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fBaCkgrou nd [ Factor Analysis
The use of test inventories describing personality via the Five-Factor | A confirmatory factor analysis over FFl and TIPI showed only 7 ot 10

Trait Model (FFM) (Goldberg, 1993) in music psychology research T"Z' itemf EO load into the correct factor.
omponent Loadings
has increased over the past decade. Since brevity is often essential, p X
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Neuroticism Agreeableness |Conscientiousness Extraversion Openness Uniqueness
shorter inventories such as the Ten ltem Personality Inventory (TIPI) L) ry 0285
' (Gosling et al., 2003) have gained more attention. The aim of this TLCs * g4
study is to check whether the TIPI is an adequate proxy for longer test TIPI-01 ).2( 0.605
, . - . . fe _r TIPI-E2 (-) ).468 0.719
Inventories by evaluating its reliability and validity. TIPLA2 ).218 ).20( 0.372
TIPI-C2 (-) ).57( ).28 0.458
les A TIPI-N2 (-) 0.315
MethOdS TIP1-02 (-) ).196 0.932

Item 2 and item 5 of the TIPI loaded into two wrong factors each, and

Participants (N=6/7) were asked to describe their personality _ _ : -
item 10 did not load into any factor with sufficiant r.

regarding Openness, Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Conscientious- |

ness and Extraversion using the Neo-PI-R (Ostendorf & Angleitner,  The exploratory factor analysis for Neo- | ractor Loadings _
2004), its short version Neo-FFI (Costa & McCrae, 1992) as well as  FFI showed 5 factors (RMSEA=0.131; |
the TIPI. The data were first analysed regarding the construct validity ~ Veuroticism being the only factor | ma | | oz | os

r of each factor using a Multi Trait Multi Method Matrix. Internal without error). The exploratory factor Tizim 0305 | 0364 0174
consistency was calculated of the two longer questionnaires since  analysis for the TIPl showed 2 factors | Teos =
the TIPl is statistically too short for that. Exploratory and (RMSEA=0.16), one containing Con- [ v 0370 | 0853
confirmatory factor analyses were performed to check whether the  S¢/éntiousnessand one all other items. —C—— o
five dimensions still hold up. Correlations between the inventories e Ll e |
and mean scores of each dimension were compared to examine pellabliiy : : ‘
whether the scores in each personality trait differ significantly. when added o the Neo-FFl |tem pool TIPI items Iowergd Cronbach >
- ys \ 7 b Alpha for Openness, Extraversion and Agreeableness, item 10 being
Results the second worst item

| The results reaffirm the two longer inventories as they show in its factor (0), item 6
significant and strong correlations between the according factors. being the third worst (E)

and item 2 being the

Valldlty worst item in its factor

Correlations between the TIPI and the other two questionnaires (A app=-814; a=.885

regarding the factor Openness were weak to non-significant If item dropped).

(TIPI~Neo-FFI: r=.232, p=.059; TIPI~Neo-PI-R: r=.441, p>.001). Overall, the internal

Based on the correlation between the TIPI and the other two  consistency of the long

questionnaires the TIPI showed too small effects to account for Versions ranged from
/ sufficient construct validity, except for the factor Neuroticism. 17910 .833.

TIPI-O — | 0.441*** -0.038 0.19 0.109 0.242* 0.232 0.009 0.228 0.134 0.183 -0.086 0.204 -0.022 0.209 . @
The network plot (right) @ @
TIPI-C - -0.273* . 0.119 0.296* -0.402**  -0.315* . 0.182 0.232 -0.409*** -0.086 0.1 0.072 -0.335** S h OWS th e CO rre I ati O n S

| u
\ TIPI-E — 0.229 0.044 0.681*** 0.055 0.048 0.107 0.155 0.651*** 0.104 -0.085 0.204 0.1 0.093 0.081 Of eaCh TIPI Item Wlth @ @ @

y the FFl factors.
- - ’ r
| | -I . .I | .l II .I .[ | . | . . | DISCUSSIon
& & & & & & & & &F & & & EE Since the TIPI showed unreliable results concerning the correlation
Multi Trait Multi Method Matrix for TIPI, Neo-FFl and Neo-PI-R (***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05) Of |tS dimenSionS W|th those Of |Onger inventories 39S We" 39S Weak
Network Analysis construct validity, it seems to be an inadequate substitute for longer

The Network analysis showed the sparsity to be lower for a PIR-FFI-  questionnaires such as the Neo-PI-R and the Neo-FFI. Therefore, it is
network (0.511) than a PIR-TIPI-network (0.647) as well as FFI-TIPI-  not recommended to be used (without evaluation or care) for

network (0.689) with a threshold value of 0.3 (medium effect size)  scientific purposes and empirical research such as online studies.
each. @
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