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[Abstract]
tory Revised(NEO-PI-R) with the neuroticism subscale of the NEO Five Factor Inventory(NEO-FFI), and examine their

Objective: To compare the reliability and validity of the neuroticism subscale of the NEO Personality Inven-

measurement equivalence across gender. Methods: A total of 5352 undergraduates completed the neuroticism subscale of
the NEO-PI-R, the neuroticism subscale of the NEO-FFI and the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression Scale
(CES-D). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and mean inter—item correlation(Mc) were calculated to test the internal consistency
reliability. Confirmatory factor analysis(CFA) were used by Amos to test the theory—based validity and the measurement
equivalence across gender respectively. Results: The internal consistency reliability(Cronbach’ s alpha=0.92, M;.=0.20)
and theory—based validity(GFI=0.93, CFI=0.91, RMSEA=0.056) of the neuroticism subscale of the NEO-PI-R met the stan-
dards, which also existed strict measurement equivalence across gender( A CFI<0.01). The internal consistency reliability
(Cronbach’ s alpha=0.84, M;:=0.31) and theory— based validity(GFI=0.96, CFI=0.93, RMSEA=0.067) of the neuroticism
subscale of the NEO-FFI met the standards, while which existed partial measurement equivalence in the strict model( A
CFI>0.01). Conclusion: The neuroticism subscale of the NEO-PI-R and that of the NEO—FFI both showed adequate reli-
ability and validity, while the neuroticism subscale of the NEO—PI-R had better measurement equivalence across gender.
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