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Dear Rodrigo,

We are thankful for the opportunity to submit a revised version of our manuscript, “A Short Version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-20): Evidence on Construct Validity”. We have made major revisions on the manuscript based on the suggested changes and improvements. We are confident that these changes helped to enhance our manuscript and make it more accessible to the public. 
Below, we have provided detailed responses to each of the points you and the reviewers have raised.  We are grateful for the feedback and hope you will now find it acceptable for publication in the Interamerican Journal of Psychology.

Kind regards,


# Reviewer C #

Agradecemos ao Revissor C por todas os comentarios e sugestoes para melhorarmos nosso artigo. Detalhamos as modificaçoes feitas abaixo.

1. resumo: sugiro maior clareza quanto ao objetivo do estudo, assim como a organização dos participantes.
Reply: Nós modificações a Introdução para deixar os objetivos dos estudos mais claros, e também apresentamos mais informações sobre os participantes e procedimentos dos dois estudos.

2. Introdução: sabe-se da existência de versões internacionais do 10 item -BFI. Não fica claro porque os autores optaram por realizar uma versão de 20 itens e não a investir nesta pré-existente, já que o objetivo é facilitar e agilizar as atividades de pesquisa.
Reply: Este é um ponto muito interessante. Nos conhecemos esta versão de 10 itens, com apenas dois para cada um dos cinco fatores de personalidade. Mas na nossa experiência e de outros pesquisadores (e.g., colaboradores que verificaram esta versão com dados do World Values Survey) esta medida apresenta propriedades psicométricas falhas – talvez pelo número de itens. Junto a esta observação, sabemos que é preferível desenvolver uma medida reduzida com dados de um contexto particular do que pressumir que uma medida curta será eficaz neste novo contexto. Por isso que utilizamos a escala com 44 itens no primeiro estudo, e só apartir destos dados demonstrando que a medida é valida para o contexto brasileiro, decidimos testar e recomendar uma versão mais curta.

3. Metodologia: maiores esclarecimentos sobre os procedimentos éticos e procedimento de aplicação de instrumentos (ordem, em grupo, via virtual e etc...). Assim como senti falta de maior clareza sobre o recrutamentos dos participantes e critérios de inclusão e exclusão. Quanto tempo transcorreu entre os estudos? também é uma informação que pode afetar o resultado.
Reply: Muito obrigado por sugerir a inclusão desta informação, que agora apresentamos na versão modificada do artigo.

4. Referências: apresenta citações que não estão em conformidade com as normas da revista
Reply: Nós adicionamos novas referências sugeridas por outros revisores, e colocamos todas as referências de acrodo com as normas da revista.

# Reviewer D #
We thank Reviewer D for taking the time to read our work and provide important suggestions for improvement. We detail the changes made below.

The literature cited is relatively old, considering an area of research that is quite active and productive. There are no articles from the past five years and few from the past ten years. Structural validity, reliability, and convergent validity articles from the 44-item version of BFI were included. However, psychometric studies with reduced versions of BFI for other countries were not cited, such as:
Rammstedt, B., & John, O. P. (2007). Measuring personality in one minute or less: A 10-item short version of the Big Five Inventory in English and German. Journal of research in Personality, 41 (1), 203-212.
Engvik, H., & Clausen, S. E. (2011). Norsk kortversjon av big five inventory (BFI-20). Tidsskrift for norsk psykologforening, 48 (9), 869-872.
Hahn, E., Gottschling, J., & Spinath, F. M. (2012). Short measurements of personality – Validity and reliability of the GSOEP Big Five Inventory (BFI-S). Journal of Research in Personality, 46 (3), 355-359.
Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2017). Short and extra-short forms of the Big Five Inventory – 2: The BFI-2-S and BFI-2-XS. Journal of Research in Personality, 68, 69-81.
Reply: Thank you for suggesting these new literature which have now been incorporated in the revised version of the manuscript.

The inclusion of these studies would allow the comparison of the psychometric properties of the reduced version proposed by the authors with the other existing ones. This would bring more depth to discuss the results and more clear contributions of the present study to the field. In this sense, the contribution of the present study is not clear. Authors need to work better on this part of the manuscript, making it clear what gap the study fills.
Reply: We agree with your suggestion that by discussing these more recent studies addressing short forms of the BFI provides better framing for our study. The empirical focus was comparison with cross-cultural data as evidenced in the congruence coefficients, and we make it more explicitly that the main contribution of our study is to test the BFI-44 in samples across all regions of Brazil and to provide a shorter version of the scale.

In addition, the current trend in the area of psychometry is not to present only evidence of validity of the internal structure of the instruments, since the existing statistical methods and techniques are varied and there are rare cases in which the theoretical structure of the instrument is not confirmed. Therefore, the presentation of the relationship with external variables, other instruments measuring similar constructs or even evidence of temporal stability are highly recommended. Without this, the article drastically reduces its contributions to the field.
Reply: Thank you for this suggestion. Addressing your point, we now report correlations between personality traits and human values in Study 2.

It is not clear whether the data collection was in person or online and what procedures were adopted in the study. In addition, ethical procedures must be described. How did the authors deal with missing values to the scale?
Reply: These comments were similar to those of Reviewer C. As mentioned, we have now extended information about sampling, study procedure and ethics clearance. 

The authors need to quote a reference to support the statement: "The translation of the BFI from its English version to Portuguese-Brazilian was carried out by a panel of three bilingual psychologists." This statement is not clear. Did the authors of the present work carry out the translation? Was only the translation done? What other adaptation procedures recommended by AERA have been carried out?
Reply: We have used a committee approach comprised of bilinguals, which is common in cross-cultural research. We added a reference to support this approach in the revised version of the manuscript.


It would be important for the authors to justify the reason why they chose to use exploratory instead of confirmatory factor analysis or ESEM, since the structure of the instrument is widely known.
[bookmark: _Hlk62746120]Reply: As discussed by McCrae et al. (1996), confirmatory factor analysis might not be the ideal methodological strategy for assessing personality structures due to cross loadings of multiple items. We are aware of newer strategies, such as ESEM, that could account for this issue; however, we used exploratory factor analysis because this allowed us to direct compare the factor structure and loadings observed in Brazil with those reported by Schmitt et al. (2007) with samples from many countries.

Table 1 is unformatted. Check this out, please.
Reply: Fixed.

Caution is suggested when interpreting the internal consistency coefficients that were found for both versions of BFI as satisfactory.
Reply: Thank you for pointing this out, which has been fixed.

In addition, Cronbach's alpha is influenced by the size of the instrument and does not consider the factor loadings of the items. Also, there is an ongoing debate about the use of alpha for Likert type rating response scales because alpha assumes that the item responses are continuous (Zumbo, B. D., Gadermann, A. M., & Zeisser, C. (2007). Ordinal versions of coefficients alpha and theta for Likert rating scales. Journal of modern applied statistical methods, 6(1), 4; Dunn, T. J., Baguley, T., & Brunsden, V. (2014). From alpha to omega: a practical solution to the pervasive problem of internal consistency estimation. British Journal of Psychology). Why did the authors choose to use Cronbach's alpha? Additional explanations are needed considering the objectives of the study.
Reply: Following your suggestion, we have now included omega information for Study 2.

It was not clear whether the sample in study 2 was different from that in study 1.
Reply: The samples are different, and we made it clearer in the revised version of the manuscript.

Column 1 of each factor in Table 4 refers to what?
Reply: Sorry, this comment is not clear to us.

The discussion should incorporate more studies with short versions and point out the real contribution of the present study. Can the reduced version of BFI presented be used as is?
Reply: We have extended the Discussion a bit more following your recommendation. Yes, we do believe the empirical evidence we provide indicates the BFI-20 can be used as is in Brazil.

How do the results found contribute to the literature?
Reply: We have made this more explicit, thank you.

References need to consider APA sixth or seventh edition standards.
Reply: We have updated the reference and manuscript to follow APA 7th edition.

# Reviewer E #

We thank Reviewer E for the careful consideration and comments about our work. We detail the changes made below.

1) A review of the text in English is carried out, it is essential. The text seemed more likely to a literal translation than the ideas proposed by the authors. The text in Portuguese should probably sound different. 
Reply:	The English improved considerably after the major revisions we made. We do believe the sentences are shorter, and clearer as a result.

2) The method, analysis, result and discussion sections should be better organized. The text presents data on the method and results in the discussion. I consider ordering the sequence of the text and ideas. 
Reply: We have re-organise sections of the manuscript. Please note that we place tables in the manuscript body but their final location will be determined by the journal. So it might look like we report results outside the Results section because a table appears, but this is not the case.

3) Method section needs a major revision (the considerations are present in the attached manuscript). Ethics committee approval is critical. As a reviewer, I consider suitable another review of the text just with this condition. 
Reply: Thank you for all your recommendations in the manuscript. We addressed all the comments, and believe the Method section is much improved. Following your recommendation and those of the other reviewers, we added more information about sampling, study procedure and ethics.

4) The authors could use more appropriate analyzes, especially considering a study with such expressive and representative sample of Brazilian context. 
Reply: We do believe the focus on Procrustes rotation allows a direct comparison between the results we obtained, and the cross-cultural results reported by Schmitt et al. (2007). Hence, we believe the analytical approach used is acceptable for the research goals we have.

5) There are more current references that can be used. It is worth a review in this part.
Reply: Following your recommendation, and those of Reviewer C, we have added more recent references to the revised version of the manuscript.


