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 The present study aims to investigate the applicability of the Big Five model of 

personality traits in Sundanese adolescents and to examine the psychometric properties 

of the Indonesian Big Five Inventory (BFI). A sample of 247 Sundanese adolescents 
aged 13-14 years old was involved. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) revealed that 

the Big Five structure existed in the Sundanese adolescent personality structure, adding 

evidence of the universality of the Big Five. CFA results also supported the construct 
validity of the Indonesian BFI particularly in related to the structural aspect. Reliability 

analyses using Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) and Construct Reliability (CR) 

coefficient suggested that only the internal consistencies of the Extraversion, 
Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism scales of the Indonesian BFI were satisfactory. 

According to the values of item factor loadings, only the Neuroticism scale showed 
relatively good psychometric properties. Most of the inter-factor correlations were 

found to exceed the adequate level whereas the otherwise was expected. Further 

psychometric evaluations are still required before the Indonesian BFI can be 
administered to the Sundanese adolescents. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The emergence of the Big Five is considered as 

one of the most significant enhancements in 

personality psychology (De Raad, 1998; John & 

Srivastava, 1999), and it provides a common 

language for communication and collaboration 

among researchers (Chamorro-Premuzic, 2011; Soto 

& John, 2009). The Big Five posits that personality 

traits can be classified into five broad factors only, 

namely, Extraversion, Agreeableness, 

Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness. 

Steinberg (2008; p. 273) in simple terms describes 

each of the factors as “how outgoing and energetic 

someone is”, “how kind or sympathetic someone is”, 

“how responsible and organized someone is”, “how 

anxious or tense someone is”, and “how curious and 

imaginative someone is” respectively. The Big Five 

has been demonstrated to be a universal model of 

personality traits across cultures regardless of 

differences in language, religion, and history 

(McCrae & Allik, 2002; McCrae & Costa, 1997; 

McCrae, Terracciano, & 79 members, 2005; Schmitt, 

Allik, McCrae, & Benet-Martinez, 2007). 

As the Big Five has been widely accepted as a 

comprehensive model of personality for adults 

(McCrae, 2009), research, nowadays, have been 

directed more towards the exploration of its origins, 

development, and links to behavioral and real-life 

outcomes involving samples across different ages 

(e.g., Allik, Laidra, Realo, & Pullmann, 2004; 

McCrae, Costa, Terracciano, Parker, Mills, De Fruyt, 

& Mervielde, 2002; Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter, 

2011; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006). Past studies 

reveal that the Big Five can also be identified in 

younger individuals (Denissen, Geenen, van Aken, 

Gosling & Potter, 2008; Soto, John, Gosling, & 

Potter, 2008; Soto et al., 2011; McCrae, Terracciano, 

De Fruyt, De Bolle, Gelfand, Costa, et al., 2010). 

Exploring the Big Five in younger individuals, 

particularly adolescents, is of interest to many 

researchers because it might be used to predict some 

problematic behaviors and psychopathology during 

adolescence, for instance, externalizing and 
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internalizing disorders (John, Caspi, Robins, Moffitt, 

& Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994), adjustment problems 

(Ge & Conger, 1999), and juvenile psychopathy 

(Lynam, Caspi, Moffitt, Raine, Loeber, & 

Stouthamer-Loeber, 2005). 

Nevertheless, to say this knowledge is applicable 

universally may be premature, since the universality 

of the Big Five in adolescence itself has not been 

studied as exhaustively as in adult samples and is still 

rather limited to American and European countries, 

such as the US and Canada (e.g., Parker & Stumpf, 

1998; Soto et al., 2008), Estonia (e.g., Allik et al., 

2004), Belgium (e.g., McCrae et al., 2002), 

Netherland (e.g., Denissen et al., 2008), and Spain 

(e.g., Ortet, Ibánez, Moya, Villa, Viruela, & 

Mezquita, 2012). As a matter of fact, in a cross-

cultural study involving adolescent samples from 24 

cultures, the Big Five failed to fully replicate in some 

of the samples (e.g., Malaysian, South Korean, and 

Chinese sample) (De Fruyt, De Bolle, McCrae, 

Costa, et al., 2009). In Indonesia, studies specifically 

investigating the validity of the Big Five in 

adolescents have not been conducted before, while 

studies on the same issue using university students 

and adults yielded varied findings (e.g., Halim, 

Derksen, & van der Staak, 2004; Mastuti, 2005; 

McCrae et al., 2005; Widhiarso, 2004).  

Investigating the validity of the Big Five in 

adolescents within the Indonesian context requires 

instruments which are suitable for use with 

adolescents. The Indonesian versions of the Big Five 

instruments that are currently available are mostly, if 

not all, adult questionnaires, such as NEO-PI-R 

(Halim et al., 2004), the Five Factor Personality 

Inventory (Widhiarso, 2004), the International 

Personality Item Pools (IPIP; Mastuti, 2005), and the 

Big Five Inventory (BFI; Schmitt et al., 2007). These 

instruments can be administered to adolescents as 

long as they have demonstrated good psychometric 

properties in the respective sample. Nevertheless, to 

the best of the authors‟ knowledge, psychometric 

examinations of the aforementioned instruments in 

Indonesia have only targeted adults or mostly 

university student samples (e.g., Halim et al., 2004; 

Mastuti, 2005; Widhiarso 2004).  

For the aforementioned reasons, the present 

study seeks to examine the validity of the Big Five as 

well as the psychometric properties of one of the Big 

Five instruments in an Indonesian adolescent sample. 

In the present study, psychometric properties, 

measurement characteristics of a test identified 

through empirical evaluations (Friendenberg, 1995), 

refer to internal consistency and construct validity. 

With regards to the instrument, the Big Five 

instrument that is evaluated in the present study is the 

Indonesian version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI) 

which from this point onward is termed as the 

Indonesian BFI. The BFI is chosen over the other 

Big Five instruments mainly because it has 

demonstrated good psychometric properties in 

adolescent respondents before (Soto et al., 2008; 

Soto et al., 2011; McCrae et al., 2010). Concerning 

the sample inclusion criteria, considering the huge 

number of Indonesian ethnic groups (Suryadinata, 

Arifin, & Ananta, 2003) and the author‟s limited 

resources and abilities, the sample of the present 

study is delimited to only one Indonesian ethnic 

group, i.e., Sundanese. 

 

Method: 

Participants: 
A sample of 247 students of a public middle 

school in Bandung (109 males; 138 females) was 

recruited using purposive sampling. The sample 

comprised of 109 males and 138 females, aged 13 to 

14 (M = 13.42 years). All the participants were from 

Sundanese ethnic group. 

 

Procedures: 

Prior to the data collection process, permission 

from the Head of SMPN 20 Bandung was attained. 

Following the earlier study conducted by Soto et al. 

(2008), parental permission was not requested 

considering these following facts. Firstly, 

participants responded to the 44 items-Indonesian 

BFI anonymously, and were not given any feedback 

in relation to the measurement results. Hence, the 

present study may be said to entail only minimal risk 

to the respondents, meaning that the magnitude or 

probability of discomfort in regard to participating in 

the present study is not greater than those normally 

experienced in everyday life or in regular physical or 

psychological assessments (Dell, Schmidt, & Meara, 

2006). Secondly, relinquishment of parental 

permission was not considered as an abuse of 

participants‟ rights or welfare. Thirdly, without the 

omission of seeking parental permission it would be 

practically difficult to conduct the present study.    

Data collection was carried out during school 

time. Potential participants were briefed regarding 

the objectives of the present study as well as the 

anonymity of the measurement results, and then 

asked for assent. All potential participants gave their 

assent. Participants were then asked to complete the 

Indonesian BFI and to provide some demographic 

information. No incentive was given for 

participation. 

 

Instrument: 

The measure used was the Indonesian BFI 

translated by the third author. The Big Five Inventory 

(BFI) comprises of 44 short-phrase items that 

measure 5 scales, i.e., Extraversion (E; 8 items), 

Agreeableness (A; 9 items), Conscientiousness (C; 9 

items), Neuroticism (N; 8 items), and Openness (O; 

10 items). Participants were asked to express their 

degree of agreement or disagreement with each item 

presented on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 

disagree strongly to agree strongly. Example of items 

from each of the scales are “Is talkative” 
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(Extraversion), “Tends to find fault with others” 

(Agreeableness), “Does a thorough job” 

(Conscientiousness), “Is depressed, blue” 

(Neuroticism), and “Is original, comes up with new 

ideas” (Openness).  

Sixteen items of the BFI are negative items (i.e., 

item 2, 6, 8, 9, 12, 18, 21, 23, 24, 27, 31, 34, 35, 37, 

41, 43), whilst the rest are positive. The result of the 

BFI is a personality profile consisting of a score for 

each factor that is the average of individual item 

scores which belong to the respective factor (John & 

Srivastava, 1999). 

 

Data Analysis: 

Internal reliability indexes estimated in the 

present study were Intraclass Correlation Coefficient 

(ICC), and Construct Reliability (CR) coefficient, 

while the evidence of construct validity was 

examined by means of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA). Any descriptive statistics, correlation matrix, 

and ICC [i.e., ICC case 2 (C, k)] were analyzed using 

SPSS version 20 (Pallant, 2007). Stats Tools Package 

(Gaskin, 2012), and AMOS version 16 (Byrne, 2010) 

were utilized to estimate CR and CFA respectively.  

 

CFA models: 

In the present study, there were two models 

tested using CFA, i.e., the hypothesized and the 

alternative models. The hypothesized model was 

constructed as a five-orthogonal factor model 

because the five factors are initially presumed to be 

relatively uncorrelated to each other (McCrae, 

Zonderman, Bond, & Paunonen, 1996; John & 

Srivastava, 1999). The alternative model, on the 

other hand, was hypothesized as a five-oblique factor 

model because past research showed that there were 

some correlations among the factors at least to a 

certain extent (e.g., Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; 

John & Srivastava, 1999).  

 

Results: 

Based on the reliability analysis results, 

Openness (ICC = .52; CR = .57) and Neuroticism 

scale (ICC = .77; CR = .77) exhibited the lowest and 

highest internal consistencies respectively. Only 

three scales (i.e., Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, 

and Extraversion) may be said as having adequate 

reliability (ICC ˃ .60; CR > .60) (Aiken, 2003). The 

values of ICC and CR for each scale are available in 

Table 1. The ICC coefficient of the overall 

Indonesian BFI was .58, on the other hand, CR 

coefficient for the whole inventory was not available 

since the statistical package used in the present study 

is specifically designed for multidimensional 

instruments. Generally, there were relatively small 

differences between the values of CR coefficients 

and their corresponding ICCs. 

 

 
Table 1: Psychometric Properties of the Indonesian Big Five Inventory Scales 

Scale N ICC CR M SD 

Extraversion 8 .63 .67 30.07 4.72 

Agreeableness 9 .55 .59 35.62 4.41 

Conscientiousness 9 .64 .67 29.68 4.83 

Neuroticism 8 .77 .77 23.26 6.21 

Openness 10 .52 .57 38.46 4.23 

All 44 .58 - 157.10 10.94 

Note. n = number of items; ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient; 

CR = construct reliability. 

 

With regards to the CFA analysis results, three 

model fit indices were reported (Table 2). For the 

hypothesized model, the CFI was .52, indicating poor 

fit (Bentler; as cited in Byrne, 2010). But the 

RMSEA was .069 with the upper bound of.073 in the 

90% confidence interval, suggesting reasonable or 

even good model fit (MacCallum et al., 1996). The 

AIC for this model was 2113.0, bigger than the AIC 

of the saturated model (AICsaturated = 1980.0; 

AICindependence = 3189.2). 

The same pattern was also observed in the model 

fit indices for the alternative model. The CFI reflects 

poor model fitness (CFI = .60), on the contrary, the 

RMSEA indicate good fit (RMSEA = .064; 90% CI 

ranged from .060 to .069). With the value of 1976.7, 

the AIC of the alternative model is smaller than both 

the AIC of the saturated and independence model 

(AICsaturated = 1980.0; AICindependence = 3189.2).

 
Table 2: Summary of Goodness of Fit for the CFA Models 

 Model χ2 df CFI RMSEA AIC 

1. Five Orthogonal Factors 1937.0 902 .52 .069 2113.0 

2. Five Oblique Factors 1780.7 892 .60 .064 1976.7 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; AIC = Akaike information critera. 

 

Due to the disagreement between the CFIs and 

the RMSEAs, further examination on the RMSEA of 

independence model was needed (Kenny, 2012). The 

RMSEA of the independence model of the current 

data is .097, thus, in the present study the overall 

model fitness was evaluated mainly on the basis of 

the RMSEA index. This is because when the 

RMSEA of the independence model is less than .158, 

the CFI obtained from the analysis will be too small. 
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Therefore, the CFI is no longer that helpful and in 

fact, should not be computed at all (Kenny, 2012). 

Model fitness of the two models was compared 

to further investigate the best model among the two. 

In general, all model fit indices for the alternative 

model were slightly better than indices for the 

hypothesized model. The RMSEA of both models 

fell under the same level of fitness. The AIC index 

for the alternative model was better than the AIC of 

the hypothesized model. In conclusion, between the 

two models, the alternative model exhibited the best 

model fitness. 

Modification indices were examined to explore 

other alternative model with better model fit. No 

modification produced significant improvement in 

the model fitness, therefore, the alternative model 

(i.e., five-oblique factor model) was chosen as the 

final model. Figure 1 reports parameter estimates for 

the five-oblique factor model, which consist of factor 

loadings, inter-factor correlation coefficients, and 

regression weights related to the error components. 

Parameter estimates and other psychometric 

properties of the final model were further scrutinized. 

The means of item factor loadings for each the 

Indonesian BFI scale and the scale inter-correlations 

are provided in Table 3. 

 
Table 3: Factor Loading Means and Correlations among the Indonesian BFI Scales 

Scales Factor Loadings (M) E A C N O 

Extraversion (E) .41 -     

Agreeableness (A) .37 .37 -    

Conscientiousness (C) .42 .19  .58 -   

Neuroticism (N) .54 -.39 -.33 -.19 -  

Openness (O) .39 .45  .50  .60 -.17 - 

 

Concerning item factor loadings, there were only 

15 of them that exceeded the desirable level of .50. 

However, 19 of the remaining items may still also be 

considered acceptable (λ ˃ .30), hence in total there 

were 34 items with relatively adequate factor 

loading. On the scale level, results concerning factor 

loadings were corresponded with the reliability 

analysis results given earlier.  Neuroticism (M = .54), 

Openness (M = .39), and Agreeableness (M = .37) 

also came out to be the scales with the highest and 

the two lowest means of item factor loadings. 

The scales were mostly correlated with a 

moderate average inter-correlation of .38. The 

correlations ranged from weak to strong in strength 

with the strongest correlation observed between 

Conscientiousness and Openness (r = .63). The 

weakest correlation was found between Neuroticism 

and Openness (r = -.17). The results also showed that 

the Neuroticism scale was negatively correlated with 

the other four scales. 

 

Discussion: 

The Psychometric Properties of The Indonesian 

BFI: 
As has been mentioned in the previous sections, 

the Indonesian BFI in the present study was 

psychometrically evaluated mainly in terms of its 

reliability and construct validity. The reliability 

coefficients (i.e., ICC and CR) revealed that the 

Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and Extraversion 

scales of the Indonesian BFI had satisfactory internal 

consistencies for use in basic research (Aiken, 2003). 

On the contrary, the internal consistencies of the 

remaining two scales, i.e., Agreeableness and 

Openness, have not reached the adequate level. 

These findings suggest that the error of measurement 

still significantly affects the results of measurement 

using the Indonesian BFI scales. The magnitude of 

the error can be minimized either by having more 

parallel items in a scale (Shavelson & Webb, 1991) 

or having a better quality of items.  

It is not surprising that the two lowest internal 

consistency among the Indonesian scales is produced 

by the Openness, and the Agreeableness scales. 

Openness, in fact, has been considered as a 

problematic factor and the most difficult factor to 

define conceptually (John et al., 2008; Parker & 

Stumpf, 1998). As for the Agreeableness scale, it has 

frequently been observed to be the least reliable scale 

in various versions of the BFI (e.g., Benet-Martinez 

& John, 1998; Denissen et al., 2008; Fossati, 

Borroni, Marchione, & Maffei, 2011). 

With regards to the construct validity of the 

Indonesian BFI, based on CFA, it may be said that 

the five factor structure of the Indonesian BFI is 

replicable. In line with past findings (e.g., McCrae et 

al., 1996), the five oblique factor model is found to 

be slightly superior to the orthogonal one. McCrae et 

al. (1996) argued that the Big Five is better not 

constructed as a perfect simple structure model, a 

model in which secondary loadings are not 

permitted. Perfect simple structure model postulates 

that each trait can only describe one and only one 

factor. McCrae et al. (1996; p. 553) went on to 

comment that “there is no theoretical reason why 

traits should not have meaningful loadings on three, 

four, or five factors.” 
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Fig. 1: A Five Oblique Factor Model with Estimated Parameters 
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 A closer look at the inter-factor correlations 

reveals that the inter-factor correlations of the 

Indonesian BFI on average is above the acceptable 

level of .30 (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998), and is 

higher than those found in the Dutch BFI (mean r = 

.23) (Denissen et al., 2008), the Spanish BFI (mean r 

= .20), and the original BFI (mean r = .18) (Benet-

Martinez & John, 1998). This is perhaps an 

indication that the five factors may actually be 

organized into certain higher-order factors of 

personality traits (e.g., De Young, 2006). This 

plausible presence of higher order factors still has to 

be particularly clarified with extended examination. 

Examination on the scale level showed that 

Neuroticism scale is the only factor with all item 

factor loadings exceeded the adequate level. This 

indicates that Neuroticism items are good indicators 

for the Neuroticism factor itself. This may also 

suggest that each Neuroticism scale‟s item measure 

the same construct with their corresponding scale as 

a whole (Hair et al., 2006). 

Overall, the present study obtained mixed 

findings concerning the psychometric properties of 

the Indonesian BFI. Even though construct validity 

of the Indonesian BFI may be said to exist based on 

the ability of the Big Five to replicate in the current 

sample, reliability analyses and psychometric 

evaluation on the scale level (i.e., item factor 

loadings and inter-factor correlations) did not fully 

show good indexes. There is a potential use of the 

Indonesian BFI in assessing Sundanese adolescents‟ 

personality structure. However, further study is 

needed to improve some components of its 

psychometric properties (e.g., internal consistency, 

inter-factor correlations, and item factor loadings). 

 

The Universality of The Big Five in Sundanese 

Adolescents: 

The ability of the Big five structure to replicate 

in the present study suggests that the Big Five may 

be said to be applicable in describing Sundanese 

adolescents‟ personality structure. This provides 

more evidence that younger individuals, in this case 

adolescents, share the same structure of personality 

traits with adults, i.e., the Big Five (Caspi, Roberts, 

& Shiner, 2005). Additionally, this finding also 

seems to confirm the etic or universal nature of the 

Big Five model of personality traits. 

If we scrutinize further the characteristics of 

each factor, some peculiar patterns were discovered 

which may be due to the distinctive characteristic of 

either Sundanese or adolescents or both. Based on 

the means of factor loadings in both CFA models, the 

current findings show that two factors, namely, 

Openness, and Agreeableness, are relatively more 

indefinite than the other remaining factors. This 

pattern appears to corroborate with past findings. 

Past studies, especially those conducted in Asian 

countries, (e.g., Church & Katigbak, 2002; Mastor et 

al., 2000) discovered that some of the factors are 

converged better than the others which might entail 

the influence of cultural differences. McCrae, Costa, 

del Pilar, Rolland, and Parker (as cited in Church & 

Katigbak, 2002), for example, commented on 

Agreeableness factor as one of the problematic 

factors in collectivist cultures, which typically 

characterize Asian countries. This possibly happens 

because in these cultures there are other factors more 

prevalent than the Agreeableness factor. 

Other factor that is also especially difficult to be 

identified in Asian countries is the Openness factor. 

Some authors (e.g., John et al., 2008; Parker & 

Stumpf, 1998) in fact, have highlighted that the 

Openness factor is a problematic factor and the most 

difficult factor to define, to begin with. Additionally, 

Mastor et al. (2000) argued that people in 

collectivistic cultures may perceive the Openness 

factor differently from those in the West, as a result, 

this factor is even more difficult to replicate in the 

former culture. 

The present study also found that Neuroticism 

factor, the factor proclaimed to be „the irrefutable‟ 

variable due to its strong cross-cultural validity 

(Rolland, 2002), turned up as the most 

distinguishable factor as well. Above all, the current 

findings demonstrate the same pattern with the past 

findings in Indonesian adult samples (Halim et al., 

2004), implying that the collectivistic nature of 

Indonesian culture might influence the relevance of 

each of the Big Five factors in this culture.  

Another finding which may be affected by 

cultural aspect is the strong correlation between the 

Openness and Conscientiousness factors. The 

collectivist nature of Indonesian, and Sundanese 

characteristics which highly appreciate compliance to 

the social norms and tolerance to others (Kurnia, 

2007) are more likely responsible to the close 

relationship between the two factors. Despite one‟s 

curiosity and broad range of interests, one is 

encouraged to ensure that the harmony within his 

community is preserved and to refrain from 

behaviors that threaten it (Matsumoto & Juang, 

2008). 

Briefly, as far as the general structure is 

concerned, the current findings support the etic 

nature of the Big Five model of personality traits. 

But, some detail attributes of the factors (e.g., rather 

poor psychometric properties of Openness and 

Agreeableness scales, and strong correlation between 

Openness and Conscientiousness factor) may imply 

emic characteristics (or culture-specific 

psychological processes) of those particular factors 

in an Indonesian context. 

In addition to cultural aspects, considering the 

distinct characteristics adolescents have as compared 

to adults, developmental aspects on personality are 

also perhaps responsible for the current findings. In 

the present study, adolescents aged 13-14 years old 

were recruited considering the fact that in a past 

study, the Big Five structure can be reproduced 
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without difficulty starting at the age thirteen (Soto et 

al., 2008). In fact, the structure could be identified in 

a sample of 12 year old Estonians though it was not 

as clear as the structure found in adults (Allik et al., 

2004). According to the current findings (i.e., low 

mean of inter-item correlations within the same 

factor, and low internal consistencies), the Big Five 

factors in 13-14 year old-Sundanese adolescents 

perhaps have not been fully developed. One 

alternative explanation of this condition is that in 

Sundanese culture, the self reported-personality 

structure has not truly matured around the age of 13-

14. 

Soto et al. (2008) suggested that in self-report 

measurement, within-domain/factor coherence 

increases with age. In this case, high within-factor 

coherence is shown in the ability of each of the Big 

Five factors to clearly replicate, a result of strong 

connections among traits within the same factor. As 

compared to adults, adolescents are expected to have 

less clear self-concept and less likely to provide 

logically consistent responses to a set of 

questionnaire items (Soto et al., 2008). Therefore, 

when an adolescent sample is involved, the Big Five 

structure is more difficult to identify, especially 

when self-report assessment method is employed. 

John et al. (1994) even suggested that the 

organization of behavior indicators of the Big Five 

factors may, at the outset, alter with age. In the 

earlier age, certain Big Five factors may be better 

represented by two narrower factors. For example, 

Extraversion factor may be divided into Extraversion 

and Activity factors. In other words, additional 

factors to the Big Five might be required to fully 

capture adolescents‟ personality structure.  

Another developmental aspect that is also 

important to be discussed is between-domain/factor 

differentiation with inter-factor correlation as the 

indicator. In the current findings, all the five factors 

mostly are moderately correlated to each other. The 

two highest correlations are the correlations between 

Openness and Conscientiousness factors, and 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness factors. Strong 

connection between Openness and Conscientiousness 

may be explained in relation to cultural aspect as has 

been discussed earlier. As for the close relationship 

between Agreeableness and Conscientiousness 

factors, it is possibly associated with the influence of 

developmental aspect in personality. This 

relationship has actually been observed before (e.g., 

Soto et al. 2008). Strong correlation between 

Agreeableness and Conscientiousness factors at the 

early age is believed to be related to the early 

socialization process (Soto et al., 2008). High levels 

of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness are 

operationally denoted by behaviors that are deemed 

as morally good, while the opposite behaviors 

indicate low levels of the factors. Thus, the two 

factors may entail a relatively coherent concept. 

Younger children may have difficulties to distinguish 

the two factors, resulting in the lack of between-

factor differentiation between the factors (Soto et al., 

2008).  

On top of that, in general Allik et al. (2004) 

discovered that individuals require a certain level of 

mental capacities to be able to observe their 

personality dispositions as well as to provide reliable 

reports. This fact may also justify why each of the 

Big Five factors are more likely to not converge 

really well within itself and to not be fully 

differentiated among themselves when self-report 

instrument is used in measuring younger individuals‟ 

personality. 

 

Conclusion: 

In summary, the present study provides evidence 

of the universality of the Big Five, specifically 

suggesting that the general Big Five structure is 

relevant to Sundanese adolescents. Further 

examination on the factor level found that 

Agreeableness and Openness factors appeared to 

have the lowest level of within-factor coherence. In 

addition, the Conscientiousness factor exhibited a 

very close relationship with the Openness and 

Agreeableness factors. These findings are consistent 

with past findings and may imply that instead of 

influencing the general structure, the cultural and 

developmental aspects affect the Big Five 

characteristics on the factor level. However, further 

study is still needed to clarify this issue since in the 

present study the effect of the two aforementioned 

aspects in shaping Sundanese adolescents‟ 

personality structure were not directly tested.  

Regarding the psychometric properties of the 

Indonesian BFI, the present study indicates that 

construct validity of the Indonesian BFI specifically 

in terms of structural aspect exists. In the future, the 

Indonesian BFI may become a helpful personality 

instrument for researchers working with Sundanese 

adolescents. Nevertheless, for the time being, the 

Indonesian BFI still needs to be further evaluated 

psychometrically because it still has (1) two scales 

(i.e., Openness, and Agreeableness scales) with 

unsatisfactory internal consistencies, and (2) 

relatively strong inter-factor correlations. 

 

REFERENCES 

  

Aiken, L.R., 2003. Psychological testing and 

assessment (11
th

 Ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Allik, J., K. Laidra, A. Realo and H.Pullmann, 

2004. Personality development from 12 to 18 years 

of age: Changes in mean levels and structure of 

traits. European Journal of Personality, 18: 445-462. 

Benet-Martinez, V., and O.P. John, 1998. Los 

Cinco Grandes across cultures and ethnic groups: 

Multitrait-multimethod analyses of the Big Five in 

Spanish and English. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 75: 729-750. 



65                                                                      Fanny Rizkiyani et al, 2015 

Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 9(14) Special 2015, Pages: 58-66 

 
Byrne, B.M., 2010. Structural equation 

modelling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications, 

and programming (2
nd

 Ed). New York: Routledge. 

Caspi, A., B.W. Roberts and R.L. Shiner., 2005. 

Personality development: Stability and change. 

Annual Review of Psychology, 56: 453-484. 

Chamorro-Premuzic, T., 2011. Personality and 

individual differences (2
nd

 Ed.). Hoboken, New 

Jersey: The British Psychological Society and 

Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 

Church, A.T., and M.S. Katigbak, 2002. The 

five-factor model in the Philippines: Investigating 

trait structure and levels across cultures. In R. R. 

McCrae, & J. Allik (eds.), The Five-Factor Model of 

personality across culture (pp: 129-154). New York: 

Kluwer Academic/ Plenum. 

Dell, D.M., L.D. Schmidt and N.M. Meara, 

2006. Applying for approval to conduct research 

with human participants. In F. T. L. Leong & J. T. 

Austin (eds.), The psychology research handbook: A 

guide for graduate students and research assistants 

(pp: 175-185). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage 

Publications, Inc. 

Denissen, J.J.A., R. Geenen, M.A.G van Aken,, 

S.D. Gosling and J. Potter, 2008. Development and 

validation of a Dutch translation of the Big Five 

Inventory (BFI). Journal of Personality Assessment, 

90: 152-157. 

De Raad, B., 1998. Five big, Big Five issues: 

Rationale, content, structure, status, and crosscultural 

assessment. European Psychologist, 3(2): 113-124. 

De Fruyt, F., M. De Bolle, R.R. McCrae, P.T. 

Costa, 2009. and Collaborators of the Adolescent 

Personality Profiles of Cultures Project. Assessing 

the universal structure of personality in early 

adolescence: The NEO-PI-R and NEO-PI-3 in 24 

cultures. Assessment, 16: 301-311. 

DeYoung, C.G., 2006. Higher-order factors of 

the Big Five in a multi-informant sample. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 91: 1138-1151. 

Fossati, A., S. Borroni, D. Marchione and C. 

Maffei, 2011. The Big Five Inventory (BFI): 

Reliability and validity of its Italian translation in 

three independent nonclinical samples. European 

Journal of Psychological Assessment, 27: 50-58. 

Friedenberg, L., 1995. Psychological testing: 

Design, analysis, and use. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Gaskin, J., 2012. Validity master. Stats Tools 

Package. Retrieved December 10, 2012. 

http://statwiki.kolobkreations.com 

Ge, X. and R.D. Conger, 1999. Early adolescent 

adjustment problems and emergence of late 

adolescent personality. American Journal of 

Community Psychology, 27: 429-459. 

Hair, J., W. Black, B. Babin, and R. Anderson, 

2006. Multivariate data analysis (6
th

 Ed.). Upper 

Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 

Halim, M.S., J.J.L. Derksen and C.P.F. van der 

Staak, 2004. Development of the revised NEO 

personality inventory for Indonesia: A preliminary 

study. In B. N. Setiadi, A. Supratiknya, W. J. Loner, 

& Y. H. Pootinga (eds.), Ongoing themes in 

psychology and culture (Online Ed.). Melbourne, FL: 

International Association for Cross-Cultural 

Psychology. Retrieved December 14, 2011. 

http://www.iaccp.org 

John, O.P., A. Caspi, R.W. Robins, T.E. Moffitt 

and M. Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994. The “Little Five”: 

Exploring the nomological network of the Five-

Factor Model of personality in adolescent boys. 

Child Development, 65: 160-178. 

John, O.P., L.P. Naumann and C.J. Soto., 2008. 

Paradigm shift to the integrative Big Five trait 

taxonomy: History, measurement, and conceptual 

issues. In O. P. John, R. W. Robins & L. A. Pervin 

(eds.), Handbook of personality theory and research 

(Vol. 3, pp: 114-158). New York: Guildford. 

John, O.P., and S. Srivastava, 1999. The Big 

Five trait taxonomy: History, measurement, and 

theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John 

(eds.), Handbook of personality theory and research 

(Vol. 2, pp: 102-138). New York: Guildford. 

Kenny, D.A., 2012. Measuring model fit. 

Retrieved February 7, 2013. 

http://davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm  

Kurnia, I., 2007. Watak budaya Sunda (The 

characteristics of Sundanese culture). Retrieved 

March 31, 2013. 

http://www.kasundaan.org/id/index.php?option=

com_content&view=article&id=53&Itemid=82  

Lynam, D.R., A. Caspi, T.E. Moffitt, A. Raine, 

R. Loeber and M. Stouthamer-Loeber, 2005. 

Adolescent psychopathy and the Big Five: Results 

from two samples. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 33: 431-443. 

MacCallum, R.C., M.W. Browne, and H.M. 

Sugawara, 1996. Power analysis and determination 

of sample size for covariance structure modelling. 

Psychological Methods, 1: 130-149. 

Mastor, K.A., P. Jin, and M. Cooper, 2000. 

Malay culture and personality: A Big Five 

perspective. The American Behavioral Scientist, 44: 

95-111. 

Mastuti, E., 2005. Analisis faktor alat ukur 

kepribadian Big Five (adaptasi dari IPIP) pada 

mahasiswa suku Jawa (Factor analysis on the Big 

Five personality instrument (adapted from IPIP) in 

Javanese university students). Insan, 7: 264-276. 

Matsumoto, D., and L. Juang, 2008. Culture & 

psychology (4
th

 Ed.). Belmont, California: Thomson 

Wadsworth. 

McCrae, R.R., 2009. The Five-Factor Model of 

personality traits: consensus and controversy. In P. J. 

Corr & G. Matthews (Eds.), The Cambridge 

handbook of personality psychology (pp: 148-161). 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

McCrae, R.R., and J. Allik, 2002. The Five-

Factor Model of personality across culture. New 

York: Kluwer Academic/ Plenum.   

http://statwiki.kolobkreations.com/
http://www.iaccp.org/
http://davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm
http://www.kasundaan.org/id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=53&Itemid=82
http://www.kasundaan.org/id/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=53&Itemid=82


66                                                                      Fanny Rizkiyani et al, 2015 

Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 9(14) Special 2015, Pages: 58-66 

 
McCrae, R.R., and P.T. Costa Jr., 1997. 

Personality trait structure as a human universal. 

American Psychologist, 52: 509-516.  

McCrae, R.R., P.T. Costa, A. Terraciano, W.D. 

Parker, C.J. Mills, F. De Fruyt and I. Mervielde, 

2002. Personality trait development from age 12 to 

age 18: Longitudinal, cross-sectional, and cross-

cultural analyses. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 83: 1456-1468. 

McCrae, R.R., A. Terracciano, F. De Fruyt, M. 

De Bolle, M.J. Gelfand, P.T. Costa, and 42 

Collaborators of the Adolescent Personality Profiles 

of Cultures Project., 2010. The validity and structure 

of cultural-level personality scores: Data from ratings 

of young adolescents. Journal of Personality, 78: 

815-838. 

McCrae, R.R., A. Terracciano, and 79 Members 

of the Personality Profiles of Cultures Project., 2005. 

Universal features of personality traits from the 

observer‟s perspective: Data from 50 cultures. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88: 

547-561. 

McCrae, R.R., A.B. Zonderman, and S.V. 

Paunonen., 1996. Evaluating replicability of factors 

in the Revised NEO Personality Inventory: 

Confirmatory factor analysis versus procrustes 

rotation. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 70: 552-566. 

Ortet, G., M.I. Ibánez, J. Moya, H. Villa, A. 

Viruela and L. Mezquita, 2012. Assessing the five 

factors of personality in adolescents: The junior 

version of the Spanish NEO-PI-R. Assessment, 19: 

114-130. 

Ozer, D.J., and V. Benet-Martinez, 2006. 

Personality and the prediction of consequential 

outcomes. Annual Review of Psychology, 57(8): 1-

8.21. 

Pallant, J., 2007. SPSS survival manual: A step 

by step guide to data analysis using SPSS version 

15(3
rd

 Ed.). Berkshire: McGraw Hill. 

Parker, W.D. and H. Stumpf., 1998. A validation 

of the five-factor model of personality in 

academically talented youth across observers and 

instruments. Personality and Individual Differences, 

25: 1005-1025. 

Rolland, J., 2002. The cross-cultural 

generalizability of the five-factor model of 

personality. In R. R. McCrae, & J. Allik (eds.), The 

Five-Factor Model of personality across culture (pp: 

7-28). New York: Kluwer Academic/ Plenum. 

Schmitt, D.P., J. Allik, R.R. McCrae and V. 

Benet-Martinez, 2007. The geographic distribution of 

Big Five personality traits: Patterns and profiles of 

human self-description across 56 nations. Journal of 

Cross-Cultural Psychology, 38: 173-212. 

Shavelson, R.J., and N.M. Webb, 1991. 

Generalizability theory: A primer. Thousand Oaks, 

California: Sage Publications. 

Steinberg, L., 2008. Adolescence (8
th

 Ed.). New 

York: McGraw-Hill.  

Soto, C.J., and O.P. John, 2009. Ten facet scales 

for the Big Five Inventory: Convergence with NEO 

PI-R facets, self-peer agreement, and discriminant 

validity. Journal of Research in Personality, 43: 84-

90. 

Soto, C.J., O.P. John, S.D. Gosling, and J. 

Potter., 2008. The developmental psychometrics of 

big five self-reports: Acquiescence, factor structure, 

coherence, and differentiation from ages 10 to 20. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94: 

718-737. 

Soto, C.J., O.P. John, S.D. Gosling and J. Potter, 

2011. Age differences in personality traits from 10 to 

65: Big five domains and facets in a large cross-

sectional sample. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 100: 330-348. 

Suryadinata, L., E.N. Arifin and A. Ananta, 

2003. Indonesia’s population: Ethnicity and religion 

in a changing political landscape. Singapore: 

Institute of Southeast Asian Studies. 

Widhiarso, W., 2004. Evaluasi factor dalam Big 

Five: Pendekatan analisis factor konfirmatory 

(Factor evaluation of the Big Five: Confirmatory 

factor analysis approach). Unpublished manuscript. 

Psychology Faculty, Universitas Gadjah Mada.

 


