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Abstract

The Chinese Perondity Assessment Inventory (CPAI) is an indigenoudy developed persondity measure,

which covers both universd and culture ecific persondity dimensons. We argue that a combined emic-etic gpproach re-
flects the broader psychological redlity and isa ussful goproach to advance our understanding of psychology cross cultural-
ly. We examine subgroup differencesin the CPA I-2 normative sample to illustrate variations and continuity of personality
characterigtics within the same culture. Sex and age differenceson mean soresof the CPA -2 scales are congstent with
expected variations asociated ciaization and developmenta stages. There is no condstent pattern of variations across
Hong Kong and different geographica regionswithin Mainland China. Within-culture and crossculturd differencesillus
trate the continuity of individud differencesin persondity , and the didecticsof emic and etic congtructs.

Key words Chines perondity , CPAI, Group differences.

1 Introduction

The indigenization movement in psychology has
led to explorations of dimensons of behavior that are
unique to the loca culture. Kuo-shu Yang'*! pio-
neered the Chinese indigenization movement in psy-
chology with a focus on traditionaismmodernity and
cia orientation. Snce the 1980s, Chinese psycholo-
gigts have identified a number of indigenous con-
gructs that illustrate the importance of interpersonal
relationshipsin the study of Chinese persondity and
wcia behavior , including harmony , face, and ren-
qing '? THese constructs offer a meaningful taxonomy
to describe and explain socia behavior in the Chinese
cultural context. The fact that they are identified in
studies of indigenous Chinese personaity does not
preclude the possbility that these constructs may a
be useful inother cultures, though they have not been
covered in mainstream psychology.

In mainstream psychology , the dominant theo-
riesof personaity have taken on a globa gpplication.
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Many Western peronality measures have been trans
lated and gpplied in other countries to demonstrate the
crosscultural vdidity of these persondity constructs
and measuresl®!. Theimportation of Western theories
and measures represents the imposed etic gpproach in
which Western constructs are imposed on the locd
culture and assumed to be universaly relevant!®’. The
rise of indigenous psychology challenges the presump-
tion of the universdity and sufficiency of imposed et-
ics "1,

The development of indigenous theories and
measures has led to an important question in studies
of peronality: the universdity vs. uniquenessof per-
onality®!. This question, however , does not require
an ether-or answer. There are important common
domainsin peronaity across cultures as well as cul-
ture-ecific dimendons that reflect more adequately
the local redlities. As such, the indigenization move-
ment is not an end in itsef , but a means to expand
the horizon of psychology. The god is not just to
study the unique or "true” characteristicsof a gecific
cultura group ; the emic constructs enrich our under-

" This project was partialy supported by the Hong Kong Government Research Grants Council Earmarked Grant Project CUHK4333/ 00H.
Corregponding author : Fanny M. Cheung, Email : fmcheung @cuhk. edu. hk
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standing of universa human behaviors that occur in
various cultural contexts. Emics and etics are thus di-
alectical , and a combined approach is more fruitful in
advancing our understanding of psychology crosscul-
turaly.

The Chinese Perondity Assessment Inventory
(CcPAI) ® was developed in a combined emic-etic g~
proach to provide a comprehensve measure of person-
ality for the Chinese people. The personaity ocon-
gruct included in the CPA | were derived from groups
of perondity adjectives or person-description reflect-
ing daily life experiences through review of contempo-
rary Chinese literature, review of findings of existing
psychologica research on Chinese persondity , infor-
mal interviews and surveys. By exploring folk con-
ceptsof peron desriptions, we identified constructs
that are comparable to other universa perondity fac-
tors as well as those that have not been included in”
universal” factorsin the West.

We compared the factor structure obtained on
the CPAI jointly with other imported personaity
measures among Chinese reppondents!”! and identified
both common and culture specific personaity factors.
We a9 compared the factor structure of the CPAI in
other cultura groups, including Asan American and
Caucasan American respondents ’®. At this level of
factor structure, we are comparing across cultura
groups, primarily based on ethnicity. Adopting the
same imposed etic approach to confirm the universdi-
ty of the Five Factor Mode , we were able to demon-
srate that the factor structure of the CPAI| could aso
be retrieved , and thus could be conddered crosscul-
turally relevant in other cultura groups*®. This led
to the re-naming of the CPAI as Crosscultural Per-
ondity Assessment Inventory. As such, the emic
congtructs are not necessarily confined to the gecific
culture, though they are indigenoudy derived.

The origina purpose of personality assessment
was to measure individua differences relative to the
norm. What congtitutes the norm is contextualized.
In studies of crosscultura psychology, ethnicity,
such as Chinese and American, is most often used as
the bass for comparion. In psychologica assess
ment , crosscultura differencesin norms are just be-
coming recognized. Crosscultura differences in the
norms may be an important ource of bias and mign-
terpretation when usng imported assessment tools.
For example, the average norma Chinese adult scores
higher than the American normative sample on a

number of clinica scales on the Minnesta Multipha
sic Perondity Inventory!™!. Without recognizing the
cultural differencesin norms, thereisarisk of overes
timati ng psychopat hology in individual assessment.

Culture or ethnicity is a salient contextua vari-
able in understanding group differences. Notwith-
sanding these cultura differences, commonalities
across cultures are condstent. With the wane of dif-
ferential psychology , there has been little discusson
onindividua differences based on saient demographic
characteristics within the same ethnic group. Howev-
er, group differences are congstently observed based
on a number of demographic variables. For example,
gender isone of the most sdient contributorsto group
differencesin persondity. Separate gender norms are
developed for ome persondity tests used in clinical
asessment. Age differences are more pertinent in de-
velopmental attributes, such that different age norms
are used in cognitive assessment of children. While it
may not be necessary , or even appropriate, to derive
sub-group normsfor the purpose of individual assess
ment , the interpretation of assessment results would
benefit from contextualizing these results adong these
demographic variables.

This article summarizes the subgroup compar-
ionsin the normative sample obtained in the stan-
dardization of the CPAI-2. We highlight the sgnifi-
cant differences as a way of illustrating the individua
differences in persondity within a larger cultura
group. At the personadity structure level , there is
congruence in the factor sructure of the CPAI-2
across «x and regions, or even across cultures. How-
ever, at the individua scae level , there are dgnifi-
cant differences in the mean sores of Dme scaes
across groups. We include three basc demographic
variables in our analyses: sx, age and region.

2 Method

2.1 Participants

The CPAI-2 gtandardization sample condsts of
1,911 vdid protoool s collected from 9x main regions
in Mainland China and from Hong Kong in 2001.
Due to the large population szesof the Sx regionsin
Mainland China, random sampling of households was
infeagble. Therefore, quota sampling was used to
match the demographic characteristics of the regions.
The demographic characteristics of the 9x regions,
including distribution of age groups, gender , and ed-
ucation level , were identified. Convenience sampling
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was used recruit regpondents based on the demo-
graphic distribution. In Hong Kong, we sHected the
normative sample usng random sampling of house
holds and then the individua adult participant from
the household usng a Kirsh Grid method. The mini-
mum educationa level was primary Sx to ensure the
reading ability required of paper-and-pencil tests. We
<creened out invalid samples by the following criteria:
1) cases younger than 18 or older than 70; 2) if 10
percent or more of the 600 items were not answered;
3) cases with peculiar reponse patterns; 4) cases
who scored 12 or higher on the Infrequency Scale, or
soored 3 or lower on the Regponse Consstency Index ,
which were two of the origina validity scales of the
CPA| described below.

Table 1 presents the number of participants by
X , age group and region.

Table 1 Frequency counts by sx, age group, and region

Sex Frequency Percentage
Mde 913 47.8
Femde 965 50.5
Not Reported 33 1.7
Totd 1911
Age Goup Frequency Percentage
18 25 362 18.9
26 35 533 27.9
36 45 464 24.3
46 55 345 18.1
56 70 186 9.7
Unknown 21 1.1
Totd 1911
Region Frequency Percentage
Hong Kong 336 17.6
North China 252 13.2
Northeast China 206 10.8
Eagt China 500 26.2
Centrd South China 339 17.7
Southwest China 175 9.2
Northwest China 103 5.4
Totd 1911

2.2 Instrument

The CPAI-2 condstsof 3 validity scales, 28 per-
ondity scales, and 12 clinical scales. Several changes
to the origina CPA| were made in the CPAI-2 (see
Cheung, et a. 191 for the description of the develop-
ment of the CPAI1). The Inferiority vs. Sdlf-Accep-

tance scale was listed both as a personaity scale and a
clinical scae because its relevance for clinical assess
ment as wel asin studying self-esteem in the normal
population. Inthe full CPAI-2, the scde items were
presented only once. Six new scales related to open-
ness were added to the origind 22 perondity scales.
The name or direction of some of the original person-
ality scales was dtered. The number of itemson the
peronality scales was reduced to accommodate the in-
crease in the number of scales. The number of items
on the clinical scales wasincreased to expand the cov-
erage of psychopathology.

Factor analydsof the CPA I-2 extracted four per-
onaity factors and two dinica factors, smilar to
those of theorigind CPAI. Even with the addition of
the new openness scales, a sgparate openness factor
was not identified. Instead, four of the openness
scales (Novelty , Diversty , Divergent Thinking, and
Aesthetics) merged with the existing Extraverson
vs. Introverson, Leadership, and Enterprise scales
to form the Socia Potency factor.

The Cronbach’ s alpha coefficientsof the individ-
ual scales on the CPAI-2 ranged from 0. 47 to 0. 85
with a mean of 0.67. Test-retest reliability of the
scales at one-week interval among a group of 45 par-
ticipants was ranged from 0. 68 to 0. 94 , with a mean
of 0.84.

2.3 Analyses

The raw soores of each scale were converted to
standardized T soores based on the total normative
sample, with a score of 50 as the mean and 10 asone
standard deviation. We examined subgroup differ-
ences udng Multivariate Analyss of Variance
(MANOVA) followed by Scheffe post hoc compari-
DN.

3 Results

3.1 MANOVA Results

We conducted two 3-way 2 (sex)-by-5 (age
group)-by-7 (region) MANOVA tests, one for the
peronality scale scores, and the other for the clinica
sales. Sex, age group, and region were the fixed
factors of the MANOVA. For both persondity and
clinica scales, al the interaction efects were not 9g-
nificant (p > 0. 01) , while dl three main efects
were dgnificant (p < 0.001). We further examine
the ecific comparions between groups on the indi-
vidua scales based on oneway ANOVA | t-test, and
the Scheffe post hoc comparion results as gopropri-
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ate.

3.1.1 Sex Differences Tables 2 and 3 present the
mean T scores of male and female participantson the
CPAI-2 persondlity scales and the validity and clinical
scales regectivdy. Condgtent with sex differences
found in other perondity tests, males scored sgnifi-
cantly higher on most of the scalesin the Social Po-
tency factor , including Novelty , Diverdty , Divergent
Thinking , Leadership , Logica vs. Affective Orienta
tion, and Enterprise. They d< scored higher on the
Optimism vs. Pessmism and Interna vs. Externa
Locusof Control scalesin the Dependency factor.

Veraciousness vs. Sickness scale in the Acoommodar
tion factor , and the Socia Sendtivity and Harmony
galesin the Interperoonal Relatedness factor.

In addition to the Inferiority scale, which isligt-
ed both as a peronality and a clinical scale, femaes
sored dgnificantly higher on most of the clinica
sales in the Emotional Problem factor, including
Anxiety , Depresson, Physca Symptoms, and Som-
atization. On the other hand , males scored higher on
Pathological Dependence, Hypomania, and Antisocial
Behavior.

There is no sx difference on the scores of the

Table 2 Personality scale T-score meansfor each sex validity scales.
Sex Table 3 dinical and validity scale T-score meansfar each s2x
e Mde Femde wde Sex
Novelty 51.4 48.7 Mde Femde
Diverdty 51.0 49.0 Clinical Scades
Divergent Thinking 50.7 49.4 Inferiority vs. Sdf - Acceptance ™ ™ 48.9 50.9
L eadership 51.2 48.9 Anxiety * " ” 49.2 50.8
Logicd vs Affective Orientation 51.4 48.7 Depresson 49.1 50.8
Aeg hetics 50.0 50.0 Physicd Symptoms™ "~ 49.2 50.8
Extravergon vs Introverson 50.0 50.0 Somatization 49.0 50.8
Enterprise 52.0 48.1 Sexud Mdadjusment © " 50.1 49.8
Regponsghility 50.5 49.6 Pathologicd Dependence 53.5 46.6
Emotiondity =~ 48.9 51.0 Hypomania ™~ 50.9 49.1
Inferiority vs Sdf-Acceptance "~ * 48.9 50.9 Antisodid Behavior © © " 51.2 48.8
Practicd Mindedness 50.6 49.5 Need For Attention ™ " " 49.6 50.3
Optimism vs Pessmism * "~ 52.2 48.0 Distortion of Redity 49.9 50.1
Meticulousness 50.3 49.7 Paranoia 49.9 50.1
Face " "~ 49.0 50.8 Vdidity Scdes
Interna vs Externd Locusof Control * " * 50.9 49.2 Infrequency Scde 50.1 49.9
Family Orientation 50.0 50.1 Good Impresdon Scae 50.3 49.6
Defendveness (AhrQ Mentdity) 50.2 49.7 Regponse Condstency Index 50.2 49.8
Graciousness vs Meanness 50.1 50.0
Interpersona Tolerance 50.7 49.5 3.1.2 Age Differences We divided the regpon-
sdf vs. Sodid Orientation 50.3  49.7 dentsinto five age groups: 18 25, 26 35, 36
Veradousness vs Sickness * " 491 50.9 45,46 55,and56 70. Tables4 and 5 present the
Traditionalism vs. Modernity 49.7 502 mean scores of the five age groups on the peronaity
Ren Qing (Rdationship Orientation) 49.7 50.2 scales, and the clinica and vdidity scales repective
Sodid Sensitivity * * * 49.0 50.8 ly. Where MANOVA showed ggnificant differences,
Disdpline 49.9 50.1 paired t-tests Scheffe post hoc tests were conducted to
Harmony * * 494 50.6 identify the groups that differed sgnificantly from
Thrift vs Extravagance 49.8 502 one another. We only report those comparions where

7p <0.01; 7 p'< 0.001.

Femaes scored higher on the Emotionality
feriority vs. Sdf-confidence, and Face scales in the
Dependability factor. They also soored higher on the

=

Scheffe post hoc comparions showed dgnificant dif-
ferences.

On mogt of the personadity scaes, there are Sg-
nificant age differences. The oldest age group soored
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lowest on most of the Socia Potency factor scales, in-
cluding Novdty , Diversty , Divergent Thinking, and
Aegthetics. Thisgroup a9 scored highest on many of
the Regponghility factor and Interperoona Related-
ness factor scades. Conversly, the youngest age

group scored highest on the same Social Potency fac-
tor scales, and lowest on the Respons hility factor and
Interpersona Relatedness factor scales. The middle
age groups scored in between on these scales.

Table 4 Personality scale T-score meansfor each age group

e Age(years old)

18 25 26 35 36 45 46 55 56 70
Novelty * "~ 53.1% 51.13°P 49, 2b¢ 48,3 46.3¢
Diversity " "~ 54.8% 51.0P 48.8°° 47.3%4 45, 6°
Divergent Thinking ™"~ 52.0% 50.5%P 49.5° 48.6° 48.6°
Leadership ™~ 51.2% 50. 42 49.6%° 49.92P 48.0°
Logica vs Affective Orientation 50.8 50.7 49.5 48.9 49.9
Aesthetics " ™ ” 52.9% 50.6° 49.1°¢ 48.6°¢ 47.1¢
Extraverson vs Introverson 51.1 49.6 49.7 50.5 48.6
Enterprise 50.7 50.3 49.5 50.2 48.9
Responshility " 45.9% 49.0° 50.9°°¢ 52.2° 54, 7¢
Enotiondity * "~ 53.6% 50. 9P 49.3P¢ 48.0° 45. 61
Inferiority vs Sdf-Acceptance 51.4 50.1 49.6 49.4 48.8
Practicd Mindedness ™~ " 46.2° 48.5° 50.9° 52.7°¢ 54.8°
Optimism vs Pesimism * "~ 48.72 49.5° 50. 330 50. 6% 52.3°
Meticuousness ™~ * 46.8% 49.2° 51.4°¢ 51.4°¢ 52.4°
Face " "’ 52.9% 51.23° 49.0°¢ 48.3°¢ 46.3¢
Interna vs Externd Locusof Control 50.9 49.4 50.0 49.7 51.2
Family Orientation " "~ 47.5% 48.92°P 51.0° 51.1° 53.7°
Defendveness (Ah- Q Mentdity) 50.3 50.1 50.2 50.3 47.8
Graciousness vs Meanness 49.1 49.7 49.9 50.4 51.9
Interpersona Tolerance ™ ™~ 51.8% 50. 4% 49.73°P 48.5° 48.8°
SAf vs. Socid Orientation 50.8 50.3 49.9 49.3 49.4
Veraciousness vs Jickness " " 47.02 48.4° 51.2° 52.2°¢ 53.7°
Tracitionalism vs. Modernity ™ " * 46.72 48.2° 51.0° 53.3° 53.2°
Ren Qing (Rdationship Orientation) ™~ 48.32 50.13°P 49.92° 51.2° 50.5%P
Socid Sendtivity 50.1 49.6 49.7 50.5 50.6
Distipline” " * 47.23 48.5° 51.1° 52.4° 52.5°
Harmony * * 47.13 49.8° 50. 9° 51.1° 51.9°
Thrift vs Extravagance * ™~ 47.42 48.0%° 50. 1° 53.5° 54.0°

Note: One-way andyssof variance (ANOVA) was used to tes age main efect.

* * ok %

TP <0.01; 7 p'< 0.001.

3 Reahs of the same letter are not statisticaly different among themselves.

Table 5 Cinical and validity scale T-score meansfor each age group

e Age(years old)
18 25 26 35 36 45 46 55 56 70
Inferiority vs. Sdf-Acceptance 51.4 50.1 49.6 49.4 48.8
Anxiety * 51.72 49,73 49, 73 49.1° 49.92P
Depresson " 51.72 50. 33P 49.8%P 48.6° 48.6°
Physca Symptoms” 49.12 49, 42 50.1%P 50. 8P 51.8°

(Continued)
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e Age(years old)

18 25 26 35 36 45 46 55 56 70

Somatization 48.8 49.9 50.2 50.7 50.7
Sexud Maladjustment "~ 49,73 48.9 b 50. 12 51.0% 51.7°

Pat hological Dependence 49.7 50.4 49.6 51.1 48.6
Hypomania ™ * 54.5% 50.3° 48.4°¢ 48.6°° 47.1°
Antisocid Behavior * 53.12 50.1° 49.6° 49.0° 46. 4°
Need For Attention ™~ 53.9% 50.1° 49.2°¢ 48.3°¢ 47.1°
Distortion of Redity 51.2 49.9 49.4 50.0 49.8
Parancia " " ” 51.8° 50. 4% 49, 63P¢ 49, 2°¢ 47.8°
Vaidity Scales 18 25 26 35 36 45 46 55 56 70
Infrequency Scale 50.7 49.4 49.4 50.7 50.7
Good Impresson Scde ™ " 48.52 48.7° 50.5%P 51.6° 52.2°
Regponse Condstency Index 50.8 50.4 49.6 49.5 49.3

Note:One-way andyssof variance (ANOVA) was used to test age main effect. © p < 0.01; I p"< 0.001.

3 Meahs of the same letter are not statisticaly different among themselves.

Table 6  Personality scale T-score meansfar each region

Region
e Hong Kong North North-east East Centrd Suth Suthrwest  North-west
Novety ~ 48.6 50.4 51.2 50.0 49.0 51.8 51.3
Diverdty =~ 50.1%P 50.13P 50. 73 50.13°P 48.2° 52.0° 50. 23
Divergent Thinking 49.4 50.0 50.7 50.6 48.5 51.2 50.7
Leadership * ~ 48.0 51.0 50.1 50.3 49.8 51.3 51.1
Logicd vs Affective Orientation 49.0 50.1 50.6 50.4 49.1 50.8 51.6
Aesthetics ™ " 48.9° 49. 9% 52.7° 50. 42 48.5° 50.5%P 50. 62
Extraverdon vs Introverson 48.9 51.5 49.9 50.0 49.6 50.6 50.3
Enterprise 48.6 50.4 50.6 49.9 49.5 51.4 51.8
Responshility 50.0 50.1 50.4 49.4 49.7 50.9 51.6
Emotiondity 48.5 49.4 50.5 50.1 51.1 50.6 49.9
Inferiority vs Sdf-Acceptance 49.4 49.8 50.0 49.9 51.2 49.5 49.5
Practicdl Mindedness ™ * * 51.9° 51.2%b 50. 4% 48. 43 49,73 49.5%P 49, 83°P
Optimism vs Pesimism 49.7 51.3 49.7 49.8 49.4 50.8 49.9
Meticulousness 50.6 49.6 50.4 49.6 49.6 49.7 51.7
Face™ ™" 48.3 49.4 50.3 51.3 50.6 48.9 49.9
Internd vs Externa Locusof Control ™ * 50.6 49.9 51.6 48.8 49.2 51.5 51.0
Family Orientation 50.6 50.7 50.3 49.8 49.2 49.2 50.8
Defengveness (AhrQ Mentdity) 48.5 49.6 50.3 51.0 50.3 49.4 50.7
Graciousness vs Meanness ” * 51.2 50.8 51.3 49.4 49.1 49.0 49.2
Interpersond Tolerance * " * 53.2° 50.33P¢ 49.83P 49.5%P 47.3° 49.8%P 51.0°¢
Sdf vs. Socid Orientation ™ ™ 48.0%°P 50. 03P 51.9% 50. 4% 49.4° 51.8%P 49.6%°
Veraciousness vs Sickness 50.6 51.0 49.5 49.2 50.0 50.2 50.4
Traditiondism vs. Modernity * "~ 49,52 50. 43P 48.72 49.13° 52.3° 50.22P 49, 73
Ren Qing (Reationship Orientation) " " 46.5° 52.4° 49.9° 50. 2° 50. 9° 50. 3° 51.4°
Sdid Senstivity 48.52 52.0° 50. 43P 50. 22 49. 93P 49.6%° 49.73°P
Discipline 48.5 51.0 49.7 49.8 51.2 49.7 50.7
Harmony 50.4 51.7 49.0 49.6 49.3 50.3 50.2
Thrift vs Extravagance 49.9 50.9 49.9 49.2 50.8 50.0 49.9
Note:One-way andyssof variance (ANOVA) was used to test age main effect. © p < 0.01; " p'< 0.001.

3 Meahs of the same letter are not statisticaly different among themselves.
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On the clinicad scales, the youngest age group
soored highest on most of the clinica scales, with the
exception of Physca Symptoms and Sexual Malad-
justment. No age difference was found on Somatizar
tion, Pathologica Dependence, and Distortion of Re-
ality.

On the vaidity scales, the older age groups
soored higher on the Good Impresson Scale.

3.1.3 Regional Differences The normative sample
congstsof adult regpondents recruited from sx mgor
geographicad regions in Mainland China as well as
from Hong Kong. These regions formed the unit of
analyss. We did not have sufficient respondents from
the rural areas to formulate comparions between ur-
ban and rura subgroups. The geographica regions
erved asproxy to the relative level of economic devel-
opment across China. We expect Hong Kong, East
China and Centrd South China to be economicaly
more developed than Southwest and Northwest Chi-
na. Tables6 and 7 present the mean T scores of par-
ticipants from the 9x major regionsin Mainland China
and from Hong Kong on the personality scaes, and
the clinical and vaidity scales regpectively. Where

MANOVA showed dgnificant differences, paired t-
tests Scheffe post hoc tests were conducted to identify
the groups that differed dgnificantly from one anoth-
er. We only report those comparions where Scheffe
post hoc comparisons showed sgnificant differences,
and where meaningful interpretation may be made on
the bassof trendsof economic development.

Although dgnificant overal differences among
the regions were found usng MANOVA on some of
the personality and clinica scales, dgnificant differ-
ences were found among subgroups in the post hoc
analyses on seven persondity scaes and four clinical
scdes. The pattern of comparisons did not reved any
meaningful interpretation on the bads of regiona
characteristics or economic development. Despite the
differences between the historica and scioeconomic
development of Hong Kong and that of other parts of
Mainland China, diginct difference on the CPAI
scaes between Hong Kong and al the other regions
wasfound on only one personality scale and one clini-
cad sae. The Hong Kong normative sample scored
lower than all the other Mainland Chinese subgroups
on both Renging and Sexua Mdadjustment.

Table 7 dinical and validity scale T-score meansfor each region

e Region
Hong Kong North Northreast East Centrd Suth South-west  Northrwest

Inferiority vs. Sdf-Acceptance 49.4 49.8 50.0 49.9 51.2 49.5 49.5
Anxiety 49.6 48.9 49.4 49.9 50.9 51.5 49.8
Depresson 49.8 48.4 50.2 49.9 50.3 51.3 51.3
Physicdl Symptoms 49.8 49.7 51.3 49.7 49.7 50.2 50.5
Somatization 49.5 49.4 50.0 50.5 51.0 49.4 48.5
Sexua Maadjustment * " 46.7° 50. 4° 51.4° 50. 8° 50. 4° 50. 6° 50. 9°
Pat hological Dependence ™ ™~ 47.22 49.8%" 49. 43P 51.1° 50.8° 50.9° 51.3°
Hypomania * * 47.7° 50.2%° 50.5%° 50.9%P 49.9%° 50.6%° 51.1°
Antisociad Behavior * 47.9 49.4 50.1 50.5 51.1 51.0 50.7
Need For Attention " " 48.0° 49.1° 50.7%P 51.4° 50. 430 49.97°P 49,520
Digtortion of Redity * "~ 48.3 49.0 50.3 51.2 49.7 51.3 50.5
Paranoia 49.7 48.5 50.0 50.8 49.9 50.9 50.1
Vdidity Scdes

Infrequency Scee ™ * 49.6 48.4 51.4 51.0 48.8 51.0 50.0
Good Impresdon Scde ™ 49.7 50.3 51.9 50.5 48.5 49.2 50.7
Response Condstency Index 50.5 50.4 50.0 49.8 50.1 50.3 47.8

Note:One-way andyssof variance (ANOVA) was used to test age man efect.

7P <0.01; 7 p'< 0.001.

@ RMeahs of the same letter are not statisticaly different among themselves.

4 Discusson

Subgroup comparisons on soores of the CPA -2
scales show that sex and age are related to perondity
differences. These differences may be attributed to
cidization and developmental stages. For example,

male repondents tend to score higher on openness re-
lated and leadership-related scaleson the Socia Poten-
cy factor. They tend to be more sf-confident and
less emotional. In terms of clinical features, males
manifest less emotional symptoms but more acting-out
behaviora problems. These sx differences are conss
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tent with the stereotypic gender roles ascribed to men
and women in Chines culture. Smilar sx differ-
ences are found in other peronality measures, such as
the MM PI. Gender differences are cond stently found
in peronaity studies*?' *!. Assuch, gender andyss
is expected in reportsof psychologicd investigations.

In terms of developmenta stages, younger re-
gondents tend to be more open to new ideas and ex-
perience, but are more prone to emotional turmoil and
behaviora disturbances. With maturation and more
life experiences, older repondents are generaly more
dependable and worldly wise. They tend to maintain
closer interpersona ties and family relationships. Per-
ndity changes across the lifeppan have < been
found in other Western studies, epecidly with re-
Pect to temperamental traits!™!

On the other hand, comparion across maor re-
gionsof China did not reveal any distinct patterns of
diff erences that may be attributable to geographical or
cioeconomic contexts.  Although subgroup differ-
ences are found , there are not any cond stent patterns
among ecific regions. Instead, the commonalities
geak for the cultural continuity of Chinese scieties
that transcend economic development and ociopoliti-
ca history. Even for Hong Kong, which has been a
colony under British rule for over a century before its
reunification with Mainland China in 1997, the pat-
tern of mean differencesfrom the rest of Chinais not
digtinct. The mean scoresfor Hong Kong are Smilar
to ome regions but different from others on various
sales without a condstent pattern.

Degite the continuity , we caution against the
dmpligtic generdization about a ” Chine” personali-
ty. The CPAI-2 provides a usful framework to de-
<cribe personaity dimendons that are sdient in the
Chinese cultural context. With the trandation of the
CPAI-2 into English, Korean and Japanes, we a0
found congruent persondity structuresin non-Chinese
samples. What have been originally believed to be u-
nigue Chinese constructs can a s be identified in oth-
er cultures.

The ultimate vaue of the peronaity taxonomy
derived indigenoudy in a Chinese culture liesin its u
tility in describing and predicting behavior. The di-
alectical process of the development of emic and etic
ocongtructsillustrates that commonalities may be found
by exploring indigenoudy derived emic constructs

crossculturaly. The persondity structure identified
inthe CPAI-2 provides a ussful taxonomy for under-
ganding not only Chinese peronadity, but possbly
personality in other collectivigtic cultures.

At the level of individud scaes, crosscultura
comparions only allude to modal differences, which
vary with other socio-demographic variables such as
sx and age. Individua variations adong thes and
other dimendons form the bassfor the measurement
of personadlity. Resultsfrom the subgroup anayseson
the CPAI-2 normative sample show that there are
variationsin the level of gecific personality character-
igtics within the same culture based on cio-demo-
graphic backgrounds. These culturd and scio-demo-
graphic dimensons provide the contextsto help usin-
terpret sooreson peronaity measures.
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