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Abstract

The item wording effect brought by positively or negatively worded items will cause the bias of
results. The domestic self-compiled sentence Big Five Personality scale, nevertheless, still lacks
the test and control of such effect. Taking the sentence Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory
Brief version (CBF-PI-B) as an example, the current research aimed to examine the item wording
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effect by the correlated trait-correlated method (CTCM) and evaluate the influence of item word-
ing effect on its measurement model. Further, the relationship between dispositional optimism
and the positively and negatively worded method factors were explored. The results showed that
positively and negatively worded effects were both non-ignorable in CBF-PI-B, which had an effect
on the factor loadings of agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion and openness, but had
little effect on the neuroticism dimension. Moreover, item wording effect could not only reduce the
correlation coefficients among the five dimensions, but also make the correlation coefficients ex-
pand and appear false correlations, indicating that method factors of both positively and nega-
tively worded items should be taken into consideration in future studies. In addition, dispositional
optimism positively predicted the positively and negatively worded effect on CBF-PI-B.
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1. 518
11 BERRBYESKAAE

HH T S e R B A P BRVFRLSE . A T AR S M S AT B i A A B AR S, [FI AR IR e
S HTE R g i P H LG (Weijters et al., 2013). ANid, 1E. RFEEXT TS5 EEEITRET S HEES
ZS. Bk, BHEMIE. R AT R w2z 1, S EZ T R I2 8 2 (Weijters et al., 2013).
HWR, 1B RS IR R &S B RE IR F (Riordan, 2021), ] # A 43A L IF A SRR . o
S 7 A VRV it 1 W R U (Chester & Kenneth, 1981; Swain et al., 2008). B, /F 25 1) 75 B2 56 5 4 i)
INHHEAE(Mayo et al., 2004), 8 53 et i S0, AT R 0 2 1 e ) it 0 0 5 2 tH B R ek v
W22, BIIH FRR RN (LA, EAHE, 2012). A AMMCAEER], BN AR R N — Bt R 8. A
E 15 BAR, 37 =4t [R5 #4435 ¥ (Gu et al., 2017; Schriesheim et al., 1991), 2 i i £ & 45 #J(Weijters et al.,
2013), ARHLA JE 4E R G R AR R B6AIE M I 30 AT (CFAVIL A 22, SR P AH &4 M 55925 (CTC M) N B 45 Jile
A 1E 1A RS [ R PR T R 2R SR FH A OCARE R A3 (CTCU) A R 1 H 3R IR Z M 00, A
R4f.

KT IHRRUBIART, H G mrnEds s R 7 2 5550 AR, #lin: 2800
A I [A]#4 5E ME(Marsh & Scalas et al., 2010; Urban et al., 2014). &1t (Alessandri et al., 2010). H k4R &
LS E R 1) — B (Alessandri et al., 2011), oA a7 v N 35 5 4 A A A AR R TE i 2 S O
(Wang etal., 2016). FH, KRB ;ERFZE ORI S1T EGE RS BIKEIH(DisStefano & Motl, 2009)
R5E3eE L%, FARE, 2012)%58 NASHS R AN R 4 5 A7 15 <8k

NI, RIS R B (P A%, 2016), HAoitsgfaett. RITEH ek
B I 1) )7 3 IR 3R (5. 25 AH 9% (Mlichaelides et al., 2016; Quilty et al., 2006), FF HILERA G MAF/ET HE
RE . F K AN ER BFI-2 BAESCRAAMFAEFRIR RS, B FH A SCRAFTE S ) /3 38 3487 (Zhang et
al., 2021). A)FRRKFAMER IPIP. NEO-FFI (15 SRR M A LRI B A7 AR E 5 i) 38 794 o 238 &2
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(Biderman et al., 2011), PEIEFIERR Mini-IPIP Z /b tH 7745 %5 IE 7] L3R A %4 v (Martinez-Molina & Avrias,
2018), 1 SCRA)FAKRANMSER, HEMLZERSE A (2006)R T 46— N 1E. R NEO-FFI
HBITIRERINERE, RIS R R MG EYE T RER, YD ERZER AR A7
FHIE. RIABERIBR . (B — 5 IR LR 5 25 575155 2 (Weijters et al., 2013), ZHFFC M TEIE
VIR B S IR A7 AE o

i, % TEKNASRKHEAEEREENRHKZR T EIMEREITR(D A, Sell, 2011), AF
RS, G EATENEHN RS FAER——PE KA ER R CBF-PI-B (155,
2011)HE— BRI H R B A TR LG, R H1: CBF-PI-B AR AEAE IE . I i) R K

1.2. KEABSEERMEXY

T H RN NI E W ZE, AR _EJE T3 EUREMZE R — M (2 5065, 2006), thATRIUNAHSE R
HUZIK, X — R R I AN B2 IE SR 4 330 R B N W B —— R I AR ) LA 2 FEAE B WAL IE
AZCREL FULE, 2015), TSR A HEARBUARIAL .

{ELIE [ AR D 2 HORE H 2 DR R0 280NE T 7 A g o S B %5, i L T 1 AH S 5 (Weijters et al.,
2009), TR LEEE H 7 BAESANERE T, B H [EAR SRR S R DU AR B A A RZAK . Biderman 4
N (011N AT U8 UE I F A UL, A4 1) 00 H 3R 0N i » K T A T2 P T8 RO SRk PR A P 2 42 I A2
PRLE, KT AR YR BE TR R B0 AHOG W] REUR B RB N, B H2: A IERBUNEN R G, T4ERE I
ERLLES RN S

13. FRFIUERTMER

W5 T H IR BN AR AR, A B T8 fo iR 5 R 45 A (DiStefano & Motl, 2009), A
BTt — B2 AT o AW TR — AR R0 B T A% O NS S —— R R M S T H
ES LIPS

R B A Rid 2 22 5 FHEZ MBI/ Y Sl #2(Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988), MMiiciZ A 1
R, HEREEZA NFRIR M, Wil St NA& 8 75 D0 S R eI 58 2 OR kIt 2, LA m vRAN it
4243 238 38 (Maraz et al., 2021). HRFJ5T 5RO Fir I F4 1) B8 4 e 1 — bt il M AR (B 1B 55, 2013),
HEIEMRE S EM. 5Ot fAHSCOR S, 2016). fEMMERER N, &AW & B 7k
a5, DR oA AR ORI, R H3a: REIUR N CBF-PI-B [ 5 1] B i 35 B A 75 i 2 £ 1)
TAER o fE PSR PEFERE T, SRR TR T b T IEMEIE 2 b O A4, 2016), BAIANAIS1E
S IEME R, 5 A R R 2, R H3b: RESR LA CBF-PI-B [ 1E [A] B 3 250 W A 5 35 1F 7]
MEH .

gi b, Awr et KA R R T CBF-PI-B {31 H #3885 w BEA TR, R 2R H0 4
AR PERIEE IR, FEXHRERR SR W5 CBF-PI-B HH (51 H 3R 30 2 18] F 5% R AT 404 -

2. ik
2.1 #ik

SKEUE R RAE T AL 5T & K m R 2% 1] 34 561 1. A 1 HERR 4% Il B 44 M B2 TR 2 1 5
Xof 1) 45 B R4 T 07 328 FI AL B (Curran, 2016), 5 bR o & P /R 2 it (] /T 2 P 10 45 20 43 (Huang et all.,
2012), AR AERE I K (>25 %) FIAE R /IN< 17 ) 3L 12 473 10) 45 - A3 2071 45 529 43, A 30 9 94.30%,
Hrh 54 126 N, 24 403 N, ~FIJFERSN 19.94 %(SD = 1.25).
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22. TR

2.2.1. PEIXIARERERR CBF-PI-B

IZE R A N (2011) A R T AR B AR PR AU R, B8 B APE(A) A TT(N) ™11 (C).
HMEITE(E) S FFPE(O) FLANERE, FE4ERE 8 AT ILH, 3L 40 . JREL R S ANH T £T 5.
BB A B SO R I 3 22 5 (Wong et al., 2011), {HIEH £ 5 2SI mAS (KB B I % (Gilljam
& Granberg, 1993), & h0 A s A] fi 22 5 35 08 3R % B 58 &% ¥ (Marsh & Parducci, 1978), 4>
AR 2 5 2 IR AR S S0 AN AR i 30 26 17 (Beert et al., 2010), 111 HL B 46 2 BT 24035 B 3845 U I (L Kk
B, 2010), BUEAWRECN BRI, 1 ARBEARTE, T ARG BAYEER R,
REZ N R TR R A S rh & 4E T v B T2 o BB 1 PR, BIRBLRGF.
Table 1. Reliability of each dimension
=1 BEEREE

iy HAM i Ah i) LERY FrcE
To W o RELC 0.80 0.81 0.81 0.88 0.84

22.2. RMEN - ERENER

FALHT N (2007)7E O ESCR R MR RAE &R E SOk, R BT E, R TS
HIER TES LLATHHKER, KLY 0. HF a5 Mg m SR F 4R, EEE R
2 I H RR N 0 7 b R IR N AR S R (20 25, F o4 e, 2012, 2R LR, 2013), DHBEIRAT]
ESK AR g, FEHI . REERSN. FERS “BERKM TN, FHEAGHESER” &
HFRAANTE, mTREFIEIM NS, FREHLSOy “BERM T AEMMERE, AYFHEE” o K
Wi, ZERTTELEN o RECN 0.86, HERLT.
2.3. ERARY NG FESSIT T

FA A A I (CTCM) . M SR BT 92 (CTCU) A& 24 i B F O T H R i fs il 5%, w2
TEJEAT M AR p 3 A &R, (AR B RT3 D hRIR N (] 1 /5, FABIELRE, MK

JNERZR P NIEFE . N Ay al ) s f5 38 W A5 e B 22 AH O T AN g 7 ki Ae & (K] 1 47) (Marsh,
1996).

Figure 1. CTCM and CTCU model
1. CTCM #&8I%n CTCU 8!
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i T CTCU 28 e Z R A A 1 H Ik 22 (Conway et al., 2004), #%# CTCM X Tl H 218 SN 3EAT K 56,
R — AR =/ CTCM #i 8. 1E[A)8 CTCM ((V A& IEAEUERR). RIAM CTCM (V&
SEEJTERR) . ERIA CTCM (AR A IE. RIABTERR).

R 3 N T — SO OB, 1) 3 BT R S BEHLEE S Lo R A AR 18 H (Weijters et al,
2009), F{EiH Mplus7.4 34T SRR EE 5 H7 .

3. &R
3.1. XEAZERERE

KH Harman’s HLRFRESG, GINATA B H BT REERIE R 0T, BTHZE—R T EZMBEERN
20.42%, KIEZF| 40%, LR TIATREMANAE TR ERTEEE LH—BTERE.

3.2. HREPIRELERBSE
FEAIMANAEATIHER R R AR T, AN PR B B Ve B et 2 s, AFAE KR T 0.6 (1
BT R, I FLA 28 P I 1708 D) 3 A7 3 3 vy 1 S i K] 2R A o

Table 2. Standardized factor loadings’ range of the original model

2. RISEENECEZREEEE

Y Kk TR 22 3
s 1E ) 0.51~0.76
A S 1] 0.31~0.54
o E A 0.51~0.72
I S 1] 0.43

1E [ 8 0.45~0.81
it S [ e 0.54~0.55
o 1E i) 0.60~0.81
e R4 0.64

. L 0.44~0.84
piw) Qs [ /

B i 7E AN BT A IR bR o 0 DR 2 80007 AFDT T S A 55 28 1 38 A o (D %A R R 3R Ay — i A Y
DRI 2R 3847 ) W4 3 B, & MSERLHE H 75 77 iR R 3 0 R 3 Ya 22 4 oo

MW IE B VAR R, TREME At RO S R RS S A FRR A R R, = F AR
i FEEB AT 3, I F ) i D 3R A B ISR Ve I Il /A, 358 B e AR, BRAETE ST T B iR
FERCRIIER R, WAAZERS TR B B TR ), e ) RN 33 A KR FE BT AEMPA SR, IF o) @ 48
FEAAAR, ) AT E T SR, FEIE R ERR b, MR B PR ) AT AR,
INT 045 AbaPE S TR O ) E e Y R, YE 0.32 DLl Bl nlik 0.49. 0.53.

M SIA ETTE R BRI, &2 B H PR R A AR, AR AR FEAE 0.05 A . S, ™18
P At GRS RRAE VAR R B /T 0.31, (HUE NI S R TR AR e S, B
FAIA 0.64. KUk, MEANEH N REARL BE, 1FRERIB SRR, 10 R R IR N
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Wa AN S HH D, R AR i — P Il A P ) EE G AT IR E

BFENNIE. RIAETVERRES, JEME ShRPE . RS T A AT A 5
B IR TR R R AL BANVEEAT AR SR T & A i R R D TS IR A AUy
BN, EERWHERIT.
Table 3. Standardized factor loadings’ range of each CTCM maodel relative to the original model (loadings of each CTCM

model-loadings of the original model)

F 3. & CTCM REEX T RIS IR R EX R R T L USEE(& CTCM REF T - RIGERAHL)

IE# CTCM %[/ CTCM 1E. k[ CTCM
o 1ET] 8 -0.28~+0.07 —0.05~+0.04 -0.13~+0.06
A S 1] +0.20~+0.25 -0.04~-0.03 -0.11~-0.09
N 1E ) -0.12~-0.01 0 -0.13~-0.01
I J )t +0.06 +0.01 +0.02
1F [ /5 -0.20~-0.10 -0.01~0 -0.25~-0.10
i S A +0.18~+0.22 0 +0.17~+0.19
o E[ -0.01~+0.01 0 -0.02~+0.01
e R 11 +0.04 +001 +0.03
) 1E ) -0.30~-0.02 0 -0.25~-0.01
T S Je) / / /

Table 4. Standardized factor loadings on method factors for each CTCM model
F 4. & CTCM BB EFERE R EARELE R

1E[A) /8 CTCM S A CTCM 1E. X CTCM

) 1E ) 0.23~0.35 / 0.14~0.27 (2 AR Z)
HAPE

J [ / 0.57~0.64 0.59~0.69

1 Ji 0.21~0.38 / 0.20~0.34
P

17 / 0.31 0.31

IE [ 8 0.37~0.49 / 0.34~0.56
Ahra

S I7) / 0.20~0.29 0.17~0.26

B IE [ 8 0.14~0.28 (2 A E3) / 0.13~0.24 (2 A E3)

W R

S I7) / 0.21 0.17

1E Ji) 0.32~0.53 / 0.26~0.54
TR

17 / / /

3.3 HEHESEHLR

M5 KE, KM RMSEA. SRMR fER[ #2526 HI Y, 1 CFI. TLI FIERILFEALF. X T H
FERR LU IS EARHEFE L AIC, BIC R, FEBMRACERBIAI GBLr. KI5 BIC PPAl1E RS (Raftery,
1995)——4aXHE 2 ZE1E 0~2 NFFIEYG . 2~6 AIEIEHE . 6~10 ASRIEYE . >10 Ay aRuEYs, 1T AR I
R HFEEEA: IE. A CTCM > [ CTCM > IE[A 8 CTCM > JREAMA, H ¥ AEsRIEE . (2 AIC
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gh P [E 1) 8 CTCM /N F = A /8 CTCM, ABA%EE KRG IERE CTCM 5 % [ /8 CTCM AL 5 FEE LA
AL, ¥IHFIE. & CTCM. 454 TR ss R, Zam R ifise A0 B K& %N, ik H1: CBF-PI-B
RIS AR IE . R AR IR RS, BT .

Table 5. Model fit indexes of each model

5. FRANSEIER

SR A IE[/# CTCM I CTCM 1E. KA CTCM

e 3141.39 2610.05 2738.51 2224.89
df 730 697 723 689
xldf 4.30 3.75 3.79 3.23
CFI 0.72 0.78 0.77 0.82
TLI 0.70 0.75 0.75 0.80
RMSEA 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07
SRMR 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07

AlC 68982.01 68516.67 68593.13 68147.50

BIC 69537.24 69212.84 69178.25 68877.84

34. BUEEEMEXIETWL

N 6 fis, w5 NIER R ER R, B S PEE(Ar = 0.08). 4hatE(Ar = 0.07), £
Ji(Ar = 0.03) FFHME(Ar = 0.20) 2 [B] AH R REOISE AN FFEEER N g S A rE . TR 8] 1)
BRI TRZE; Abmt S5FFBUIE(Ar = 0.19) Z IAAHDC RE TR, Bbabh, #hE ™ E M (Ar =
0.08). #MIHE(Ar = 0.07) JFHUME(Ar = 0.09) IAH K RECA R E BT 5l NRIa U R =, &4
KEABMBUAK, JUEIE 0.02 LA . HFEBINIE. KAEERZER, BREANESHERE. K
PERAE R R ECE HI A 5 N R A VAR 3R BLAR, FERAE 6 R B 45 R 5 AR R U7 VAR 3R B
BEIF, AHSE R B A T AR U, BEA TS A BRIC. BRI, Rk H2: DA IE U 5B &R
J&, TYERERI R A TR, #5 BAL.

Table 6. Correlation between different dimensions in each model

6. BARBURR[E)SE A EAE K1

HAMEA e C ARt E ML N TEUE O
A /
c 0.26™ /
JE AR A A E 0.22"™ 0.20™ /

N -0.16™ -0.26™ -0.28"" /
o] 0.35™" 0.22™ 0.48™ -0.21"" /
A /
c 0.18™ /

IE[A @ CTCM E 0.15™ -0.02 (p = 0.725) /
N -0.13" -0.34™ -0.35™ /
o] 0.15" -0.11 (p = 0.071) 0.29™ -0.30™ /
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Continued
A /
C 0.26™ /
KA CTCM E 0.21™ 0.20™" /

N -0.16" -0.26™ -0.28"™ /
o 037" 0.22™" 0.49™ -0.21"™ /
A /
c 0.18™ /

iE. RIW CTCM E 0.14" -0.04 (p = 0.458) /
N —-0.20™ -0.36™ -0.36™" /
0 0.30™" —0.05 (p = 0.472) 031" -0.29™ /

FE: p<0.001: "p<0.01: p<0.05 F.

35 FRFWSWMEREBHAX R

SGURINER T PR, FFBURVLAT BRI &2 15 A B P AT iR R R, R H3a: 45 5UAR WX CBF-PI-B
0 S [ R R R N A A 2 TR TN, ARG H3b: R FURINT CBF-PI-B ) IE ] R IR RN A I
FHIEMTUNER, BOL. BREEE 8 Pin, BARRIIARL . B TAZEAR, BAEIRE
s, HRIUER RIFH) RMSEA $RE((EUF )14, 2011) Kk, A MTEn 20 F N, BT Uk gs A
f—EMZH k.

Table 7. Standardized estimations of path coefficients

® 7. BERBIRENEITE

fliiHE
CBF-PI-B IE M@ LR & <-- 0.55™ /
o 5T R N
CBF-PI-B X [/ 7 ik & <-- / 0.12
Table 8. Model fit
=8 HEANAE
N df y/df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
3932.62 1159 3.39 0.77 0.75 0.07 0.12

4. g
4.1. AFRAXAARER PRI ERRB

AR ZEA) T2 SCR TS B R i CBF-PI-B 1, [RINAEFE IE S ) 5 5 b 25 700 (i T 63k
RURL, W T 2 RHE N (2008) 48 —HEfF 45 3, H 5 SO is) 7 20K T A M & R A [R]IN AAZE R
TR N —F(Biderman et al., 2011). AR FLAEAT k2R I 75 [ $RHOE . R T RN & .

245 R 5 E R K AR B2 BFI-2 (Zhang et al., 2021) )45 RAFEZE S, Son 70 H IR N
ARe S EREAA K. Aerhaesg, f)7XERCT-5 5 RN PR H R RN, 1 AiE R E R A
B R L A R R (Soto & John, 2017),  FE A SRR A A B 17 2R IR RN (Zhang et al., 2021) .
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AR H LR BN 5T BRIZZ KRR ERADTT.
4.2. W EFRIBH XA AL AR

MIEHUE. A GERRE, FEEME A mE . TR R ARG AT A T 1) R faf PR . A
R A T, TN AR S n) AT RIS s I 1m) R BE AT T SO RIS, #h & 50 H 8T FE AR A 32 5
m, IR T BRI AN, KRGS IE, R FEFRER N ARE SRR AR ih &R 5 7V
FEMEATRICKE, e S P I e @ E I 1) @5 vE R 3R B S s s, BN n) L E
S R T R B e S AR, M AR 13X = NS 4EFE 3 5 1E . I 7 R s A O 3 L EARAE
BORKI. Ziakil, ENEBENZERRE, ERBRBSGN ST AME PE#ErE Shm e, Tk
FEAE DRI, R IA) R AR I RS AON B NP B s i, T 79 ok 3 3R 2000 %) 4 28 ot (1 s e B30 AR /. 1X
Michaelides %5 A (2016)F1 Quilty %5 A\ (2006) Fr R I B B & R KR RN 54 i KRB K AR 2 5%, TRE
SR T AR AR BT H SR RN AFAEA T2 5+

MAHR R ERE, RININIE. RIA R VER R, & 4ERERIAH ¢ REBEA EAHA TR,
YL BA I H 2RI RS RE AT REAE A5 [RI4EFE R AE OC RECR AR K, nT Ref i)y, HEFIRHR, X5
F R AT KT R (Biderman et al., 2011) %4k & (8] E 4218 IERX IS RAAEE R, SR THHEE
T RN 4 B AR DG IR RS n] B AR AR IS SO ZE SR, S N TR S SRR 3 SR R R AR I 2 1 )
(Shulruf et al., 2008)

ik, NSAFERSHAMEE R, A ZERN NN ANIE. RAEITERE. HEESEHE .
WARERZ, BRI 5 LR HME, 170 5] 42 ) PR b 2 3R R0 5 I 428 ) T 1) i 3 s 205 v 45 SR K8 4
AEABL, 5 HE R TGVE USSR R 50, T 8214 43 )42 1) T s 1) s g P 077 92 R R AT AT 9, AR 5 % BB IR ) CTCM
S50, TFAEZE BN 18] 22 S ()[R IR 1 9 45 SRR AT AR AR RE DRI DAX P A 77 VR 8O R R T A b ok
FER 205 P (1 s e e NI 2

4.3. BERAEM ST B REH

S, R R AE S [FIB I M B AE . R AR R RN, 3K AT e R R A i SR W T TG B
ERE S IE. PSR, YONIEYEIE 9T 5 7= A SR 22 o (E AR o] BB IR T AR A RIS mS . H T
(7 25 50 BT TR, R AR C A7, 2 RROM 9122 THI AL H B ) 550RE AR (Tourangeau &Rasinski, 1988), 1 I [ #1 %
TR AR, R AR 2 1 ) @ m] 44 5E 22 S A H 104E B, AEZ IR AR 1R 2 A R R B £ s B (Weijters
etal., 2013). I S ) @t S S H AR b 1K) X 58  (Chester & Kenneth, 1981; Johnson et al., 2011), Fft
LAIEIE S [ 838 LY B6IE 1F [7) A5 X (Swain et al., 2008). ANV THDGHAI Ao 5 15858, SR W 22 SRR A o 6
RS ORO A SE, 2016), ANZAEZIES R BIMERE 22 5 152 m, 3550 5y 7= A SR 22 o R — Tl e e J S AT
it M.

4.4. EFRME

JR AR A Fp AR AE R RGBT A H AR AN, IX AT RE 2 B CFA X7 (1 57 43 BB AL 4 i
#FH(Marsh & Ludtke et al., 2010), ANk 2% B T REFHARAN A2 T B — AASRLEE, AR RARTF&%H
G BT IR RS T AR (G R0, TS, 2013)fiudt— A 5T
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