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White Bear Suppression Inventory : Structure, Reliability and Validity of the Chinese Version
Marcus A. Rodriguez, JIA Ke, QIAN Ming-yi
Department of Psychology, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China

[Abstract] Objective: To test the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of White Bear Suppression Inventory
(WBSI) among a Chinese student sample. Methods: A convenience sample of 125 college students completed the WBSI
and Beck Depression Inventory; a randomly selected subsample of 33 students participated in the retest in 4 weeks. A sec-
ond sample of 383 college students completed the WBSI, Penn State Worry Questionnaire, Impact of Event Scale—Revised,
and Thought—Action Fusion Scale. A third sample of 334 college students completed the WBSI, State—Trait Anxiety In-
ventory, Padua Inventory, and a measure of Chinese superstition. Results: EFA results revealed 3 factors (intrusive
thoughts, thought suppression and self—distraction), which accounted for 52.4% of the total variance. CFA results provided
support for a 3—factor model (x¥df=3.45, CFI=0.91, TLI=0.89, RMSEA=0.07, SRMR=0.06). Internal consistency and test—
retest coefficients for the WBSI—total were 0.87 and 0.59 respectively. WBSI-total scores were significantly higher for fe-
male participants. Criterion—related validity results revealed positive significant correlations between WBSI and depression
(r=0.29), trait—anxiety (r=0.42), PTSD symptomology (r=0.42), OCD (0.30), and GAD (r=0.44). SEM results also provided
support for a model wherein thought suppression mediates the relationship between superstition and obsessive—compulsive
symptoms. Conclusion: The Chinese version of the WBSI is found to have good reliability and validity.
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