions. Factor analysis identi-
fied three factors: Interpersonal Rejection (8 items), Unrealistic
Expectations (8 items), and Interpersonal Misperception
(3 items). For each statement, a 5-point Likert scale is used, rang-
ing from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The internal
consistency coeflicient (Cronbach’s alpha) was 0.67.
PID-5-BF+ (Bach et al., 2020) is the short version of the
PID-5 Personality Inventory used by clinicians and re-
searchers to assess six combined personality domains:
negative affect, indifference, antagonism, aversion, anan-
kastia, psychoticism, as well as 18 aspects of personali-
ty (Bach et al., 2020). The scale consists of 36 items, rat-
ed on a 4-point Likert scale, where 0 means “definitely
not true or very often not true” and 3 — “definitely true or
very often true”. In the present study, the following alpha
coeflicients were obtained: negative affect — 0.76; detach-
ment - 0.70; antagonism - 0.70; disinhibition - 0.69; anan-
kastia - 0.70; psychoticism - 0.71. The scale was used for
checking whether cognitive distortions are associated with
personality traits understood as traits connected to person-
ality disorders (Strus et al., 2019).

KPAD (Szczucka, 2010) measures two types of perfection-
ism - adaptive (PA) and maladaptive (PD). The questionnaire
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contains 35 items forming two subscales with a 7-point Lik-
ert scale rating: from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly
agree”). The questionnaire has high internal consistency for
both types of perfectionism (PA: o = 0.846; PD: a = 0.947).
Because high levels of perfectionism are usually connected to
low self-esteem (Piotrowski et al., 2023), maladaptive perfec-
tionism was expected to be related to higher levels of distor-
tions in social relationships.

MMPR (Garcia et al., 2022) in Polish adaptation by Wit-
kowska et al. (2025) is used to study individuals’ behaviours
toward famous people, such as film, TV, or social media
figures, and assesses the degree to which these individu-
als influence their daily lives, such as how they eat or dress.
The 18-item questionnaire is rated on a 4-point Likert scale,
where 1 means “completely disagree” and 4 — “completely
agree”. Cronbach’s a ranged from 0.66 to 0.75 across the
four dimensions, and 0.85 for the overall score, indicat-
ing satisfactory psychometric performance. Higher levels
of cognitive distortions were expected to be associated with
a greater tendency to being engaged mainly in safe paraso-
cial relationships.

RESULTS
Translation and language validation

The original questionnaire was translated into Polish by
three independent translators. The resulting language
versions were reviewed and corrected by an expert flu-
ent in English and trained in both psychological and
cognitive-behavioural psychotherapy. The result of this
work was the initial language version, which was next
subjected to the back-translation procedure into English.
Evaluation of the semantic identity of the obtained ver-
sions showed no concerns about the translation or the
semantic equivalence of the items. That version was ap-
proved for the psychometric evaluation process. Both ex-
ploratory and confirmatory analyses were used to verify
the internal structure of the ICDS. The full sample was
randomly divided into two subsets. In the first subset
(n = 200), exploratory analyses were conducted, while
in the second one (n = 395), confirmatory analysis was
performed.

Exploratory analyses

Due to the fact mentioned in the introduction that some
items in the original tool have low factor loadings, both the
original three-factor structure and alternative models with
unrestricted numbers of factors were examined.

Bartlett’s test (Chi* = 981.348, df = 171, p < 0.001) and the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO = 0.783) showed the
suitability of the analysed matrix and its adequacy for fur-
ther analysis. Principal components analysis with non-or-
thogonal rotation (simple oblimin) was used. Results for
the restricted (3 and 4 factors) and unrestricted number of
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factors (own value >1) are shown in Tab. 1. As factor load-
ings >0.4 are commonly considered necessary to form the
factor, lower loadings were omitted in the Tab. 1. The results
show that the Polish sample does not reflect the original
three-factor structure well. The factor similar to Unrealis-
tic Expectations (factor 2) contains only five items from the
original structure, one additional item originally belonging
to factor 3, and the following three items loading on other
factors. Additionally, item 14 did not reach the expected
value, and item 15 cross-loaded on two factors with a neg-
ative sign with the higher loading.

Scree plot analysis indicated that a four or fivefactor solu-
tion would be optimal, while using the unrestricted num-
ber of factors indicated five factors. The four-factor struc-
ture seems to be more coherent. Only one item (18) failed
to reach the expected 0.4 loading. Other items had relative-
ly higher factor loadings and were not cross-loaded. In con-
trast, in the five-factor solution, one of the factors was neg-
atively correlated with others, the number of items ranged
from two to six, and one item (18) failed to reach the mini-
mum 0.4 value. In sum, the four-factors structure is proba-
bly optimal for the Polish version.

Confirmatory factor analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis was performed to verify as-
sumptions of the tool’s structure. Fit indices for all tested
models are shown in Tab. 2.

Firstly, the original structure was tested (Model 1; Fig. 1)
but did not meet the criteria for good model fit. The exact
fitting indicators were obtained in Model 2. Model 2 had the
same structure, but also second-order latent variable was
added. However, it did not improve the quality of fit.
Secondly, the structures of factors obtained in the EFA were
tested: four and fivefactor models, both with and without sec-
ond-order variables (Models 3-7). In Model 5 - five items
with the lowest factors loadings (<0.3) were removed, but still
there were items with loadings between 0.3-0.4. The best fit
was shown for Model 6 - five correlated factors - fit indices
had good or acceptable values. However, this model seemed
to be problematic in terms of interpretation.

Lastly, the same analysis was conducted, but in an explor-
atory way. Starting from the original structure of the tool,
items with the lowest factor loadings were removed step by
step. As a result a three-factor structure was obtained with
more unified numbers of items in each factor (4—4-3) than
in the original tool (8—8-3). That solution had the best fit
indices, which confirms it fits the data well.

A comparable level of fit was observed for the solution with
the second-order factor. It can mean the possibility of as-
sessing general interpersonal misperception. A similar con-
clusion can be drawn from Models 1 and 2 (three factors).
However, in the case of the solutions with four or five fac-
tors, adding the second-order latent variable worsened
model fit. Overall, Model 8 (Fig. 2) seems to be the best
resolution.
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Factor Original model 4-factors - exploratory 5-factors — exploratory
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5

SIZP_1 Being intimate with people
usually creates problems R 0.598 0597 0.687
SIZP_2 People do not understand me IR 0.791 0.797 0.681
SIZP_3 I believe that | will be rejected
if | reveal my feelings and thoughts IR 0.722 0.718 0.802
to people around me
SIZP_4 There are no real friends
in this life IR 0.676 0.662 0.464
SIZP_5 | want people thatlam
in contact with to share UE 0.554 0.645 0.664
their feelings and thoughts with me
SIZP_6 | understand from someone’s
eyes what kind of a person they are IM 0672 0.849 0.867
SIZP_7 | feel what they think even
if people do not show it M 0.693 0817 0.830
SIZP_8 Other people should know
what | think even if | do not reveal M 0.532 0.580 0.547
my thoughts
SIZP_9 To feel good, other peoples’
thoughts and feelings about me UE 0.549 0.491 0.439
should be positive
SIZP_10 People do not keep their _
promises IR 0.520 0.530 0.726
SIZP_11 1 should always belong
to a social group UE 0.566 0.598 0.586
SIZP_121 believe that people do
not accept me when | am in a social IR 0.673 0.659 0.470
environment
SIZP_13 It is beneficial to be alert
to people around us IR 0.506 0.609 0.489 —0.507
SIZP_141should be tolerant of others
in order not to offend them UE 0712 0784
SIZP_15 should behave as others want
me to behave in order to make them UE 0.402 | —0.479 0.442 0.564
happy
SIZP_16 | always want somebody
to be around me UE 0.637 0.608 0.656
SIZP_17 | always want people to show
understanding to me UE 0.712 0.623 0.634
SIZP_18 People should meet each UE 0.474
others’ expectations in relationships ’
SIZP_19 It is always useful to keep
superficial our relationships IR 0.461 0.461 —0.600
with others
IM — Interpersonal Misperception; IR — Interpersonal Rejection; UE — Unrealistic Expectations.

Tab. 1. Factor loadings for 3-, 4-, and 5-factor solutions from EFA analysis

Factor weights analysis

As an additional analysis, factor loadings obtained in CFA
analysis were examined in more detail. As some research-
ers claim (see: Yuan, 2005), fit indices may be affected by
sample size or data distribution. Thus, even if they are poor,
they do not necessarily indicate a poor fit. Consequently,
fit indices should not be the only way to evaluate a mod-
el’s validity in confirmatory analysis. The analysis of fac-
tor weights together with fit indices represents the quality
of measurement of latent variables (McNeish et al., 2018).
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Hancock and Mueller (2011) point to a potential reliabili-
ty paradox, whereby models with high factor loadings have
a poorer overall fit.

Therefore, the factor weights of the items forming the tool’s
factors were compared (Tab. 3). Analysis of the original
structure showed seven items with factor weighs obtained
in CFA analysis, which were <0.45. Acceptable factor load-
ings are considered to be >0.40. However, it is recommend-
ed to have factor loadings >0.6 or even >0.70 for a reliable
instrument. Taking into account the fact that the original
structure is highly differentiated in terms of the number
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Chi¥/df GFI CFl SRMR RMSEA (90% CI)

Threshold for good fitting <2 >0.95 >0.95 <0.05 <0.05

Threshold for acceptable fitting <3 >0.90 >0.90 <0.08 <0.08
1 | Original 3-factors 2.754 0.899 0.816 0.0699 0.067 (0.059—0.074)
2 | 3-factors — second-order 2.754 0.899 0.816 0.0699 0.067 (0.059—-0.074)
3 | 4-factors based on EFA 3.139 0.898 0.800 0.0776 0.074(0.066—0.082)
4 | 4-factors (based on EFA) — second-order 2973 0.896 0.795 0.0782 0.071(0.063-0.078)
5 | 4-factors — with removed items 2.420 0.944 0.907 0.0616 0.060 (0.049-0.072)
6 | 5-factors based on EFA 2377 0.918 0.862 0.0597 0.059 (0.051-0.067)
7 | 5-factors based on EFA - second order 2.629 0.925 0.870 0.0825 0.064 (0.055—0.074)
8 | 3-factors shortened 1.677 0.972 0.968 0.0478 0.041(0.023-0.058)

CFI - comparative fit index; EFA — exploratory factor analysis; GFl — goodness of fit index; RMSEA — root mean square error of approximation.

Tab. 2. Fit indices for the tested tools structures in CFA analysis

of items across Interpersonal Rejection (8 items), Unreal-
istic Expectations (8 items), and Interpersonal Mispercep-
tion (3 items), it was decided to unify the number of items
across the factors by removing those with the lowest factor
loadings, as mentioned above. As a result, a solution with
11 items (Model 8) was obtained. Three of them, however,
still had relatively low loadings — item 1 (A = 0.563), item 11
(A =0.497), and item 8 (A = 0.322). Item 8 was retained de-
spite its deficient value to avoid creating a factor composed
of only two items. It is worth noting that a similar situation
occurs in the case of Models 4 and 5. After removing items
with low values from the initial solution, eight of the re-
maining 14 items still had loadings <0.6.

Model 1: 1CDS — original structure.
Note: All patch are statistically significant (p < 0.05)

Summing up, Model 8 (three-factor structure with removed
items) seems to be the best-fitting to the data in terms of
both fit indices and factor weights of the items composing
the factors.

Reliability analyses for the original structure and the short-
ened Model 8 are shown in Tab. 4. In both cases, reliability
indicators achieved at least 0.6, especially McDonald’s ome-
ga, which is resistant to the number of items. Cronbach’s
alpha indicators are weaker, especially in the Interpersonal
Misperception factor, which comprises only three items.
It becomes more reliable after removing one item (item 8,
with a low factor weight and low general correlation with
factor).

Fig. 1. CFA analysis with factor loadings for the original version of the ICDS - Model 1
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Model 8: ICDS-SF.
Note: All patch are statistically significant (p < 0.05)

Fig. 2. CFA analysis with factor loadings for the short version of the ICDS - Model 8

Analysis of construct validity Distortion Scale, the Perfectionism Scales, and the manner
and degree of entry into Parasocial Relationships were used.
To calculate the convergent validity of the ICDS, an analysis of Discriminant validity was calculated by comparing the score ob-
the relationship between the results of the abbreviated Cognitive tained with those obtained on the PID-5-BF+ scale. Out of the
e, Original (Model 1) Shortened (Model 8) ( :“f‘;‘l:")fs) Hodel (fce?ftte":s) (;‘“f‘;‘::lfs)
Factor A Factor A Factor A Factor A Factor A
1 IR 0.565 IR 0.563 1 0.563 1 0.566 1 0.567
2 IR 0.722 IR 0.744 1 0.732 1 0.746 1 0.722
3 IR 0.740 IR 0.775 1 0.758 1 0.772 1 0.767
4 IR 0.482 1 0.471 1 0.437 1 0.470
5 UE 0.465 2 0.501 2 0.489 2 0.526
6 IM 0.320 IM 0.717 3 0.623 3 0.647 3 0.688
7 M 0.723 M 0.728 3 0.850 3 0.819 3 0.770
8 M 0.723 M 0.322 4 0.267 4 0.263
9 UE 0.600 UE 0.655 4 0.600 4 0.565 4 0.589
10 IR 0.419 1 0.391 5 0.575
N UE 0.465 UE 0.497 4 0.467 4 0.452 4 0.482
12 R 0.634 IR 0.628 1 0.636 1 0.630 1 0.645
13 IR 0.408 2 0.352 2 0.325 5 0.636
14 UE 0.391 2 0.402 2 0.393 2 0.402
15 UE 0.241 4 0.241 1 0.335
16 UE 0.494 UE 0.626 4 0.504 4 0.512 4 0.510
17 UE 0.755 UE 0.674 4 0.766 4 0.796 4 0.765
18 UE 0.290 2 0.332 2 0.326
19 IR 0.355 1 0.331 5 0.462
IM — Interpersonal Misperception; IR — Interpersonal Rejection; UE — Unrealistic Expectations.

§2 | Tab. 3. Factor loadings for selected models in CFA analysis
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Model 1 (original) Model 8 (shortened)
IR UE IM IR UE IM IM (only items 6, 7)
Cronbach’s alpha 0.777 0.673 0.591 0.765 0.667 0.591 0.723
McDonald'somega 0.779 0.679 0.640 0.777 0.667 0.640 n/a
IM — Interpersonal Misperception; IR — Interpersonal Rejection; UE — Unrealistic Expectations.
Tab. 4. Reliability of factors in Models 1 and 8
| Factors Inter_reject Unrealistic_exp Inter_misper
PID-5-BF+
Neg_affect —0.140%* —0.111* —0.052
Detachment —0.041 —0.005 —0.070
Antagonism —0.033 —0.020 —0.004
Disinhibition —0.060 —0.015 —0.080
Anankastia —0.038 —-0.013 0.063
Psychotism —0.020 0.030 —0.008
MMPR
Affective dimension 0.263** 0.242** 0.277**
Behaviour dimension 0.437** 0.304** 0.264**
Cognitive dimension 0.276** 0.267** 0.336**
Decisional dimension 0.223* 0.293** 0.452**
KPAD
Adaptive perfectionism —00.154** 0.158** 0.192**
Maladaptive perfectionism 0.531%* 0.320%* 0.125%
*p <0.05;**p <0.01.

Tab. 5. Criterion validity of ICDS - correlation with PID-5-BF+, KPAD, and MMPR

six personality domains, a positive correlation between the ICDS
scale and negative affectivity was expected. The obtained results
(r-Pearson correlation) are shown in Tab. 5.

As expected, there was a significant correlation between
ICDS scores and negative affectivity, but it was low and neg-
ative. However, this result is surprising and requires fur-
ther research. As for convergent validity, all dimensions of
the MMPR and KPAD correlated significantly and positively
with each ICDS factor. These correlations were moderate, in-
dicating that the measured variables differed to some extent.

CONCLUSIONS

The aim of the presented analyses was to prepare the Polish
version of the ICDS. The need for adaptation resulted from
the lack of tools that assess individuals’ thoughts about their
relations and interpersonal experiences.

Based on the conducted analysis, the Polish version of the
tool in its original form demonstrates relatively poor but ac-
ceptable fit indices. However, the factor loadings should be
stronger to recognise the tool as reliable. This version does
not differ from the original one, which also contains items
with weak loadings (Hamamc1 and Biiyiikoztiirk, 2004).
Similar findings were obtained in the adaptation of the scale
to the German population, where the authors indicated that
the low validity of some subscales may be at least partially
attributable to low internal consistencies and a lack of con-
struct validity (Kirchner et al., 2023).

© PSYCHIATR PSYCHOL KLIN 2026, 26 (1), 46—54

A solution with entirely acceptable fit indices and factor
loadings is the shortened version of the original structure.
This model retains three factors, but from items with weak
loadings were removed from the Interpersonal Rejection
and Unrealistic Expectations subscales. As a result, the tool
contains an almost equal number of items. However, one
item still has a factor loading that is too low. At the same
time, Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega show the
same reliability indicators, suggesting that the weak items
are not needed to compose the scale.

In addition to its strengths, the study has limitations that
warrant discussion. First, the design did not allow con-
clusions about clinical populations with different kinds of
mental disorders. Knowing which measured cognitive dis-
tortions overlap with groups of mental disorders would be
valuable for both clinical practice and aetiological research.
It seems significant that individuals with various mental
disorders may also differ significantly in the content of their
distortions from those in the non-clinical group. There-
fore, future studies should include a clinical population.
The second limitation concerns the methodological scopes.
The study had a clearly defined and justifiable choice of
methods, but it seems reasonable that when planning future
research, different methods should be included, especial-
ly for exploring perceived social support and relationship
satisfaction. Cognitive distortions often involve perceptions
not only of oneself, but also of oneself in the context of the
world and other people.
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In conclusion, the Polish version of the ICDS in the Short
Form can be recommended for use, especially in further
research, while acknowledging its psychometric and other
limitations.
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