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Development of the Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory (CBF-PI)

: Validity Analysis
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Medical Psychological Institute ,Second Xiangya Hospital , Central South University , Changsha 410011, China

[ Abstract]

Objective: To test the validity of Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory (CBF-PI). Methods: A total of

1221 students who came from six universities administered the CBF—PI. Results: The results of 22 personality facet scales

in the CBF=PI were factored using principal component analysis showed good factor structure. All of the communities of

facets were above 0.4, the maximum was 0.75. Five factors explained 62.41% of the total variance.The findings of Criteri-

on—-Related Validity were excellent. The factors of CBF—PI brief version correlated strongly with relevant dimensions of

NEO-PI-R and BFI, ranging from 0.36 (Agreeableness) to 0.85

(Conscientiousness) and 0.58 (Agreeableness) to 0.83

(Neuroticism), respectively. Conclusion: The CBF—-PI was a valid assessment of big five personality dimensions and facets.
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