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Spanish-language measures of the Big Five personality dimensions are needed for research on Hispanic
minority populaticns. Three studies were conducted to evaluate a Spanish version of the Big Five
Inventory (BFT) (Q. P. John et al., 1991) and explore the generalizability of the Big Five factor structure
in Latin cnltural groups. In Smdy 1, a cross-cultural design was used to compare the Spanish and
English BFI in college students from Spain and the United States, to assess factor congruence across
languages, and to test convergence with indigenous Spanish Big Five markers. In Study 2, a bilingual
design was used to compare the Spanish and English BFI in a college-educated sample of bilingual
Hispanics and to test convergent and discriminant validity across the two languages as well as with
the NEO Five Factor Inventory in both English and Spanish. Study 3 replicated the BFI findings from
Study 2 in a working-class Hispanic bilingual sample, Results show that (a) the Spanish BFI may
serve as an efficient, reliable, and factorially valid measure of the Big Five for research on Spanish-
speaking individuals and (b) there is little evidence for substantial cultural differences in personality

structure at the broad level of abstraction represented by the Big Five dimensions.

Hispanics are the fastest growing minority group in the United
States, and within 25 years they will become the nation’s largest
minority group (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1995). Yet, there
is little personality research on this minority population, and
few articles dealing with this ethnic group ever appear in the
pages of personality journals. Insofar as research on this group
is dependent on the availability of instruments, personality psy-
chologists need to develop appropriate and easily accessible
measures in Spanish. The three studies reported in this article
are designed to help remedy this situation with respect to the
Big Five personality dimensions.

Work in cultral psychology has identified a number of general
value differences between Latin (e.g., Spanish, Hispanic) and An-
glo American cultures (Hofstede, 1983; Marin & Marin, 1991,
Schwartz, 1994; Triandis, 1990; Triandis, Lisansky, Marin, & Be-
tancourt, 1984). Compared with Anglo American culture, Latin
cultures are less individualistic and more collectivist. That is, they
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emphasize interdependence and the goals of the in-group; they
value simparia, which may be described as the need for interper-
sonal behaviors that promote smooth and harmonious relationships,
such as expressing positive emotions and avoiding interpersonal
conflict; they have a flexible time-orientation, being more present
than future oriented and less likely to delay gratification; and they
value familialism, that is, they are strongly attached to and identi-
fied with the family. The many Latin cultures also differ from
each other in important ways. For example, individuals of Latin
American background (e.g., Hispanics who live in the United
States) speak a variant of Spanish that is different from the Castil-
lian spoken by Spaniards living in Spain, and they seem to show
the cultural characteristics of collectivism, simpatia, present-time
orientation, and familialism to a greater extent (Hofstede, 1983;
Marin & Marin, 1991).

At this point, little is known about whether and how these
cultural differences at the group level translate into differences
in the organization (or structure) of personality characteristics
at the individual level. One possibility, as Gergen, Gulerce, Lock,
and Misra ( 1996) suggested, is that each culture shapes a unique
personality structure, thus making multiple, culturally specific
personality psychologies necessary. Alternatively, as McCrae
and Costa (19972) recently suggested, certain basic aspects of
personality structure may prove to be culturally invariant, that
is, universal human ways of acting and experiencing. The four
samples used in the present research (monolingual college sam-
ples from the United States and from Spain and bilingual His-
panic college and working-class samples) allowed us to begin
to explore these substantive issues in personality psychology at
the broad level of personality description implied by the Big
Five dimensions.

The Big Five Dimensions of Personality Description

An important finding from lexical research on the structure
of personality traits (Goldberg, 1993; John, 1990; Saucier &
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Goldberg, 1996) is that a five-factor structure, the so-called Big
Five (Goldberg, 1981), can capture much of the variance in
perscnality trait ratings. Subsequently, evidence for the Big Five
has been obtained across data sources, samples, and instruments
(see Goldberg, 1993; McCrae & John, 1992), as well as several
langurage families (see Katigbak, Church, & Akamine, 1996;
McCrae & Costa, 1997a). The Big Five dimensions also show
theoretically meaningful associations with important life out-
comes, such as work and school performance (Barrick & Mount,
1991; John, Caspi, Robins, Moffitt, & Stouthamer-Loeber,
1994), well-being (Costa & McCrae, 1980), delinquency (John
et al., 1994), and aspects of psychopathology (Widiger & Trull,
1992).

Note that the Big Five structure does not imply that personal-
ity differences can be reduced to only five traits. Rather, the Big
Five dimensions represent personality at the broadest level of
abstraction, and each dimension includes a large number of
distinct, more specific personality characteristics (Costa &
McCrae, 1995; John, 1990). Unfortunately, short English labels
for dimensions as broad as the Big Five are difficult to come
by, and the existing labels have numerous shortcomings and are
easily misunderstood (Block, 1995; John, 1990, pp. 95-96);
thus, we give short definitions of the five dimensions. Briefly,
Extraversion summarizes traits related to activity and energy,
dominance, sociability, expressiveness, and positive emotions.
Agreeableness contrasts a prosocial orientation toward others
with antagonism and includes traits such as altruism, tender-
mindedness, trust, and modesty. Conscientiousness describes
socially prescribed impulse control that facilitates task- and
goal-directed behavior. Neuroticism contrasts emotional stabil-
ity with a broad range of negative affects, including anxiety,
sadness, irritability, and nervous tension. Openness describes
the breadth, depth, and complexity of an individual’s mental
and experiential life.

The Big Five structure, however, is not the last word in taxo-
nomies of personality; even its most ardent supporters recognize
that the model has limitations (for reviews, see Benet & Waller,
1995; Benet-Martinez, 1997; Block, 1995; John & Robins, 1993,
1994; McAdams, 1992). As McCrac and John (1992)
summarized,

There are disputes among five-factorists about the best interpretation
of the factors; there are certainly important distinctions to be made
at the level of the more molecular traits that define the factors; and
it is possible that there are other basic dimensions of personality.
(p. 177)

For example, recent factor analyses of broad sets of personality
descriptors suggest two highly evaluative dimensions in addition
to the Big Five dimensions ( Almagor, Tellegen, & Waller, 1995;
Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1997).

Measuring the Big Five Dimensions

In English, a variety of measures are available to assess the
Big Five in adults and adolescents {Costa & McCrae, 1992;
Goldberg, 1992; John et al., 1994; John, Donahue, & Kentle,
1991; Saucier, 1994; Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990). In Spanish,
the only published instrument is a recent translation of the 240-
item Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO PI-R; Costa &

McCrae, 1992)."' An initial evaluation of this translation was
conducted by Marc Gellman in an unpublished study summa-
rized in a NEO PI-R manual supplement { Psychological Assess-
ment Resources, 1994); 74 Hispanic bilingual college students
completed both the English and Spanish versions in one testing
session. The Spanish NEO PI-R scales had adequate alpha reli-
abilities and substantial cross-language convergent validities.
The English version of the NEQ PI-R has a 60-item short ver-
sion, called the NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI): how-
ever, to date there has been no research on a Spanish NEQ-FFI,
nor is there a published version.

One of the strengths of the NEO PI-R is that it permits differ-
entiated measurement of each Big Five dimension in terms of
more specific facets (Costa & McCrae, 19Y3). However, for
many research applications, especially with less acculturated
and noncollege Hispanic samples, the Spanish NEO PI-R may
be rather lengthy and some of the items may be difficult to
understand. In fact, as Burisch (1984) showed, ‘*Short scales
not only save testing time but also avoid subject boredom and
fatigue . . . there are subjects . . . from whom you won't get
any response if the test looks too long™ (p. 219). Thus, there
is a need for a Spanish Big Five instrument that has short and
easily understood items and requires no more than 5 min of
administration time. The Spanish Big Five Inventory (BFI) ex-
amined in this article was designed to fill this need.

The 44-item English BFI {John et al., 1991) was constructed
to allow efficient and flexible assessment of the five dimensions
when there is no need for more differentiated measurement of
individual facets. Items were selected from Big Five prototype
definitions {see Jchn, 1990, Table 3.2) that had been developed
through experl ratings and subsequent factor analytic verifica-
tion in observer personality ratings. Because single trait adjec-
tives are answered less consistently than when they are accompa-
nied by definitions or elaborations (Goldberg & Kilkowski,
1984), the BFI does not use single adjectives as items; instead,
one or two prototypical trait adjectives served as the item core
to which elaborative, clarifying, or contextual information was
added. For example, the Conscientiousness adjective persever-
ing served as the basis for the BFI item ‘*Perseveres until the
task is finished,” and the Openness adjective original became
the BFI item *‘Is original, comes up with new ideas.”” Thus, the
BFI items are short and avoid complex sentence structures,
retaining the advantages of adjectival items (brevity and simplic-
ity ) while avoiding some of their pitfalls (ambiguous or multiple
meanings and salient desirability ). Moreover, whereas it is often
difficult 1o find exact single-word translations for trait adjectives,
the meanings of e¢laborated phrases are more casily translated
{Hofstee, 1990; John, Goldberg, & Angleitner, 1984). The BFI
is available to interested researchers and has been used in a
wide range of studies, including Clark (1992); Neuberg and
Newsom ( 1993); Watson, Clark, and Harkness ( 1994); Cialdini,

"In Spain, a Castillian translation of the earlier NEO-PI (Costa &
McCrae, 1985) was developed by Silva et al. (1994). Moreover, in their
research on Agreeableness, Jensen-Campbell, Graziano, and Hair (1996)
used Spanish translations of Goldberg’s (1992) Big Five marker adjec-
tives for a subgroup of Mexican Americans who ‘‘had limited fluency
in English’’ (p. 153).
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Trost, and Newson {1995); Gross and John (1995); and S.
Johnson and Wolife (1995).

Overview

There are both practical and theoretical reasons for examining
the BFI in Spanish-speaking samples. The practical reasons stem
from the need for a short and easily understood Big Five measure
for the various Spanish-speaking populations in Spain, Latin
America, and the United States. From a theoretical point of
view, it is important to examine whether the covariation among
the specific traits that define the Big Five in English differs in
some fundamental way from their covariation in Spanish and
Hispanic samples, thus adding information regarding the cross-
cultural status of the Big Five. Previous research has shown that
the structure of an instrument may change when translated and
administered in another language context. For instance, different
factor structures have been found for the Spanish versions of
well-known psychological instruments such as Rotter’s measure
of internal —external locus of control { Garza, 1977), the Minne-
sota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Gonzalez Valdes,
1979}, and the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Garcia Sevilla,
Pérez, & Tobeiia, 1979).

The three studies reported here focus on a Spanish version
of the BFI. Thus, rather than following an emic research strategy
that would identify indigenous personality dimensions (e.g.,
Church & Katigbak, 1989; Yang & Bond, 1990), we used an
imposed-etic strategy (Berry, 1980; Triandis & Marin, 1983).
In Study 1, we compared the Spanish and English BFI in college
students from Spain and the United States and assessed factor
congruence across languages. In Study 2, we examined the Big
Five in a college-educated sample of bilingual Hispanics and
tested convergent and discriminant validity across both lan-
guages and two instruments. In Study 3, we replicated the BF1
findings from Study 2 in a working-class Hispanic bilingual
sample.

The interpretation of findings from cross-cultural research
is complicated by the fact that differences between different-
language versions of an instrument may be due to differences
between translations, languages, samples, cultures, or a mixture
of all of them. We therefore tried to address these challenges
by using culturally sensitive translation procedures and testing
psychometric equivalence across samples, languages, and instru-
ments, Furthermore, we studied bilingual samples to help uncon-
found the effects of language and sample differences (John
et al., 1984) and recruited a working-class sample to test the
generalizability of the Spanish BFI across socioeconomic
groups.

Study 1: College Students in Spain
and the United States

This study compared the Spanish and English versions of the
BFI using two large samples of college students, one from Spain
and one from the United States. One of the limitations of the
imposed-etic approach (Church & Katigbak, 1988) used in the
development of the Spanish BFI scales is that it might leave out
culeurally salient aspects of the Spanish Big Five. Thus, we also
examined how well the translated Spanish BFI scales converged

with a set of Big Five scales defined by indigenous Spanish
items.,

Method

U.S. and Spanish sampies. The U.S. sample consisted of 711 under-
graduate students (300 men and 411 women) at the University of Califor-
nia at Berkeley. Their mean age was 21 years (5D = 3.3). A wide range
of majors was represented, and the majority of the participants were non-
psychology majors. Participants completed the English-language BFI on
their own time.

The Spanish sample consisted of 894 native residents of Spain (191
men and 703 women). Participants were undergraduate students at-
tending the Universitat Aptdnoma de Barcelona, a prestigious public
universily in northeastern Spain. Their mean age was 21 years (5D =
39). As in the U.S. sample, the majority of the Spanish participants
represented a wide range of non-psychology majors. In the context of
a larger study, these participants completed a series of personality inven-
tories, including a Spanish translation of the BFI and a dictionary-based
list of indigenous Spanish personality descriptors. Questionnaires were
completed during group lesting sessions.

English-language BFI. The BFL (John et al, 1991) uses short
phrases to assess the most prototypical traits associated with each of
the Big Five dimensions in English (John, 1990). The trait adjectives
(e.g., thorough) that form the core of each of the 44 BFI items (e.g.,
‘*does a thorough job’") have been shown in previous studies to be
univocal, prototypical markers of the Big Five dimensions (John, 1989,
1990). The English BFI items are reprinted in the Appendix. Participants
rate each BFI item on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly)
to 5 (agree strongly); scale scores are computed as the participant’s
mean item response (i.¢., adding 4l items scored on a scale and dividing
by the number of items on the scale).

Despite its brevity, the BFI does not sacrifice either content coverage
or good psychometric properties. For example, the eight-item Extraver-
sion scale includes items from at least four of the six facets postulated
by Costa and McCrae (1992 )—namely, gregariousness, activity, assert-
iveness, and positive emotions. In U.S. and Canadian samples, the alpha
reliabilities of the BFT scales typically range from .75 to .90 and average
above .80; 3-month test—retest reliabilities range from .80 to .90, with
a mean of .85. Moreover, the intercorrelations among the five scales tend
to be low; most of them are below .20, and it is rare for one or two of
them to exceed .30 (John & Donahue, 1998). In terms of convergent
validity with other Big Five instruments, the BFI scales correlate more
highly with both Costa and McCrae's and Goldberg’s (1992) scales
(mean rs = .75 and .80, respectively) than these two correlate with
each other (mean » = .65). Two peerrating studies provide further
validity evidence: On average, the BFT self-report scales carrelated .47
with reports from two peers in a college sample and .61 with reports
from five family members and peers in an adult community sample
(John & Donahue, 1998).

Although the BFI scales show substantial convergent validity with
Costa and McCrae’s (1992 ) factor definitions, there are some subtle but
important differences for Extraversion and Openness. Preliminary BFT
items intended to represent the Extraversion facets of excitement seeking
and warmth did not cohere well enough with the other items to be
included in the final BFI Extraversion scale. Similarly, items measuring
liberal versus conservative values (for the openness to values facet) and
behavioral flexibility (for the openness to actions facet) failed to make
it onto the BFI Openness scale. Thus, not surprisingly, the convergent
validity correlations betweern the BFI and Costa and McCrae’s measures
tend to be somewhat lower for Extraversion and Openness.

Spanish ( Castillian ) translation of the BFI. The Spanish spoken in
Spain (referred to as Castillian ) differs slightly from the Spanish used in
Latin America and the United States. Therefore, the Spanish participants
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Table 1
Study 1: Psychometric Properties of the English and Spanish Big Five Inventory Scales

Correlations with
indigenous Big

o M SD Five scales®
United United United
Scale n States  Spain  States  Spain  States  Spain r Corrected r
Extraversion 8 .88 85 32 34 8 8 71 89
Agreeableness 9 79 .66 38 38 6 5 .60 .83
Conscientiousness 9 82 77 3.6 3.5 7 7 .63 9
Neuroticism 8 84 .80 3.0 3.2 3 .8 .68 83
Openness 10 81 719 37 38 -6 6 53 .66
M 9 83 .78 35 3.5 7 7 .65 81

Note. N = 894 Spaniards and 711 Americans; # = number of items in the scale.
* Correlations in the Spanish sample only; correlations were corrected for attenuation due to unreliability

using alpha.

completed a Castillian version of the BFI that was developed using the
back-translation method of Brislin (1980). Using standard Spanish—
English and English—-Spanish dictionaries, Verénica Benet-Martinez
{ who is bilingual) undertock the translation of the BFI items into Span-
ish. Using the same dictionaries, a second bilingual individual (with a
Ph.D. in Spanish) independently translated the material back into En-
glish. We then compared the back-translated version with the initial
English version, discussed discrepancies between the translators, and
generated further translations until we arrived at a final set of Spanish
BFI items that both translators agreed best operationalized the condition
of being symmetrically translatable to the English originals.

Indigenous Spanish Big Five markers. Spanish participants also pro-
vided self-reports on a list of indigenous Spanish personality descriptors
developed by Benet-Martinez and Waller (1997). This list consisted of
299 personality-descriptive adjectives randomly selected from a widely
used unabridged Spanish dictionary (Real Academia Espariola, 1989).
Selecting items from this indigenous Spanish item set, Benet-Martinez
and John (1998) used rational and factor analytic procedures to develop
12-item markers for each of the Big Five. Using separate derivation and
replication samples, the Big Five factors were clearly replicated and the
12-item scales all had substantial alpha reliabilities. The highest-loading
items were ‘“‘comical, funny™” for Extraversion, ‘‘good natured’’ for
Agreeableness, ‘‘thinks before acting” for Conscientiousness, ‘‘easily
upset’” for Neuroticism, and ‘“‘unconventional’’ for Openness. We used
these 12-item scales to examine how well the imported (etic) Spanish
BFI scales converged with Big Five scales defined by indigenous Spanish
items.”

Results and Discussion

Basic psychometric characteristics and group differences.
Yor each of the BFI scales, Table 1 shows the number of itemns,
internal consistency (alpha) reliability, mean, and standard devi-
ation, separately in the U.S. and Spanish samples. As expected,
the internal consistencies for the English-language scales were
substantial (mean « = .83). The alpha coefficients for the Span-
ish translations were slightly lower (mean a = .78). In both
the U.S. and Spanish samples, the Extraversion scale showed
the highest alpha reliability and the Agreeableness scale the
lowest.

Table 1 also shows that the English and Spanish scales had
very similar means and standard deviations in the U.S. and

Spanish samples. In both samples, the highest means were found
for Agreeableness and Openness, followed by Conscientious-
ness, then Extraversion, and Neuroticism last. Thus, the rank
ordering of the means was the same in the two samples.’

To test differences between the Spanish and U.S. participants
more formally, we correlated the Big Five scale scores with the
cultural background of the participants. The United States was
coded as 1 and Spain as 2; thus positive correlations indicate
that Spamiards had higher scores than U.S. participants. Note
that these analyses are based on the total N of 1,605 and provide
a powerful test of group differences. Therefore, even minute
differences will attain statistical significance, and interpretation
has to focus on effect sizes, rather than significance. Three
correlations were significant at p < .01: The highest was .12
for Extraversion, followed by —.09 for Conscientiousness, and

? Although each of the Spanish personality items is indigenous, the
Big Five scales obtained with these items do not provide an indigenous
instrument because the items were selected to represent an a priori
structure, namely the Big Five. The important notion here is that because
only those indigenous Spanish terms that correlated highly with the a
priori Big Five scale were selected, the Big Five factor structure identi-
fied with these terms cannot be viewed as the naturally emerging indige-
nous structure of personality description in Spain ( see Benet-Martinez &
Waller, 1997, and Yang & Bond, 1990, for examples of true emic ap-
proaches to the identification of indigenous dimensions).

® In most research on the Big Five, gender differences tend to be small
and factor structures replicate closely across the sexes (e.g., Borkenau &
Ostendorf, 1990). Although gender differences were not the focus of the
present research, it is of interest to note that across all three swudies,
only two of the Big Five dimensions showed gender differences, and
these differences were small but consistent across U.S. and Spanish
samples, English and Spanish instruments, and the BFI and NEO-FFI
(in Study 2). For Neuroticism, all eight correlations with sex (keyed |
for female and O for male) were positive, ranging from .03 to .27, with
a mean of .18. For Agreeableness, seven of the eight correlations were
positive, ranging from —.11 to +.19, with a mean of .08. These correla-
tions are very similar to these found for the full-length NEO PI-R
(Costa & McCrae, 1992, p. 55). In short, women tend to score slightly
higher en Neuroticism and Agreeableness regardless of instrument, lan-
guage, and culture.
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Tahle 2
Study 1: Intercorrelations Between the English and Between
the Spanish Big Five Inventory Scales

Scale E A [ N O
Extraversion (E) B 17 09 -.18 .33
Agreeableness (A) .14 — 17 -.23 16
Conscientiousness (C) 24 .27 — —-20 17
Neuroticism (N) —.29 -31 —.18 — -.14
Openness () .25 05 08 —.14 —

Note, Correlations for the Spanish sample (n = 894) are above the
diagonal; correlations for the U.S. sample (n = 711) are below the
diagonal,

.08 for Neuroticism. For Agreeableness and Openness, the corre-
Iations were .03 and .06, respectively. Given the size of these
cotrelations, one might not want to interpret them at all. Alterna-
tively, the slightly higher Extraversion scores for Spaniards
might be viewed as consistent with the cultural value of simpatia
(e.g., expressing positive emotions), and their slightly lower
Conscientiousness scores as consistent with the flexible time
orientation (vs. delay of gratification) assumed to characterize
Latin cultures. However, the Neuroticism effect is difficuli to
interpret, and the lack of an Agreeableness difference would
seem inconsistent with the simpatia script of promoting smooth
and pleasant relationships.* More generally, at the broad level
of abstraction represented by the Big Five, we did not find
sizabie differences between the two cultural groups studied here.

Table 2 shows the intercorrelations among the BFI scales
within each language. These findings are important because
there has been concern that some of the Big Five dimensions
are highly intercorrelated (e.g., Block, 1995}. The present re-
sults show that in our large samples the BFI scales were fairly
independent, and this was true in both languages. For instance,
the absclute mean of the intercorrelations was .18 in Spanish
and .19 in English. Even the highest intercorrelation was only
.33 for the Spanish BFI and —.31 for the English BFIL. In sum-
mary, the English and Spanish versions of the BFI scales had
similar psychometric characteristics. Not surprisingly, the newly
developed Spanish scales had slightly lower alpha reliabilities.

Comparison of exploratory English and Spanish factors.
The varimax-rotated principal components for the Spanish and
English versions are presented in Table 3. The U.S. sample
replicated the expected five-factor structure of the English-lan-
guage BFL More important, a five-factor solution was also un-
covered in the Spanish BYI, as indicated by a clear break after
the fifth eigenvalue in the Spanish data. Note that Table 3 shows
remarkably clear evidence of simple structure, not only in the
English original but also in the Spanish translation. For example,
for both Extraversion and Conscientiousness, every targeted
item loaded substantially (i.e., aver .30) on the intended factor
and none of the cross-lpadings exceeded .22, As summarized at
the bottorn of Table 3, the congruence of the factor loadings
across languages was excellent, with all cross-language factor
congruence coefficients exceeding .90 (mean r = 94).

The factor structures reported in Table 3 show a few item-
level departures from perfect congruence that are worth dis-
cussing. First, note the zero loading for our Spanish translation

of the Openness item “‘likes to reflect, play with ideas.’” After
reviewing the Spanish translation, it became apparent that the
Spanish version differed in a subtle but consequential way. Al-
though both versions involve thought and reflection, our initial
Spanish translation (*‘ es dado a la reflexion, al andlisis*™ ) does
not denote the playful intellect of the English original but instead
refers to careful reflection and analysis more characteristic of
Conscientiousness than Openness (indeed, the Spanish item’s
strongest loading was on the Conscientiousness factor). This
factor analytic finding, similar to Peabody and Goldberg’s
{1989} distinction between expressive and controlled intellect,
led us to revise the translation to *‘le gusta reflexionar, jugar
con las ideas’ for our subsequent studies.

The secondary loading of the Neuroticism item *‘is depressed,
blue” on the low pole of Extraversion replicates earlier U.S.
findings and appears in both the U.S. and Spanish samples. This
replicated finding is consistent with the view that depressed
mood involves both high Neuroticism, or high negative affect,
and low Extraversion, or low positive affect (J. A. Johnson &
Ostendorf, 1993; Larsen & Diener, 1992; Saucier, 1992a; Tel-
legen, 1985; Watsont & Clark, 1992). The inclusion in the BFI
of an item tapping depressed mood was considered sufficiently
important (o tolerate a factorially complex item on the test (John
et al., 1991).

Finally, the Agreeableness items ‘‘likes to cooperate with
others’” and "‘can be cold and aloof ** had secondary loadings
on Extraversion in the Spanish structure. Further examination
of the Spanish translations for these items suggested no obvicus
translation problems, and thus cultural or sample differences are
probably responsible for these differences (see Marin, Triandis,
Betancourt, & Kashima, 1983, for a discussion of how cultural
differences in affective meaning may lead to discrepancies be-
tween equivalent questionnaire items). One interpretation for
the “‘migration’” of these two Agreeableness items toward Ex-
traversion is that Spaniards may attach a stronger commmnal
value to Extraversion than do North Americans. These depar-
tures also suggest a more negative view of introversion in the
Spanish culture than in the United States, and they are consistent
with findings for other personality taxonomies studied in Spain
(see Benet & Waller, 1995; Benet-Martinez & Waller, 1997).

Despite these differences, the similarity of factor loadings
across the languages (see Table 3) provides evidence for the
structural similarity between the English and Spanish BFI. A
more formal test of cross-language convergence was conducted
using a multisample confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with
the EQS program (Bentler, 1995). CFA can be thought of as a
special case of traditional factor analytic models in which the
number of factors and the variables that load on particular fac-
tors are specified in advance. We conducted a multisample CFA
s0 that the structure in both the Spanish and the U.S. samples
could be examined in one joint analysis; this analysis examines

* Follow-up analyses at the item Jevel did not provide consistent sup-
port for cultural differences, either For example, the positive emotion
item on Extraversion { ‘‘generates a lot of enthusiasm’’ ) failed to show
the expected cultural effect (r = .03, as). Similarly, some of the Agree-
ableness itemns showed effects opposite to those expected from the cul-
tural simpatia script; for example, Spaniards described themselves as
more cold (v = .12, p < .01) and less forgiving {r = ~.24, p < 01},
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Table 3
Study 1: Varimax-Rotated Five-Factor Structure for English Big Five Inventory (BFI) Items
(U.S. Samples) and Initial Spanish Translations (Spanish Sample)

Extraversion Agreeableness Conscientiousness Neuroticism Openness
BFI items (English text) uUs SP uUs Sp us SP us SP us Sp
Extraversion
43 1s outgoing, sociable 77 73 11 08 00 -02 —-10 —4 00 01
1 Is talkative 67 73 -03 -10 —02 -02 04 10 00 -03
40 Has an assertive personality 60 a4 —21 0o 16 09 -09 —-12 09 09
32 Generates a lot of enthusiasm 59 . 55 16 05 08 05 -11 -13 =03 16
11 Ts full of energy 53 51 13 05 16 12 -19 -22 —03 15
6 Is reserved —69 —65 —04 05 00 07 00 -05 —15 -07
27 Is sometimes shy, inhibited -7 -59 07 17 —12 —0% 19 13 -16 —14
16 Tends to be quist -78 =77 11 11 =03 03 02 -08 =15 ~17
Agreeableness
37 TIs considerate and kind to almost everyone -01 -01 67 51 ~01 14 -02 -02 —D8 00
41 Likes to cooperate with others 14 3 51 24 o1 04 —12 -03 11 00
7 Is helpful and unselfish with others 00 03 48 46 08 11 -05 00 =13 -09
28 Has a forgiving nature —-03 02 46 35 —04 -07 —14 —15 -01 —-09
24 Is generally trusting . 08 05 38 3 11 -04 -05 00 =21 —-16
2 Tends to find fault with others 01 10 47 -3 -08 —01 17 14 -12 —15
13 Starts quarrels with others 0% 10 -49 -43 =04 =01 06 08 -12 -06
33 Can be cold and aloof -29 -38 —55 -3 —15 01 03 00 —05 -1¢
22 Ts sometimes rude to others -12 060 —~58 —49 00 =15 01 Qs -15 —16
Conscientiousness
3 Does a thorough job 03 ~01 00 06 66 58 06 04 —06 00
29 Does things efficiently 1S 08 -04 02 59 34 -05 -13 -14 08
34 Mazkes plans, follows through with them 13 =07 -03 -13 57 50 —14 -05 -10 —15
14 Is a reliable worker —06 03 0s 18 52 33 00 -05 -21 —11
21 Perseveres until the task is finished a0 0o a7 02 50 53 07 —-02 00 1LY
42 Is easily distracted -01 -02 -09 —02 ~53 —45 21 14 -09 -16
8 Can be somewhat careless -01 00 -15 00 —58 —54 00 oD -10 03
25 Tends to be lazy —15 —14 —08 —08 —60 —60 03 a0 -16 -10
18 Tends to be disorganized —06 o1 02 —-04 —62 —63 03 Q02 00 01
Neuroticism
26 Worries a lot =22 —08 -06 1 —01 18 68 41 -15 —11
15 Can be tense -14 -10 =23 =21 05 00 59 64 =12 —11
38 Gets nervous easily -29 -07 —01 —04 —05 -07 56 69 —24 ~-14
4 Is depressed, blue -39 —41 -24 —06 —~11 -10 42 45 03 =12
30 Can be moody ~10 -20 -35 =22 ~07 —20 42 41 01 —06
35 Remains calm in tense situations —04 —06 03 07 - 17 15 —56 —55 03 -03
19 Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 00 05 14 07 09 14 —63 —59 —05 —04
9 [Is relaxed, handles stress well 04 -6 13 10 -2 g6 -74 —66 [1.4] —0B
Openness
23 Is inventive 11 19 -04 -11 02 o0 -07 -12 58 64
5 Is criginal, comes up with new ideas 14 17 -09 -12 05 04 -10 -12 57 62
17 Values artistic, aesthetic experiences -10 —04 07 17 =10 (124 05 04 55 40
20 Has an active imagination 06 18 -04 -07 —09 —-05 00 -12 53 56
36 Likes to reflect, play with ideas =07 -21 -11 06 00 24 -12 —09 51 [0
39 Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature 04 00 04 12 01 00 04 09 48 46
31 Is ingenious, a deep thinker 03 21 -18 -16 09 04 05 -14 42 49
10 Is curious about many different things 04 24 03 16 ~09 01 =11 -08 40 29
12 Prefers work that is routine -04 -10 10 08 03 -10 13 04 -37 -39
44 Has few artistic interests -06 00 -03 -08 —-04 00 =02 =07 -58 —53
Cross-language factor congruence coefficient 95 92 .94 .96 91

Note. N = 711 Americans and 894 Spaniards. US = Unilted States; SP = Spain. All loadings were multiplied by 100; loadings | 30| or larger are
set in bold. Item numbers refer to the order of the items in the English BFI and the final Spanish BFL, both given in the Appendix.

the goodness of fit of both the Big Five model and the cultural be moody’’ ) were freely estimated, and the loadings of all non-
equivalence of the factor structures. We tested two models. In defining items were fixed to zero. To permit a strong test of the
both models, we specified five latent factors representing the a invariance of the Big Five model across the English and Spanish
priori Big Five dimensions: All the primary loadings and the BFI, we constrained all primary loadings and the two cross-
two replicated cross-loadings ( “‘is depressed, blue’’ and ‘‘can loadings to equality across the two samples. Because in previous
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CFA research ( Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1990) the Big Five were
found to be moderately intercorrelated, rather than strictly or-
thogonal, the covariances among the five factors were set to
zero in Model 1, whereas in Medel 2 we allowed for correlated
factors, with the covariances freely estimated. Evaluation of the
fit of the two models was based on mmltiple criteria {Bentler,
1990) °

Results for Model 1 indicated inadequate levels of fit. Model
2 (which allowed for correlated factors) had acceptable fit indi-
ces, x2/df = 2.11 and CFI = .92, and significantly improved
the fit over Model 1, Ax %21} = 8,708, p < .001, suggesting
that only the model with correlated factors provided an adequate
fit. We also examined the Big Five intercorrelations estimated
by the CFA. As one would expect from the observed correlations
(Table 2), the estimated latent correlations (which are corrected
for unreliability by CFA) were generally small and similar in
the two samples; of the 20 correlations, only 4 exceeded .25
and only one exceeded .30 (Extraversion and Openness in the
Spanish sample )}, with absolute means of .17 in the U.S. sample
and .19 in the Spanish sample. ’

In summary, the substantial cross-language congruence of the
varimax factors and CFA fit indices support the Big Five struc-
ture as an adequate solution for the major sources of variance
underlying both the English and the Spanish BFI; in both lan-
guages, the Big Five dimensions showed only small intercorrela-
tions, allaying concemns about the overlap among the Big Five
dimensions (Block, 1995).

Comparison with indigenous Spanish Big Five markers.
How well do the translated BFI scales capture the Big Five
dimensions as defined with indigenous items? To find out, we
computed the correlations between the Spanish BFI scales
and the Big Five marker scales defined by 12 indigencus
items. These cross-instrument correlations in the Spanish
sample are given in the last column of Table | and averaged
.65; only the Openness dimension showed a correlation below
.60. These substantial convergent validity correlations con-
trasted with much lower discriminant correlations, which av-
eraged .16. Thus, for at least four of the Spanish BFI scales,
our findings suggest considerable convergence and discrimi-
nation with a set of Big Five dimensions measured with indig-
enous items.

To determine the extent to which the validity correlations are
limited by the imperfect reliability of the two sets of scales, we
also corrected for attenuation using alpha. As shown in Table
1, these correlations averaged .81. The only value lower than .70
was found for Openness.® Thus, as in other lexical personality
research, the composition of the fifth factor in the Big Five
showed the least convergence across languages and culfures
(Bond, 1994; Church & Katigbak, 1989; Hofstee, Kiers, de
Raad, Goldberg, & Ostendorf, 1997). Apparently, there were
some systematic differences in the way this dimension was de-
fined in the English BFI and the Spanish indigenous terms. To
further examine the nature of these differences, we compared
the BFI Openness items with the indigenous Spanish markers for
Openness. As one would expect from the substantial convergent
correlation, several basic elements were represented in both
instruments—namely, openness to ideas, to fantasy, and to aes-
thetics. However, in the indigenous Spanish scale, Openness
also included interests, preferences, and attitudes that define

the open-minded lifestyle: unconventional attitudes and tastes,
enjoyment of travel, a bohemian and world-open approach to
life, and interest in spiritual issues. This broader definition re-
sembles more closely McCrae and Costa’s (1997b) definition
of this factor than its definition as Intellect or Imagination found
in the English and German lexical studies (Ostendorf, 1990;
Saucier, 1992b; Saucier & Goldberg, 1996).

For the other four dimensions, the factor definitions in the BFI
and the indigenous Spanish marker items showed only minor
differences in emphasis. In Spain, humor seemed a particularly
important facet of Extraversion; lack of anger-proneness an im-
portant facet of Agreeableness; sound judgment in the daily
matters of existence (e.g., sensible, well-balanced, not exces-
sive) an important facet of Conscientiousness; and anxiety, fear,
and worry central facets of Neuroticism. Future research should
use an emic strategy (e.g., Yang & Bond, 1990) to test how
central these facets are in personality description in Spain. In
general, then, the Spanish BFI scales showed substantial conver-
gent correlations and considerable overlap in item content with
the indigenous markers.

Limitartions and Caveats

In addition to the etic-imposed research strategy, two other
limitations of this study mmst be considered. First, the monolin-
gual design is limited by the fact that differences between the
U.S. and Spanish findings may be due to translation differences,
sample differences, cultural differences, or some combination
of the three (John et al., 1984). Second, because the Spanish-
speaking sample included participants from Spain only, the gen-
eralizability of our findings to Spanish-speaking populations
outside Spain remains to be demonstrated. Study 2 was designed
to address these limitations by (a) using a bilingual design, (b)
testing the psychometric properties of the Spanish BFI in a
Hispanic sample from the United States, and (¢) comparing the
Spanish BFI with another Spanish-language measure of the Big
Five.

Sty 2: College-Educated Hispanic Bilinguals

The main goals of Study 2 were to examine the cross-lan-
guage validity of the final version of the Spanish BFI scales in
a bilingual Hispanic sample and to assess the convergence of
the BFI with a short version of Costa and McCrae’s (1992)
Spanish NEQ PI-R. Both the Spanish and the English versions
of the two instruments were administered to the same partici-
pants. Such a bilingual design has important advantages over
monolingual designs because it can help unconfound the effects
of language and sample differences (John et al., 1984). In this

5 Readers should be aware that in the analysis of personality data
these indices often seem to underestimate the fit for the model (especially
when samples are large as in this study) and should thus be interpreted
us conservative tests of model fit (Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1990; Katig-
back et al, 1996; McCrae, Zonderman, Costa, Bond, & Paunonen,
1996).

6 One possible reason for this lower convergence is, as we noted
above, that one of the BFI Openness to Experience items was translated
incorrectly.
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bilingual design, we can directly assess the extent to which the
Spanish translations converge with the original English instru-
ment. This use of multiple languages and multiple instruments
to measure multiple traits is an extension of the multitraii—
multimethod approach (Campbel! & Fiske, 1959}, a construct
validation procedure used to assess the convergence of indepen-
dent measures of the same trait and the discrimination among
measures of different traits. Because the muitimethod compo-
nent of our study involved two sources of method variance (i.e.,
instruments and languages), we were able to test a series of
CFA models specifying different kinds of method effects.

Method

Participants and recruitment procedures to identifv bilinguals. The
sample included 170 Hispanic individuals (66 men and 104 women)
living in the San Francisco Bay Area. Their mean age was 25 years
(SD = 10). All participants lived in the United States and were either
immigrants from Latin America (r = 80) or U.5.-born descendants of
Latin American individuals (90). Immigrant participants were from
Mexico (r = 29), El Salvador (13), Argentina (8}, Nicaragua (5),
Peru (5}, Colombia (G), Chile (3), Cuba (3), Guatemala (3), Panama
(2), Venezuela (2), and Ecuador (1). U.S.-born participants had back-
grounds from Mexico (r = 76}, Cuba (3), El Salvador (3), Costa Rica
(2), Guatemala (2), Bolivia (2), and Colombia {2}, Participants were
students (#n = 143) who received course credit for their participation
and college-educated community residents (27) who volunteered to
participate.

Bilingualism is not an either-or category but reflects a set of skills
that individuals possess to varying degrees (Reynoids, 1991). Because
our study required that participants have good reading comprehension
in both English and Spanish, bilingualism was defined operationally to
the participants as “‘the ability to read and fully understand novels writ-
ten in English and Spanish.”” We used a three-step process in recruitment
and screening of bilingual participants. First, students had to report being
bilingual in English and Spanish on a prescreening form in introductory
psychology courses. Second, they were contacted by phone and asked to
confirm their bilingual status. The third step in screening for bilingualism
consisted of two translation lests given before administering the person-
ality measures. The goal of these tests was to identify participants who
might have misjudged the extent of their bilingualism; in fact, several
potential participants found they could not perform the translation tests
and elected not to participate further. The translation tests also provided
us with an objective measure of our participants’ bilingual status. Com-
munity residents were contacted by flyers or mail and also completed
the translation tests.

Procedures.  Participants completed the materials in small group ses-
sions. They completed (a) two translation tests; (b) a demographic
background and language-use section; (¢) the original English versions
of the BFI and the NEO-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992); and (d) the
Spanish adaptations of these two Big Five instruments, with the items
given in a different order than in the English originals. To control for
potential order-of-language effects, half of the participants completed
the English-language instruments first, whereas the other half completed
the Spanish ones first. Because of the possibility of memory effects in
this design, we separated the English and Spanish questionnaires with
a 5-min unrelated filler task. Moreover, responses in one language were
collected before the other language materials were handed out, thus
ensuring that participants would not check their earlier responses.

Translation tests and language use. The written translation tests
asked participants to translate two short paragraphs—one written in
Spanish and the other in English—into the other language. Each para-
graph described the personality of a fictitious individual and contained

words and expressions of similar difficulty. The translations were scored
by a bilingual judge, who deducted points for translation errors (defined
as incorrect use of vocabulary and grammar). In order 1o ensure scoring
reliability, a second bilingual individual graded the translations from 10
randomly chosen participants. Because interjudge agreement correla-
tions across the 10 participants were .94 for the English and .97 for the
Spanish translations, only the scores of the first judge were used here. On
average, participants scored 91% correct (SD = 11%) on the Spanish-to-
English test and 83% correct {SD = 9%) on the English-to-Spanish
test; these impressive test scores indicate that the participants who passed
through our bilingualism screens had a high level of English—Spanish
bilingualism, and no further participants had to be excluded.

Participants also reported the percentage of time in their daily lives
they spoke Spanish rather than English. On average, participants reported
speaking Spanish 32% of the time (SD = 19%), suggesting that the
bilingual individuals in the present sample participated actively in the
predominantly English-speaking culture but also retained contact with
their own language commumity.

English BFI and finel Spanish adaptation. Given the differences
between Castillian (the Spanish used in Spain) and the Spanish used in
Latin America and the United States, we revised the initial Spanish
translations of the BFI items described in Study 1. Four Spanish-English
bilingual individuals native from Mexico, Argentina, Venezuela, and Co-
lombia independently revised the original Spanish BFT and modified the
wording of these items that included linguistic elements that seemed
foreign or unfamiliar in their country’s language context. This procedure
was repeated by asking each bilingual individual to examine the versions
created by the other three bilingual individuals. In each phase, the trans-
lators tried to develop a ‘‘pan-Spanish™ translation of the BFI that
could be used by Spanish-speaking individuals of all backgrounds. The
transiators made an effort to avoid the use of *‘native” terms and instead
offered ‘‘generic’” Spanish wordings. This process of revision continued
until agreement among all four translators was achieved; 23 of the 44
items were modified. The final Spanish version of the BFI is included
in the Appendix, along with instructions.

English and Spanish NEQ-FFI. The NEO-FFI is a 60-item, abbrevi-
ated version of the 240-item English NEO PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992)
measure of the Big Five dimensions. The NEO PI-R was developed in
samples of middle-aged and older adults, using both factor analytic and
multimethod validational procedures of test construction. The NEO PI-
R scales have shown substantial internal consistency, temporal stability,
and notable convergent and discriminant validity against spouse and
peer ratings in English-speaking samples (McCrae & Costa, 1990).

As described in a recent manunal supplement ( Psychological Assess-
ment Resources, 1994), a Spanish version of the 240-item NEO PI-R
was developed by a professional translator familiar with Spanish as
spoken in the United States. A study of the Spanish NEO PI-R (summa-
rized in the manual supplement) involved 74 bilingual college students
who completed the English and Spanish versions in one testing session;
convergence between the two versions was substantial, and the internal
comsistencies for the Spanish scales were adequalte.

In this study, rather than using all 240 items from the Spanish NEO
PI-R, we used the 60 items that constitute the shorter NEOQ-FFL. A study
of the Spanish version of the NEQ-FFI is of interest because for many
research applications the full NEQ PI-R is too long, and the shorter
NEO-FFI has not yet been examined. Moreover, the 60-item NEO-FFI
is more appropriate as a comparison for the 44-item BFIL. The fact that
the NEO-FFI scales are longer than the BFI scales (12 vs. 9 items per
scale) and require more than twice as long to complete led us to expect
that the NEO-FFI scales would show somewhat higher reliabilities and
cross-language convergence than the BFI scales. We administered the
NEO-FFI items using the same 1-5 rating scale as the BFI, and scales
were scored as mean item responses to make the scale scores directly
comparable.
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Study 2: Psychomerric Characteristics of the Spanish and English Big Five Inventory (BFl) and NEO Five Factor Inventory
(NEO-FFI) Scales in a College-Educated Hispanic Bilingual Sample

o M SD
n BF NEO-FF1 BFE NEO-FH BFI NEO-FFI

Scale BFl1 NEO-FF1 Eng Spa Eng Spa Eng Spa Eng Spa Eng Spa Eng Spa
Extraversion 8 12 .87 .84 81 72 3.5 34 36 35 .82 79 .61 52
Agreeableness 9 12 .80 65 78 69 4.0 3.8 38 3.7 .59 50 .56 .53
Conscientiousness 9 iz .86 16 87 .83 3.9 3.7 38 37 .67 60 64 60
Neuroficism 8 12 .84 81 89 E2 27 2.7 26 27 80 17 B 68
Openness 10 12 .86 82 16 .73 3.9 19 36 3.6 66 .60 55 .55
M 9 12 .85 78 82 .76 3.6 3.5 35 35 71 .66 63 58
Note. N = 170 English—Spanish bilingual individuals; n = number of items in the scale; Eng = English; Spa = Spanish. Both instruments were

administerad with a S-point rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Scale scores were computed as the mean rating
of the items on each scale (after reversing false-keyed items); thus, scale scors metrics are directly comparable across instruments and Big Five

scales based on different numbers of items.

Results and Discussion

Basic psychometric characteristics and language differences.
For each of the BFI and NEO-FFI scales, Table 4 shows the
alpha reliability, mean, and standard deviation for both English
and Spanish versions. The alpha reliabilities for the scales in
the two instruments and languages ranged from .63 to .84; the
alphas for the BFI scales were very similar to those for the
moenolingual samples in Study 1. As expected, for both instru-
ments, alphas were somewhat higher for the English originals
(M = .84) than for the Spanish translations (.77). Somewhat
surprisingly, the alphas for the NEO-FFI scales (M = .79) were
not higher than those for the shorter BFI scales (.82). As we
had found in Study 1 for the BFI, the Spanish Agreeableness
scales on both instruments were the only scales with alphas
below .70,

Asin Study 1 for the BFI, the means and standard deviations
were quite similar for the two languages on both instruments.
To test language differences between the Spanish and English
versions more formally, we correlated the Big Five scale
scores with the language used by the participants; English
was coded as 1 and Spanish as 2. Thus, positive correlations
indicate that responses given in Spanish were higher than En-
glish responses. The correlations for the BFI and NEO-FFI are
summarized in Table 5, along with the correlations obtained in
Study 1 for the joint culture—language differences between
the U.S. and Spanish participants. In Study Z, only 2 of the
10 correlations reached .10, both for the BFI (Agreeableness
and Conscientiousness), but they did not replicate for the
NEQ-FFI. Given the size of these correlations (—.15 and
—.24% and their lack of generalizability across instruments, a
substantive interpretation should await replication in an inde-
pendent sample. More generally, then, we did not find strong
and consistent differences between the two langnages used by
the bilingual participants.

Another way to examine the similarity of the response distri-
buticns in English and Spanish is 1o focus on the item level.
When we correlated the means oblained for the English items
and their Spanish translations across the 44 BF] items, we found

high equivalence between the two sets of means (r = .95).
In samples that include participamts of heterogeneous Hispanic
national background and generational status, it is important to
explore possible subgroup differences. Thus, for each language
and instrument, we conducted analyses of variance (ANQOVAs)
with national background (Mexican vs. non-Mexican) and gen-
erational status (U.S.-born vs. immigrant) as between-subjects
factors. Generational status had no effect-—that is, there were
ng Big Five differences between 1.5.-born and immigrant parti-
cipants. For naticnal background, the only significant finding
involved Openness; across both languages and both instruments,
individuals of Mexican background scored lower than non-Mex-
icans. This effect was apparently due to somewhat lower socio-
economic stats ( SES; measured by parents” income and educa-
tion) among the Mexican American participants. When SES was
used as a covariate, the differences on Openness disappeared.
Overall, then, there was little evidence for Big Five differences
among (hese Hispanic subgroups.

Factor analyses of BFI arnd NEQ-FFI.  Using principal-

Table 3
Correlations of Big Five Scale Scores With Culture and
Language (Study 1) and With Language (Studies 2 and 3)

Spanish {vs. English)

Study Study
1 Study 2 3

Scale BFI BFI NEO-FFL BFI
Exiraversion L2 —-07 -03 - 05
Agreeableness .03 —.24%* —-.06 .06
Conscientiousness - DYx* —.15%# -.03 -.11
Neuroticism L0g** 02 .09 .03
Openness 06 02 .00 .00

Nore. BFI = Big Five Inventory; NEQ-FFI = NEO Five Factor Inven-
tory. Positive correlations indicate that responses in Spanish were higher
than responses in English.

** p < 0.
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Table 6
Study 2: Varimax-Rotated Joint Factor Structure for the English and Spanish Big Five
Inventory Items in a College-Educated Hispanic Bilingual Sampie

Items E A C N Qo
Extraversion
Is outgoing, sociable 74 00 04 —05 30
Bs extrovertido, sociable 8¢ 10 -07 00 17
Is talkative 8 01 -06 00 22
Es bien hablador 72 00 -13 05 15
Has an assertive personality k] -11 35 -08 23
Es asertivo 41 —13 k) =20 24
Generates a lot of enthusiasm 66 20 11 —10 3
Irradia entusiasmo 58 21 11 =15 32
Is full of energy 58 20 08 ~02 25
Esté lleno de energia 57 o7 03 =08 13
Is reserved ~72 05 07 16 —09
Es reservado —66 o7 20 05 -04
Is sometimes shy, inhibited —69 02 —-07 24 01
Es a veces timido, inhibido -63 08 —06 28 -00
Tends to be quiet ~82 02 05 12 —12
Tiende a ser callado -76 10 03 11 -1
English loadings absolute mean 67 08 10 09 19
Spanish loadings zbsolute mean 64 09 12 11 14
Agreeableness
Is considerate and kind to almost everyone oL 64 21 01 13
Es considerado y amable con casi todos 08 72 04 -05 06
Likes to cooperate with others 15 57 0% 00 22
Le gusta cooperar con los demds 16 54 10 02 —06
Is helpful and unselfish with others 07 71 17 09 03
Es generoso y ayuda a los demds 04 53 20 04 06
Has a forgiving nature -02 49 0o 00 20
Es indulgente, no le cuesta perdonar 08 27 -11 02 06
Is generally trusting 16 a8 10 23 05
Es generalmente confiado 13 n -09 15 15
Tends to find fault with others 00 -56 -4 13 12
Tiende a ser criticén 12 ~38 -04 16 15
Starts quarrels with others 17 ~-63 -19 01 —04
Inicia disputas con los demds 18 -41 -19 08 o0
Can be cold and aloof -21 ~48 -14 17 11
Es a veces frio v distante =30 ~41 -02 23 05
Is sometimes rude to others 17 ~67 -22 16 03
Es a veces maleducado con los demis 10 -52 —25 12 01
English loadings absolute mean 10 57 12 08 10
Spanish loadings absolute mean 13 45 11 09 06
Conscientiousness
Does a thorough job -03 18 69 04 23
Es minucioso en el trabajo —08 06 47 08 21
Does things efficiently -05 -01 69 03 20
Hace las cosas de manera eficiente 07 06 52 08 21
Makes plans and follows through with them 06 16 67 05 10
Hace planes y los sigue cuidadosamente 05 13 62 -04 03
Is & reliable worker —06 19 64 16 09
Es un trabajador cumplidor, de confianza 07 28 48 13 =02
Perseveres until the task is finished -9 15 74 ~01 16
Persevera hasta terminar el trabajo =03 17 61 00 16
Is easily distracted 16 -05 ~59 17 00
Se distrae con facilidad =03 -03 -54 25 03
Can be somewhat careless 04 -18 -62 22 13
Puede a veces ser alpo descuidado -09 14 ~-49 02 19
Tends to be lazy 00 -13 —~63 03 -02
Tiende a ser flojo, vago -03 -20 -63 02 02
Tends to be disorganized 00 00 —64 06 21
Tiende a ser desorganizado —04 -06 ~-57 04 34
English loadings absolute mean 05 11 66 08 12
Spanish loadings abseclute mean 05 12 35 07 13

(table continues)
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Table 6 (continued)

Items E A C N 0
Neuroticism :

Can be moody -10 -39 —15 54 03
Es temperamental, de humor cambiante 01 =32 -16 60 02
Is depressed, biue 29 ~11 =10 50 00
Es depresivo, melancdlico -18 =20 -12 56 -03
Gets nervous easily —25 11 -01 715 —-06
Se pone nervioso con facilidad -17 08 -01 76 —04
Can be tense -20 03 -02 | 05
Con frequencia se pone tenso -26 05 11 75 -03
Worries a lot —19 10 07 64 —14
Se preocupa mucho _por las cosas —-1i5 08 17 54 07
Remains calm in tense situations -07 02 16 —-47 22
Mantiene la calma en situaciones dificiles -11 07 05 -59 20
Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 09 14 14 -1 05
Es emocionalmente estable, dificil de alterar =02 12 01 -57 03
Is relaxed, handles stress well 06 -4 -04 -72 10
Es calmado, controla bien el estrés —11 02 -14 —65 07

English loadings absolute mean 15 1 08 63 08

Spanish loadings absoluts mean 12 11 0s 63 06

Openness

Is inventive 18 =03 13 -09 70
Es inventivo 00 —05 05 ~09 63
Is original, comes up with new ideas 25 -01 n4 -11 70
Es original, se le ocurren ideas nuevas a3 -08 08 -24 53
Values artistic, aesthetic experiences 15 20 —05 07 63
Valora lo artistico, lo estético 04 28 04 00 62
Has an active imagination 17 -09 05 -08 65
Tiene una imaginacién activa 16 03 10 -10 62
Likes to reflect, play with ideas 09 11 07 —-01 64
Le gusta reflexionar, jugar con las ideas 00 02 —14 —06 7
Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature 08 10 -M 10 65
Es educado en arte, miisica, o literatura 07 10 10 10 56
Is ingenious, a deep thinker 14 06 —06 04 62
Es ingenioso, analitico 06 -11 01 —06 58
Is curicus about many different things 10 -08 04 -09 57
Tiene intereses muy diversos 12 =01 ~-04 -16 53
Prefers work that is routine -30 03 ~13 00 —48
Prefiere trabajos que son rutinarios -25 05 -16 -16 -46
Has few artistic interests -04 —16 03 02 —~54
Tiene pocos intereses artisticos 00 -03 —06 06 —58

English loadings absclute mean 07 08 06 06 62

Spanish loadings absolute mean 15 07 07 10 56

Note. N = 170 English—Spanish bilingual individuals. All loadings were multiplied by 100; loadings |.30|
or larger are set in bold. Spanish items, their intended factor loadings, and their absolute means are underlined.
E = Extraversion; A = Agreeablenss; C = Conscientiousness; N = Neuroticism; O = Openness.

components analysis, we next examined the factorial structure
of the final versicn of the Spanish BFI and compared it with
the English version. Because the same participants completed
both language versions, it was possible to perform one joint
principal-components analysis to test whether language-specific
factors might emerge, whether this Hispanic sample would re-
spend to the English BFI items differently than previous Anglo
American samples had, and whether any of the Spanish-trans-
lated items would load differently than their English originals.
The eigenvalues indicated a clear break after the fifth factor.
The varimax-rotated loadings of the Spanish and English items
is presented in Table 6. Note that the pattern of loadings shows
impressive evidence of simple structure. Without exception, ev-
ery single item (including the revised Openness item from Study
1) had its highest loading on the intended factor, and of the 352
cross-loadings, only 10 (3%) reached .30, and none reached

.40. This simple structure is also apparent in the absolute means
summarizing the loadings of the items on each factor, The means
of the expected loadings all exceeded .45; in contrast, none of
the means for the cross-loadings reached .20.7 These mean val-
ues also indicate that, on average, the expected loadings were
only slightly higher for the English items than for the Spanish
translations.

7 Although the factor structure presented in Table 6 showed very few
item-level departures from simple structure, two of them also appeared
in Study 1 with the two monolingual samples. The Spanish translation
for the Agreeableness item “‘Can be cold and aloof’” had a negative
secondary loading on the Extraversion factor, and the Neuroticism item
**Can be moody’’ had a negative secondary loadings on Agreeableness.
The other item-level departures were unique to the present sample and
should thus be interpreted cautiously until replicated.
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Table 7

Comparing the Big Five Inventory (BFI) and NEO Five Factor Inventory (NEQ-FFI)
in Study 2: Mean Factor Loadings by Big Five and Language, and
Convergent Correlations Across Languages and Instruments

Mean factor loadings®

Convergence correlations

) BF/
English Spanish English—Spanish NEOQ-FFL

Scale BF! NEO-FF1 BF1 NEO-FFL BFIL NEO-FFI Eng Spa

Extraversion 67 .50 .64 A2 .85 86 el .64

Agreeableness 57 A4 45 40 29 .86 5 .68

Conscientiousness .66 61 .55 57 84 .90 86 .81

Neuroticism .63 62 .63 52 84 .88 80 5

Openness 62 .50 .56 47 .86 88 .69 .67

M 63 53 57 A48 34 .88 77 1
Note. N = 170 English—Spanish bilingual individuals. Eng = English; Spa = Spanish.

* Obtained in two joint principal-components analyses; one included the English and Spanish BFI items,
and the other included the English and Spanish NEO-FFT items.

How do these values compare with those for the NEO-FFI?
We conducted a joint principal-components analysis of the En-
glish and Spanish NEO-FFI items, and the findings are summa-
rized in Table 7. As shown there, the Joadings of the targeted
items averaged .63 for the BFI and .53 for the NEO-FFI in
English, and .57 for the BFI and .48 for the NEO-FFI in Spanish.
As in the alpha reliability analyses, the Agreeableness factors
were least well-defined, and again this was true for both
instruments.

In summary, the pattern of loadings depicted in Table 6 pro-
vides strong evidence of the structural similarity between the
English and Spanish versions of the BFI in this bilingual His-
panic sample, and Table 7 shows that these values compare
favorably with those for the NEO-FFL.

Cross-language convergence for the BFI and the NEQ-FFL
The correlations between the English and Spanish scales are
shown in Table 7, both for the BFI and for the NEOQ-FFL. These
cross-language convergent validity correlations were all impres-
sively high, with a slightly higher mean for the NEO-FFI scales
(.88) than the BFI scales (.84). All of these convergent correla-
tions were significantly larger than the cross-language off-diago-
nal discriminant correlations, which had a slightly lower mean
for the BFI (.14) than for the NEO-FFI {.18).

To further evaluate the convergent correlations in Table 7, we
compared them with the alpha reliabilities in Table 4, which
reflect the consistency of responses to the same-language items.
We found that the convergent correlations were higher than the
values expected from the scale reliabilities in the two languages.
In other words, if corrected for unreliability, all the cross-lan-
guage convergence correlations would approach 1.0, indicating
that in terms of true scores, the two language versions would
lead to the same rank order of individuals.

We also examined the cross-language convergence correla-
tions at the level of the individual items; for the BFI they ranged
from 41 to .78 and averaged .60, and for the NEO-FFI they
ranged from .19 to .91 and averaged .61 2 Thus, even at the level
of the individual item-translation pairs, average cross-language
convergence was substantial and similar for the two instruments.

Finally, we examined cross-language convergence by running
separate factor analyses for the English and Spanish versions of
the BFI and computing factor congruence coefficients. These
coefficients showed the same pattern of results as the other
indices of convergence in Table 7. As expected from the smaller
sample size in this study of bilinguals, the congruence coeffi-
cients were somewhat lower (M = .87) than in Study 1, in
which the much more sizable samples yielded more stable and
thus congruent factor solutions (M = 894,

Cross-instrument convergence. Table 7 also presents the
convergence between the BFI and the NEO-FFI scales, sepa-
rately for the English and the Spanish language versions. These
cross-instrument validity correlations were quite impressive, av-
eraging .71 even for the two translated Spanish versions. As
expected, validity correlations were slightly higher for the two
English instruments (mean r = .77). These convergence correla-
tions compare favorably to those reported for convergence be-
tween adjective scales and the much longer NEO-PI, which aver-
aged .61 in an Anglo American sample { Goldberg, 1992). More-
over, the convergent validity correlations in Table 7 contrast
with rather small off-diagonal correlations, which had means of
.18 in English and .17 in Spanish, thus providing strong evidence
of both convergent and discriminant validity across both
languages.”

* Eight of the NEO-FFI items had cross-language convergence corre-
lations below .40, suggesting that the translations of these items might
benefit from revision.

* As suggested by a reviewer, we also examined cross-instrument
convergence by conducting joint factor analyses of the BFI and NEO-
FFI items in English, in Spanish, and in both languages combined. These
analyses are not central to the present article but are available from the
authors, To summarize briefly, the pattern of item loadings on the factors
showed evidence of convergence and discrimination, just as the scale-
level findings in Table 7. For example, in the joint English BFI/NEO-
FFI factor siructure, all 44 BFI items loaded above .30 on the correct
factors and 54 of the 60 NEO-FFI items did. In the joint Spanish BFI/
NEO-FFI structure, 42 of the 44 BF] items loaded above .30 on the
correct factor, as did 50 of the 60 NEQ-FFI items. In short, these analyses
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Confirmatory factor analysis of the multitrait multimethod
marrix. So far, our findings provide strong evidence for the
cross-language and cross-instrument validity of the Spanish BFI
scales in this Hispanic sample. Together with our findings for
the NEO-FFI, our results also suggest that the Big Five serve
as the major source of variance in these two instruments in
both languages. More formal tests were conducted using CFA.
Because this study included two different instruments, each ad-
ministered in two different languages, we were able to test
hypotheses both regarding substantive Big Five effects and re-
garding two sources of method variance: language-specific ef-
fects and instrument-specific effects. Specifically, structural
models representing five personality factors plus instrument and
language factors were tested and statistically compared using
the chi-square difference test. For each of these models, loadings
on a particular factor were freely estimated or constrained to 0
on the basis of the particular personality factor, language, or
instrument represented. Analyses were performed on scale
scores; as shown in Figure 1, each latent Big Five factor was
represented by four indicator scales: English BFI, Spanish BFI,
English NEQ-FFI, and Spanish NEQ-FFI. Descriptions of these
models and the associated fit indices are given in Table 8.

The first model we tested specified five uncorrelated latent
factors representing the Big Five, and the second model five
correlated latent factors; neither model included language or
instroment method factors. Table § shows that both models
yielded fit indices that were moderately satisfactory but slightly
below what is usually considered acceptable (i.e., comparative
fit indices were smaller than .90 and x*/df indices were larger
than 3). As expected, allowing for correlated Big Five factors
(Model 2) resulted in a significant increase in overall fit,
Ax?(10, N = 170) = 57.8, p < .05, thus replicating our CFA
findings in Study 1. Model 3, which specified two uncorrelated
language factors {English and Spanish) in addition to the five
correlated personality factors, resulted in a significant increase
in overall fit, Ax?(20, N = 170) = 58.1, p < .05, but the fit
indices were still unacceptable. Interestingly, the standardized
solution for this model showed that the two hypothesized lan-
guage factors were not interpretable as language factors. On both
factors, only two loadings were significant, and these loadings
showed that there were no language effects shared across either
instruments or scales."” We next tested the second possible
source of method effects, namely, instrument-specific factors.
As shown in Table 8, Model 4 represented five correlated Big
Five factors plus two uncorrelated instrument factors, one for
the BFI scales and one for the NEO-FFI scales. This model
had acceptable fit indices and significantly improved overall fit,
Ax?(0, N =170) = 127.8, p < .05, suggesting that this model
provides a better fit than any of the other three models. A path
diagram of this model with the complete set of parameters from
the standardized solution is depicted in Figure 1."

The five circles in the middle of Figure 1 represent the latent
Big Five factors. Each factor influences four measured variables,
represented by boxes: the English and Spanish BFI scales on
the left, and the Engilish and Spanish NEO-FFI scales on the

show much the same picture as do the other correlational and structural-
equation analyses at the scale level reported in the text.

right. Right next to each box is a lowercase ¢, which represents
the influence of error on the measured variable. The BFI method
factor on the left-hand side of the figure was found to influence
only the BFI Openness scales and, to a lesser extent, the Extra-
version scales in both English and Spanish. This method factor
thus captures primarily Openness and Extraversion variance that
is shared by these BFI scales but not shared with the NEO-FFI
and thus cannot be accounted for by the latent Big Five factors
that are defined by variance shared across both instruments,
Similarly, the NEO-FFI method factor on the right-hand side of
the figure was found to influence only the Extraversion and
Openness scales and thus represents method variance shared by
these two NEO-FFI scales across the two languages. In short,
the BFI and NEO-FFI instrument factors are not general factors
(i.e., method variance shared by all the traits in the instrument).
Rather, these two factors represent instrument-specific trait vari-
ance shared by both the English and Spanish versions of the
same instrument. This finding is consistent with earlier findings
showing that the Extraversion and Openness dimensions are
defined somewhat differently on the two instruments,

The parameter estimates for Model 4 in Figure 1 suggest
three major conclusions that are consistent with the preceding
analyses. First, all 20 scales had substantial loadings on the five
latent factors, ranging from a low of .70 to a high of .95. On
average, the English-language scales had only slightly higher
loadings (M = 90) than the Spanish scales (M = .86). Second,
the substantial size of these loadings did not leave much system-
atic variance for general language or instrument factors. Instead,
the two latent method factors we did uncover related to the two
traits (Openness and Extraversion) that showed substantially
higher convergence within each instrument across languages
than across instruments within each language (see Table 7). In
other words, these scales generalized across languages but in
ways that differed somewhat across the two instruments. The
two method factors capture these instrument-specific sources of
variance that are shared across the two languages for the Open-

1 The factor specified as an English language factor did not show
loadings that could be attributed to a common English-language effect
across instruments and scales. The two significant loadings were a posi-
tive loading for the English NEO-FFI Extraversion scale and a negative
loading for the English BFI Extraversion scale. The Spanish langnage
factor was defined only by BFI scales and included a negative loading
for the Spanish BFI Extraversion scale and a positive loading for the
Spanish BFI Neuroticism scale.

"' We also tested a model that specified only trait factors and repre-
sented method variance by allowing within-BFI and within-NEQ-FFI
errors (also labeled unique variances) to intercorrelate. This approach,
known as the correlated uniqueness model (Bagozzi, 1993; Kenny &
Kashy, 1992; Panter, Tanaka, & Hoyle, 1994) yielded a good fit for the
data but proved less informative than the models summarized in Table
8. Specifically, because method factors are not specified a priori, evi-
dence of shared method variance is contained oanly in the 20 X 20 matrix
of intercorrelations among the errors. A close examinaton of these
correlations revealed (a) no evidence for general langnage effects, (b)
no evidence for general instrnment effects, and (¢) a pattern of significant
correlations among the errors for the Extraversion and Openness to
Experience BFI scales and among the errors for the Extraversion and
Openness to Experience NEQ-FF] scales—a pattern consistent with the
two method factors specified in Model 4 (Table 8),
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Table 8
Study 2: Summary af Goodness of Fit for the Multitrait Multi-Instrument Multilanguage Data
Model X df X1df CFI Ay’

1. Uncorrelated Big Five personality factors,

no method factors 3815 170 34 85 —
2. Correlated Big Five personality factors, no

method factors 5237 160 33 .87 57.8*
3. Correlated Big Five personality factors,

uncorrelated English and Spanish language

factors 465.6 140 33 88 S8.1%*
4, Correlated Big Five personality factors,

uncorrelated BFI and NEQ-FFI instrument

factors 3378 140 24 93 127.8*
Note. N = 170 English-Spanish bilingual individuals. CF{ = comparative fit index (Bentler, 1990). Ax* =

increase in overall fit. BFl = Big Five Inventory; NEO-FFI = NEQ Five Factor Inventory.

¥p < 05,

ness and Extraversion dimensions. Nonetheless, in all cases, the
loadings on these method factors were considerably smaller than
the substantive trait loadings. The third conclusion involves the
size of the intercorrelations among the latent Big Five dimen-
sions. As in Study 1, the intercorrelations remained low even
when disattenuated for unreliability by CFA; only four correla-
tions exceeded .20, and none reached .40.

Overall, then, the CFA results suggest that five latent, corre-
tated personality factors representing the Big Five structure cap-
ture the major sources of variance in our multitrait multilanguage
multi-instrument design. In addition to these five substantive
factors, two instrument factors ( BFI and NEO-FFI ) representing
trait-specific instrument variance emerged as significant sources
of variance. We found no evidence for English and Spanish
language factors that would account for variance shared across
the Spanish BFI and NEO-FFI scales or across the English BFI
and NEO-FFI scales.

General comparison of the BFI and the NEO-FFI. How do
these two relatively short Spanish measures of the Big Five
compare? The BFI’s reliability and factor structure were at least
equal to those of the NEO-FFL In terms of convergence and
discrimination across the two languages, the two instruments
were again quite similar. However, the BFI takes only about S
min of administration time (compared with about 15 min for
the NEO-FFI) because the BFI scales use fewer items than the
NEO-FFI scales (9 vs. 12), and the items are about half as long
(Ms = 5.1 vs. 9.7 words). Thus, the BFI showed much greater
economy {Burisch, 1984). Moreover, the BFI items seemed
easier to understand: On each of three indicators (Microsoft,
1993), the BFI required a lower mean reading grade level (M
= 5.2) than the NEQ-FFI (M = 6.6).12 We also asked four
Hispanic bilingual individuals (who were blind to the purpose
of the study) to rate how easy it was to understand each of the

iterns in the two Spanish versions. Items from the two instru-
ments were presented together in a random order, and ratings
were made following the procedures devised by Angleitner,
John, and Lohr (1986, pp. 85-89). The BFI items were easier
to understand, ¢(102) = 2.9, p < .01; using Angleitner et al.’s
classification rules, 20% of the NEO-FFI items were not imme-
diately understandable, compared to 7% of the BFI items. De-
spite the BFI/NEO-FFI difference, these findings indicate that
both instruments compare favorably with clder questionnaires,
which on average contained more than 50% items judged not
immediately understandable ( Angleitner et al., 1986),

External (or predictive) validity was not examined in the pres-
ent studies, and future research is needed to address this limita-
tion. However, the substantial validity of the English “‘parent™
instruments (e.g., with respect to peer ratings) and the high En-
glish—Spanish convergence lead us to be optimistic that validity
findings for the BFI and the NEO-FFI will generalize to the
Spanish versions of both instruments. At the very least, there is
no evidence to suggest otherwise, as the English and Spanish
versions did not differ in the bilingual sample of Study 2.

When should researchers use the Spanish BFI and when
should they use the NEO PI-R or NEQ-FFI? When participant
time is not at a premium, participants are well-educated and
test-savvy, and the research question calls for the assessment of
multiple facets for each of the Big Five dimensions, then the

2 The NEO PI-R manual (Costa & McCrae, 1992) reports a sixth-
grade reading level {p. 4). The three indices used here were the Flesch—
Kincaid grade level, Coleman-Liau grade level, and Bormuth grade
level, which use word length (number of characters), average number
of syllables per word, and sentence length to determine a grade level.
Standard writing corresponds to seventh- or eighth-grade level (see
readability statistics in Word 6.0).

Figure ! (opposite).

Model 4 for confirmatory factor analysis of multitrait multimethod matrix in Study

2: Five latent personality factors (N = Neuroticism; E = Extraversion; O = Opennass; A = Agreeableness;
C = Conscientiousness) plus one Big Five Inventory (BFL) instrument factor and one NEQ Five Factor
Inventory instrument factor. Eng = English; Spa = Spanish.
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full 240-item Spanish NEO PI-R would be most useful. Cther-
wise, the 44-item BFI (which is given in the Appendix) seems
to offer a more efficient and easily understood measure of the
Big Five in Spanish-speaking samples than does the 60-item
NEO-FFI.

Study 3: Partial Replication in a Hispanic
Noncollege Sample

The findings from Study 2 suggest that the revised Spanish
BFI scales have respectable psychometric characteristics and
substantial cross-language and cross-instrument validity in a
bilingual Hispanic sample. One limitation of this study is that
it relied on college-educated participants, leaving the generality
of our results to less educated samples unexplored. Study 3 was
designed to address this limitation; this follow-up study was a
partial replication of Study 2 in a working-class sample of His-
panics and focused on the BFI. We examined the reliability and
cross-language convergence of the Spanish and English BFL
scales; in particular, we asked whether the Spanish BFI scales
could be used in adult Hispanic samples with less formal educa-
tion than typically found in college samples. We thus expected
somewhat lower alpha reliabilities and cross-language conver-
gence correlations than in Studies 1 and 2. The main question
was whether under these circumstances the psychometric char-
acteristics of the Spanish BFI scales would still be acceptable.

Method

Participants and procedures. This sample included 139 Hispanic
adults (54 men and 85 women). Their mean age was 32 years (SD =
13). All participants were either immigrants from Latin American coun-
tries or U.S.-born descendants of Latin American individuals. Partici-
pants had backgrounds from a wide range of Latin American cultures
including Mexico (n = 69), El Salvader (33), Nicaragua (11), Colom-
bia (5), Peru (4), Chile (3), Panama (3), Argentina (3), Cuba (2),
Puerte Rico (2), Venezuela (1), Honduras (1), Ecuador (1)}, and Guate-
mala (1).

Participants were recruited in a working-class neighborhood in San
Francisco, during a 2-day street festival organized for the Cinco de Maye
celebration. Participants either approached the experimenter and her as-
sistants (all of whom were Hispanic) to inguire about their poster invit-
ing Spanish—English bilinguals for a study or were approached by the
experimenter and her assistants. Those who had not attended college
were given the questionnaire materials and asked to complete them in
a designated private area next to the information stand for this study.

Instruments.  Participants filled out both the English and the final
Spanish versions of the BFI; half of them completed the English version
first. Participants received a symbolic monetary compensation ($1) for
their participation. Given the fears and concerns that recent changes
in immigration laws and regulaticns have triggered among Hispanic
immigrants in California, we made an effort to encourage parlicipation
by fully assuring participants of their anonymity; thus, the questionnaire
included no background questions other than age, sex, and national
background.

Results and Discussion

For each of the BFI scales, Table 9 shows the number of
items, alpha reliability, mean, and standard deviation for both
English and Spanish versions. As can be seen in Table 9, the
alpha reliabilities for the scales were all adequate in both lan-

guages, ranging from .73 to .80 for the English BFI (m = .78),
and from .69 to .77 for the Spanish BFL (m = .74). As expected,
these alphas were lower than those in the college samples of
Study 1 and 2 (which are also given in Table 9 for comparison
purposes ), but the size of the difference was not large.

As in Studies 1 and 2, the scale means and standard deviations
were again very similar for the two languages, with none of the
values being more than one decimal apart. None of the correla-
tions with language used ( Spanish vs. English) were significant;
they ranged from —.11 to .03 and are given in Table 5. Taken
together, the findings from Studies 2 and 3 suggest that language
had no consistent effects on bilingual individuals’ Big Five
SCOres.

Note also that the means in this study were quite similar to
those from the two previous studies. Again, the equivalence
of the response distributions in English and Spanish was also
apparent at the item level; the correlation between the English
and the Spanish itern means across the 44 items was .94, similar
to the .95 in Study 2. Even across the two studies, the equiva-
lence correlations were all above .91.

As in Study 2, we also explored subsample differences com-
paring participants of Mexican, Salvadorian, and “‘other His-
panic’’ background. For each BFI scale and language, we con-
ducted a one-factorial ANOVA, with the three national back-
grounds forming a between-subjects factor. Results indicated no
significant differences among the subsamples on any of the
BFI scales in either language. Thus, the Openness differences
between Mexican and non-Mexican Hispanics from Study 2
failed to replicate.

Table 9 also reports the correlations between the Spanish and
English versions of the BFL. These cross-language convergent
validity correlations were substantial in size, averaging .63, but
lower than the mean of .84 observed in the bilingual college
sample of Study 2. There was also evidence for discriminant
validity. Only 3 of the 20 off-diagonal correlations exceeded
.30, and none of them reached .40 or even approached the magni-
tude of the convergent validity correlations.

It is interesting to compare the findings for Agreeableness in
Study 3 to those in Studies 1 and 2. In the first two studies,
the Spanish Big Five scales generally showed levels of alpha
reliability and factorial coherence that were only slightly lower
than those observed for the original English scales (see Table
9. However, for the Spanish Agreeableness scale, the alphas
were generally lower, and this pattern was consistent across the
BFI and NEO-FFI and across both the monolingual and the
bilingual samples of college students, with alphas ranging from
.65 to .69. However, in Study 3, the alpha was .75, a value no
different from the other Big Five scales. One possible reason for
this discrepancy is that the college samples showed consistently
lower standard deviations (mean SD = 0.5) on the Agreeable-
ness scale than did the adults of Study 3 (mean SD = 0.7).
Future research should investigate the reasons for this restriction
of range in college students’ self-reports, such as potential age
differences in the social desirability of this construct.

Several limitations of the sample and procedures in this study
should be considered in evaluating these findings. Because of
the constraints on our participants’ time and availability, bilin-
gualism could not be assessed directly as we had in Study 2.
As a coensequence, some of the participants were probably not
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Study 3: Psychometric Characteristics and Cross-Language Convergence
Correlations for the Spanish and English Big Five Inventory Scales

in a Noncollege Hispanic Bilingual Sample

o M SD English-
Spanish
Scale n Eng Spa Eng Spa Eng Spa convergence
Extraversion 8 .73 69 36 3.5 0.7 0.7 69
Agreeableness 9 78 75 39 38 0.7 0.7 54
Conscientiousness 9 .80 74 39 18 0.7 0.6 .61
Neuroticism 8 .80 5 2.6 2.6 0.8 08 .66
Openness 10 .80 7 39 3.9 07 0.6 72
Means of the three studies
Study 3 9 78 74 3.6 a5 0.7 0.7 .65
Study 2 9 .85 78 3.6 3.5 0.7 0.7 .84
Study 1 9 .83 78 35 3.5 0.7 0.7 —
Note. N = 136 Spanish—English bilingual individuals; n = number of items in the scale; Eng = English;

Spa = Spanish. Means for Studies 2 and 3 were taken from Tables 1 and 4.

truly bilingual (i.e., not fluent in English as well as Spanish).
In fact, given that our sample included many recent immigrants
with relatively low SES and little formal education in the United
States, it is likely that some participants experienced difficulty
in responding to the English BFI items, thus lowering the cross-
language convergence correlations that could be observed in
this study. Another important limitation is the unstructured
method of data collection—the clamorous nature of the street
festival may have hampered participants’ ability to carefully
read and respond to the instruments. Given these limitations,
the cross-language convergences and alpha reliabilities found
here probably represent underestimates of the real effect sizes.
Ovwerall, then, the findings of Study 3 show that the Spanish BFI
scales can be used successfully in Hispanic minority samples
with less formal education than typically found in college
samples.

One potential limitation of the bilingual designs used in both
Studies 2 and 3 is that results from these samples may not be
generalizable to monolingual Hispanic samples (i.e., immigrants
who do not speak any English). Bilingual (and bicultural ) indi-
viduals may differ from monolingual individuals in particular
cognitive and interpersonal characteristics (Laframboise, Cole-
man, & Gerton, 1993; Lambert, 1977; Reynolds, 1991). Thus,
the mean levels on the Spanish and English BFI and NEQ-FFl1
scales obtained in Studies 2 and 3 may not apply o monolingual
Hispanic samples, Further research is needed to examine this
issue.

Finally, although the samples in Studies 2 and 3 were reason-
ably large, they were nonetheless limited in their representation
of the many national backgrounds of Hispanics living in the
United States. We conducted subsample analyses comparing
Mexicans with non-Mexican Hispanics in Study 2, and between
Mexican, Salvadorian, and ‘‘other’” Hispanics in Study 3, but
we did not find any consistent differences. Nonetheless, rather
than treating all Hispanic participants as a cultorally homoge-
neous group, future research should further explore within-mi-
nority differences (Marin & Marin, 1991). In particular, it would
be important to test whether the Spanish versions of the BFI
and the NEO PI-R can indeed be used with Hispanics from all

national backgrounds. Similarly, although we found no differ-
ences between immigrant and U.S.-born Hispanics in the present
studies, more careful attention should be paid to acculturation
differences (Padilla, 1995; Rogler, Cortes, & Malgady, 1991).

General Discussion

We discuss the implications of our three studies for three
issues: {a) measurement of the Big Five personality dimensions
in Spanish-speaking individuals, {b) the cross-cultural general-
ity of personality, and (c} research methods in cross-cultural
work.,

Measuring the Big Five in Spanish

One of our goals was to add to the instruments available in
Spanish to encourage more personality reséarch on Hispanic
minority populations in the United States. Of particular con-
cern were reliability and structural equivalence of the BFI
across languages and cultural groups, which we examined in
two kinds of research designs: monolingual cross-cultural
samples and bilingual Hispanic samples. The cross-cultural
design of Study 1 compared two large monolingual college
samples and showed that in Spain, the Spanish BFI scales
had adequate psychometric characteristics, with alphas,
means, and standard deviations very similar to those of the
English-language scales in the U.S. sample. They also showed
substantial structural similarity to the English scales in the
multisample CFA and convergent and discriminant validity
with indigenous Spanish Big Five markers.

The cross-cultural design of Study 1 simultaneously varied
both the language and culture group of the respondents. In con-
trast, the bilingual design of Studies 2 and 3 allowed us to
compare the Spanish and English versions within the same U.S.
sample of Hispanic individuals. These studies again provided
support for cross-language convergent and discriminant validity
of the BFI, at both the scale and the item level, and showed that
the results from Study | generalize to non-European Spanish-
speaking samples—both Hispanic college students {Study 2}
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and working-class Hispanic adults (Study 3). Study 2 also
showed excellent cross-instrument convergence and discrimina-
tion with the NEO-FFI, a short form of the 240-item NEO PI-
R, in both English and Spanish. This multitrait multilanguage
multi-instrument design provided explicit tests of language- and
instrument-specific sources of method variance. CFA results
showed that (a) both BFI and NEQ-FFI scales loaded as ex-
pected on five substantive factors, (b) there was no evidence of
general language effects, and (c) there was some evidence of
instrument-specific factors, involving small but consistent dif-
ferences in the ways Extraversion and Openness are defined in
each of the two instruments. These findings are reassuring from
the perspective of instrument equivalence, and they suggest that
the Spanish BFI can serve as a useful personality assessment tool
for research on various Spanish-speaking populations. Further
research is needed to examine the external validity of these new
BFI scales, however, before the unrestricted use of the BFI with
Spanish-speaking respondents can be advocated.

Cross-Cultural Specificity and Generality of Personality

QOur findings also have theoretical implications for research
in cross-cultural psychology. The findings from our three studies
are surprisingly easy to summarize: Whether we compared sam-
ples from Spain and the United States, college students and
working-class adults, or Spanish- and English-language ver-
sions, there were no consistent differences in factor structures,
alphas, and norms. That is, Latin—Anglo differences in such
cultural values as collectivism, simpatfa, and time orientation
did not result in systematic differences in the ways the Big Five
personality traits covaried in individuals from Latin and Anglo
cultural groups.

Consider the culture-level concept of simpatia as an example.
The college student samples of Studies 1 and 2 showed some-
what lower alpha coefficients for Agreeableness in Spanish and
two secondary loadings of Agreeableness items on Extraversion,
suggesting that these simpatia-related traits might be structured
somewhat differently in Spanish. However, Study 3 showed that
these differences did not hold in an adult working-class sample,
suggesting that age or educational differences may be more
important. In terms of mean differences, one might expect that
simpatia would lead to higher Agreeableness scores in Spanish-
speaking samples. However, individuals from Latin cultures did
not score higher than Anglo Americans. This is not an isolated
finding; Jensen-Campbell, Graziano, and Hair { 1996) also failed
to obtain mean differences in Agreeableness among 45 Mexican
American and 98 Anglo American adolescents.

We also did not find consistent language differences. In Study
2, in which we ensured that participants were truly fluent in
both languages, the cross-language validity correlations for the
scales (see Table 7) were higher than would be expected from
the reliabilities of the scales in the two languages; in fact, the
CFA model including separate language factors as method ef-
fects failed 1o fit the data. Moreover, in Studies 2 and 3, in
which we used bilingual participants from the same culture, we
did not find consistent mean differences between the English
and Spanish versions.

How should we interpret these “‘null” findings, which repli-
cated across our samples and studies? At first glance, these

findings would seem to conflict with studies that have shown
language effects in bilingual designs (e.g., Ervin, 1964; Marin
et al., 1983). However, we think there are three reasons for this
apparent difference in findings. First, as Marin et al. cbserved,
**Most of the discrepancies between the answers in English and
Spanish were found on those emic items concerned with the
meaning of concepts . . ., for example, how a Hispanic can
show respect to another Hispanic’™ (p. 181). In contrast, items
on most personality trait questionnaires do not focus on cultur-
ally specific concepts or meaning systems; instead, they ask
about fairly general behavioral and emotional characteristics
that may not elicit substantially different interpretations from
Anglo Americans, Hispanics, and Spaniards. The imposed-etic
research strategy may further limit the extent to which cultural
differences are likely to be manifested. Future research should
use emic designs (e.g., Church & Katigbak, 1989; Yang & Bond,
1990) to probe Latin—Anglo differences and to compare the
BFI scales with indigenous Spanish personality constructs (see
Benct-Martinez & Waller, 1997).

A second reason involves differences in the structural proper-
ties of both items and responses. For example, Ervin (1964 )
found that bilinguals differ in the Thematic Apperception Test
stories they tell in their two languages. In contrast, the items
and response options on the BFI and NEQO-FFI are highly struc-
tured and do not invite the culturally diverse interpretations
possible when telling a story in response to an ambiguous pic-
ture. Third, our items are contextually abstract, that is, they are
neutral with respect to the context in which relevant behaviors
may be manifested; cultural differences that may well exist in
the way specific behaviors are manifested in specific contexts
are nol likely to play an important role here."

In conclusion, the present findings should not be taken to
mean that there are no important Latin—Anglo differences in
individual personality. Rather, we suggest that whether a person-
ality study shows cultural generality or specificity will depend
on the level of abstraction chosen in conceptualizing personality.
Even specific Iraits, such as talkativeness and forgetfulness, are
abstractions that summarize general trends in the behavior and
experience of the individual over time and situations. The Big
Five dimensions represent an even broader level of abstraction,
aggregating across numerous more specific trait domains. Thus,
it is possible that at the broad trait level, personality structure
is quite general, even universal, across cultural groups. At the
same time, personality may be much more culturally specific at
lower levels of abstraction, such as for middle-level personality
constructs (Cantor & Zirkel, 1990} like personal projects and
strivings, life goals, and possible selves. This view allows for
both cultural specificity and generality in personality, recogniz-
ing the crucial role of the level of abstraction at which personal-
ity is conceptualized.

Methodology in Cross-Cultural Research

In the studies reported here, we have broadened the nmltitrait
multimethod approach to construct validation by including lan-

13 For example, the cultural concept sitmparia emerged from 600 role-
ditferential judgments made by Hispanics and non-Hispanics ( Triandis
et al., 1984), thus representing a much greater level of specificity and
contextual detail.
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guage effects as another method factor. This allowed us to apply
various kinds of structural equation models to multitrait data
from different cultures and languages. In Study 1, we used
multisample CFA to test the structural equivalence of English
and Spanish Big Five measures simultaneously in a U.S. sample
and in a Spanish sample. In Study 2, in which the same bilingual
participants completed both English and Spanish instruments,
we used a multitrait moltilanguage multi-instrument CFA to esti-
mate both substantive personality factors and two kinds of
method effects. Another methodological innovation in this re-
search involves the procedures we developed for screening and
assessing bilingualism in Study 2, in particular the translation
tests. Such tests should prove useful in studies of translation
equivalence because true equivalence will be underestimated
unless all participants are known to be truly bilingual.

As Panter, Tanaka, & Hoyle (1994 ) observed, ‘‘Much effort is
typically expended in collecting high-quality data from multiple
observational modes. . . . However, strategies for analyzing the
data that emanate from these designs do not always optimize
the available information” (pp. 134-135). This observation
tends to apply to the analysis of high-quality cross-cultural data
as well. We hope that the procedures applied here, especially
the multitrait mmltilanguage matrix approach, will prove useful
for personality research in other languages and culiures.
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Appendix

English Big Five Inventory

Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For example, do you agree that you are someone who likes fo spend
time with others? Please choose a number for each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement.

Disagree strongly Disagree a little

Neither agree nor disagree

Agree a little Agree strongly

 FSU N RPN S S 5

I see myself as someone who . . .

. is talkative

. tends to find fault with others

. does a thorough job

. is depressed, blue

. is original, comes up with new ideas
. is reserved

. is helpful and unselfish with others
. can be somewhat careless

. is relaxed, handles stress well
—10. i8 curious about many different things
—11. is full of energy

——12. starts quarrels with others

.13, is a reliable worker

—14, can be tense

—15. is ingenious, a deep thinker
—16. generates a lot of enthusiasm
——17. has a forgiving nature

—18. tends to be disorganized

—19. worries a lot

——20. has an active imagination

~—21. tends to be quiet

—22. is generally trusting

Nl - RS B NV I R PV % I

—_23. tends to be lazy

—24. is emotionally stable, not easily upset
—25. is inventive

—26. has an assertive personality

—27. can be cold and aloof

—...28. perseveres until the task is finished
__-29. can be moody

—30. values artistic, aesthetic experiences

-~ 31. is sometimes shy, inhibited

—32. is considerate and kind to almost everyone
——233. does things efficiently

34, remains calm in tense situations

—235. prefers work that is routine

—36. is outgoing, sociable

—37. is sometimes rude to others

—38. makes plans and fellows through with them
—39. gets nervous easily

——40. likes to reflect, play with ideas

—41. has few artistic interests

___42. likes to cooperate with others

—43. is easily distracted

— 44, is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

Please check: Did you write a number in front of each statement?

Note. Copyright 1991 by Oliver P. John.

(Appendix continues)
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Spanish Big Five Inventory

Las siguientes expresiones le describen a usted con mds o menos precision. Por ejemplo, ;estd de acuerdo en que usted es alguien ““chistoso,
a quien le gusta bromear””? Por favor escoja nn niimero para cada una de las siguientes expresiones, indicando asi hasta que punto estd de
acuerdo o en desacuerdo en como le describe a usted.

Muy en Ligeramente en Ni de acuerdo ni Ligeramente de Muy de

desacuerdo desacuerdo en desacuerde acuerdo acuerdo
I bR EEEEE LR R ELLGLECTEEEEEEEEEEE P e B L R LT LRI P T P L LR 5
Me veo a mi mismo-a como alguien que . . .
_— 1. es bien hablador —23. es inventivo
___ 2. tiende a ser criticén .24, es generalmente confiado
— 3. es minucioso en el trabajo ——25. tiende a ser flojo, vago
__. 4. es depresivo, melancélico —26. se preocupa mucho por las cosas
___ 5. es original, se le ocurren ideas nuevas ___27. es a veces timido, inhibido
— 6. es reservado __28. es indulgente, no le cuesta perdonar
___ 7. es generoso y ayuda a los demds —-29. hace las cosas de manera eficiente
—— 8. puede a veces ser algo descuidado __30. es temperamental, de humor cambiante
___ 9. es calmado, controla bien el estrés —-31. es ingenioso, analitico
__10. tiene intereses muy diversos —32. irradia entusiasmo
___11. estd lleno de energia .33, es a veces frio y distante
——12. prefiere trabajos que son rutinarios ___34. hace planes y los sigue cuidadosamente
—13. inicia disputas con los demas —_35. mantiene la calma en situaciones dificiles
14, es un trabajador cumplidor, digno de confianza —36. le gusta reflexionar, jugar con las ideas
—15. con frecuencia se pone tenso ——-37. es considerado y amable con casi todo el mundo
——16. tiende a ser callado ——18. se pone nervioso con facilidad
___17. valera lo artistico, lo estético —39. es educado en arte, misica, o literatura
—18, tiende a ser desorganizado __40. es asertivo, no teme expresar lo que quiere
—.19. es emocionalmente estable, dificil de alterar —_41. le gusta cooperar con los demas
___20. tiene una imaginacion activa — 42, se distrae con facilidad
21, persevera hasta terminar el trabajo ___ 43, es extrovertido, sociable
——22. es a veces maleducado con los demis —_44, tiene pocos intereses artisticos
Por favor, compruebe que ha escrito un nimero delante de cada frase.

Note. Copyright 1996 by Oliver P. John and Verdnica Benet-Martinez.
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