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The Reliability and Validity of the Short Affect Intensity Scale—Chinese Version
ZHONG Ming-tian, YI Jin—-yao, LING Yu, ZHU Xiong-zhao, YAO Shu-qiao

The Medical Psychological Research Center,Second Xiangya Hospital , Central South University , Changsha 410011, China
[Abstract] Objective: To develop a Chinese version of Short Affect Intensity Scale (SAIS) and examine its reliability
and validity. Methods: A sample of 831 undergraduate students finished SAIS and other scales, 91 of them finished the
SAIS twice, and 63 of them gave scores to the valence and arousal of 120 affective pictures. Results: The Cronbach’s a
coefficient of the SAIS was 0.86; the mean inter—item correlation coefficient was 0.30; the test—retest reliability coefficient
was 0.83. The correlation coefficients among the three factors ranged from 0.39 to 0.62. The GFI (0.93), ACFI (0.92), CFI
(0.95) and RMSEA  (0.045) all met the criteria for adequacy of fit. Conclusion: The Chinese version of the SAIS is a reli-
able and valid measure for assessing affect intensity in Chinese undergraduate students.
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