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A Psychometric Revision of the
European American Values Scale for
Asian Americans Using the Rasch Model

Sehee Hong, Bryan S. K. Kim, and Maren M. Wolfe

The 18-item European American Values Scale for Asian Americans (M. M. Wolfe, F. H. rang,
E. C. Wong, & D. R. Atkinson, 2001) was revised on the basis of results from a psychomelric
analysis using the Rasch Model (G. Rasch, 1960). The results led to the establishment of the
25-item European American Values Scale for Asian Americans—Revised.

N
R
cholars have identified several salient psychological constructs related to the experi-
ences of Asian Americans, an ethnic group that is one of the most diverse and fastest
erowing in the United States (Atkinson, Morten, & Sue, 1998; Sue & Sue, 2003; U.S.
Census Bureau, 2002). One construct that has received significant attention from theorists
and researchers is acculturation (see Atkinson et al., 1998; Sue & Sue, 2003). Acculturation
was first defined by Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits (1936) as follows: “Acculturation com-
prehends those phenomena which result when groups of individuals sharing difterent cul-
tures come into continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent changes in the original culture
patterns of either or both groups” (p. 973). Three decades later, Graves (1967) coined the
term psychological acculturation to describe the effects of acculturation at the individual
“level of study. Embedded in the concept of acculturation is the concept of enculturation.
Herskovits (1948) defined enculturation-as the process of socialization to (or retention of)
the norms of one’s indigenous culture. On the basis of this definition, Kim and Abreu (2001)
explained that an adaptation process includes both adapting to the norms of the dominant
culture and retaining the norms of the indigenous culture. They proposed that the term
acculturation be used to describe the former process and the term enculturation be used
to describe the latter process. | |
Consistent with this distinction, the current theory of acculturation (and enculturation)
describes these two processes as occurring on two separate continua (Berry, 1990, 1994).
According to Berry (1990, 1994), the process of adaptation can be categorized into four at-
titudes that are expressed in terms of the combined level of acculturation and enculturation:
integration, assimilation, separation, and marginalization. Integration occurs when an
individual becomes proficient in the culture of the dominant group (highly acculturated)
while retaining proficiency in the indigenous culture (strongly enculturated); this status 1s
also known as biculturalism. Assimilation occurs when an individual absorbs the culture
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of the dominant group (highly acculturated) while rejecting the indigenous culture (not
enculturated). Separation occurs when an individual is not interested in learning the culture
of the dominant group (not acculturated) and wants only to maintain and perpetuate the
culture of origin (strongly enculturated). Finally, marginalization represents the attitude of
-1 individual with no interest in maintaining or acquiring proficiency in any culture, domi-
nant or indigenous (neither acculturated nor enculturated).

Regarding factors that define the constructs of acculturation and enculturation, Szapocznik,
Scopetta, Kurtines, and Aranalde (1978) pointed out that cultural values represent one of two
important components, with the dimension of behavior being the other component. More re-
cently, Kim and Abreu (2001) noted that cultural values are one of four dimensions that con-
stitute acculturation (and enculturation) processes—behaviors, knowledge, and cultural identity

being the other three dimensions. Cultural values reflect relational style, person—nature rela-

tionships, beliefs about human nature, and time orientation (Szapocznik et al., 1978). P. B. Smith
and Bond (1994) defined cultural values as “universalistic statements about what we think are
desirable or attractive” (p. 52). Current theories on values acculturation/enculturation (1.e.,
acculturation and enculturation along the cultural values dimension) suggest that Asian
Americans who are further removed from immigration (.., sixth-generation Asian Americans)
will adhere to European American cultural values more strongly than will Asian Americans
who are recent immigrants (Kim, Atkinson, & Umemoto, 2001). On the other hand, Asian
Americans who are closer to immigration will adhere to Asian cultural values more strongly
than their counterparts who are many generations removed from immigration. The theories
also suggest that adherence to these values influences the ways in which Asian Americans

" behave, including how they manifest their psychological problems, express their emotions,

and seek psychological help (Atkinson etal., 1998; Kim & Omizo, 2003; Sue & Sue, 2003). To
facilitate further study of these ideas, the purpose of this study was to develop a psycho-
metrically rigorous instrument, using the Rasch Model (Rasch, 1960), that could be used to
assess values acculturation among Asian Americans (1.€., @ MEasure of adherence to Euro-
pean American cultural values for Asian Americans).

Regarding existing measures of values acculturation for Asian Americans, Wolfe, Yang, Wong,
and Atkinson (2001) developed the 18-item European American Values Scale for Asian Ameri-
cans (EAVS-AA-18; Wolfe etal., 2001). The EAVS-AA-18 uses a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 2=moderately disagree, 3 = mildly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree,
5 =mildly agree, 6 = moderately agree, 7= strongly agree). Examples of iters are think 1t 18
fine for an unmarried woman to have a child,” “The idea that one spouse does all the housework
is outdated,” and “I’m confident in my ability to handle most situations.” Wolfe et al. selected
items based on £ tests of the mean scores on each of the 180 preliminary 1tems; the 180 items were
developed based on the theoretical and empirical literature on FEuropean American cultural val-
ues, including a sourcebook describing results of the World Values Survey (Inglehart, Basanez,
& Moreno, 1993). Items that were scored significantly higher by European Americans than by
first-generation Asian Americans were retained. This process led to the identification of 26 1tems
that were more strongly endorsed by European Americans. However, Wolfe et al. determined
that these items as a whole (i.e., as an instrument comprising all ot the items) did not have ad-
equate internal reliability (i.e., low coetticient alpha). Hence, the authors removed & 1tems based

on item score-total score statistics, resulting in the 18-1tem measure and an alpha coefficient of

69. In a further analysis, Wolfe et al. reported that an exploratory factor analysis did not con-

- verge after 200 iterations, and hence the dimensionality of this scale was unknown.

Although the development of the EAVS-AA-138 included appropriate procedures, the

measure has several limitations. First, because the exploratory factor analysis did not yield

an admissible result, it is not known whether the 18 items of the EAVS-AA-18 represent a

homogenous construct. Second, because the items were chosen solely on the basis of ¢

tests of group level scores between first-generation Asian Americans and European Ameri-
cans of any generation, the functional characteristics of each item are not known. For in-
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stance, it would be useful to know the extent to which each item 1s difficult to endorse. To
illustrate, it could be reasoned that the EAVS-AA-18 item “A woman who is living alone
should be able to have children” could be more difficult to endorse than another EAVS-AA-
18 item “I think it is fine for an uninarried woman to have a child.” The former item might lead
a respondent to perceive that the woman'’s situation is riskier, in terms of not having child-
rearing support, than is the latter situation, which does not invoke any contextual informa-
tion regarding child rearing. It could be assumed that the latter situation may involve live-
in relatives, partners, or friends. Third, it would be helpful to know whether or not the ditfi-
culty levels of the items reflect the full range of respondents’ trait levels (1.e., degrees to
which different respondents adhere to European American values). The EAVS-AA-18 1items
may be such that respondents with high adherence to U.S. values may not be fully distin-
guishable from someone with moderate adherence to the values. Fourth, it would be usetul
to know how well the 7-point scale captures the distinctions between each category ot agree-
ment. More specifically, it is unclear how well the 7-point scale is able to differentiate mdi-
viduals who rate an item as a 2 (moderately disagree) from those who rate an item as a 3
(mildly disagree), or persons who rate an item as a 5 (mildly agree) from those who rate an
itemn as a 6 (moderately agree). In addition to distinctions between levels of agreement, it is
unclear whether the rating of 4 (neither agree nor disagree) accurately reflects the haltway
point between strongly disagree and strongly agree or represents an altogether different
construct such as item irrelevance.

The successful development of a values measure of acculturation could complement an ex-
isting values measure of enculturation and allow researchers to study Berry’s (1990, 1994)
ideas regarding the combined effects of these two phenomena. Recently, the Asian Values
Scale (AVS; Kim, Atkinson, & Yang, 1999), a measure of adherence to Asian cultural values for
Asian Americans (i.e., values enculturation) that is a parallel version of the EAVS-AA-18, was
revised based on the Rasch Model (Rasch, 1960). Although the AVS score has evidence of
reliability and validity according to classical test theory, each of the 36 items had not been
subjected to a more rigorous examunation. For mstance, like the EAVS-AA-18, because the
items were chosen based solely on # tests of group level scores, the functional characteristics
of each item were not known. The results of the Rasch analysis led to several important changes
in the AVS. First, the 7-point scale was changed to a 4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 =
disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree) because it better represented participant responses.
Second, 7 1tems that detracted from the AVS’s construct homogeneity and 4 1tems that were

found to be redundant were removed. The results showed that the remaining 25 items reflected
the full range of person trait and item difficulty levels; this revised instrument was named the

Asian Values Scale-Revised (AVS-R; Kim & Hong, 2004). Given the successful revision of the
AVS, we attempted to apply the Rasch Model to revise the EAVS-AA-18 in the present study.

The need for psychometrically sound measures of values acculturation becomes apparent
when reviewing the current research literature on values enculturation. In several studies
on counseling process and outcome with Asian American clients and European American
counselors, the construct of values enculturation was examined using the AVS. Kim and
Atkinson (2002), on the basis of single sessions of counseling, found that Asian American
clients with low adherence to Asian values rated their European American counselor to be
more empathic than did clients with high adherence to Asian values. However, in another
similar study, Kim, L1, and Liang (2002) found that Asian American clients with high adher-
ence to Asian values percelved greater empathy and working alliance with their European

American counselor than did clients with low adherence to Asian values. In a third study,

Kim et al. (2003) found no relationship between Asian American client adherence to Asian
values and session outcome with European American counselors. On the basis of these
inconsistent findings, Kim et al. (2003) speculated that perhaps client adherence to U.S.
values (1:€., values acculturation) might be affecting the relationship between client adher-
ence to Asian values and session ratings. For instance, among Asian Americans who have
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high adherence to Asian cultural values, their perceptions ot European American counse-

lors might be different if they had high rather than low adherence to U.S. values. Although

now the more psychometrically rigorous AVS-R is available to examine this possibility, it 1s
impossible to fully test this important hypothesis without having an equally good measure

of values acculturation. -
In sum, the goal of the present study was to revise the EAVS-AA-18 using a more rigorous

and extant psychometric method, namely the Rasch Model (Rasch, 1960). In so doing, we
sought to (a) investigate whether the 7-point scale is appropriate for the 1tems, (b) modify
the measure to increase the items’ homogeneity, and (c) study the revised measure’s 1tems

in terms of their relative distributions of the person trait level and item difficulty level esti-

mates on a common logit scale.

METHOD

Participants

Respondents were 257 (112 male, 145 female) Asian American students at two communnty

colleges (n = 90) and two universities (z = 167) in California. They ranged in age from 18 to
64 years, with a mean of 21.6 years (SD =4.5). Seventy (27.2%) were seniors, 67 (20. 1%) were
sophomores, 63 (24.5%) were juniors, 53 (20.6%) were 1st-year students, 3 (1.2%) were graduate
students, and 1 (.4%) did not report grade level. In terms of Asian ethnicity, there were 110
(42.8%) Chinese, 37 (14.4%) Korean, 29 (11.3%) Vietnamese, 26 (10.1%) Filipino, 22 (8.6%)
Japanese, 22 (8.6%) other, 4 (1.6%) Asian Indian, 3 (1.2%) Cambodian, and 4 (1.6%) who did
not report ethnicity. In terms of generation since immigration, 148 (57.6%) were tirst genera-
tion, 93 (36.2%) were second generation, 6 (2.3%) were fourth generation, 3 (1.2%) were
third generation, 3 (1.2%) were fifth generation, 1 (.4%) was other, and 3 (1.2%) did not re-

port generation status. (The preceding percentages do not total 100% due to rounding.)

Procedure

In the present study, we used the original data obtained by Wolfe et al. (2001) from college stu-
dents at two universities and two community colleges in southern California for their develop-
ment of the EAVS-AA-18. Wolfe et al. collected the data in three ways: (a) instrument distributed
by the research team and completed in class; (b) instrument distributed by the research team,

* completed outside of the class, and collected by the course instructor; or (c) instrument distrib-

uted by the course instructor, completed outside of the class, and collected by the course 1n-

~ structor. For all three methods, the same instructions were read to student respondents.

Data Analysis

The basic Rasch Model (Rasch, 1960) is a dichotomous response model that represents the
conditional probability of a binary outcome as functions of a person’s trait level (B) and an

item’s difficulty level (D):

P(x_l)_ exp(Ban:) .
| | | 1+6Xp(B”_DE)j

where P(x = 1) is the probability of an endorsed response (“yes” response to an item), B 1s

the trait parameter of person #, and D, is the difficulty of endorsing item i. When B > D, 5,

=D,and B <D, the chance of a “yes” response is greater than 50%, equal to 50%, and less

than 50%, respectively. Given that trait levels and item difficulty levels are placed ona com-

‘mon metric (logit), a major advantage of the Rasch Model is the direct comparison of these
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two parameters; logit refers to log odd ratios, and the Rasch Model transforms ordinal data
- to logits in order to place items and persons on an interval-level scale. The Rasch Model
assumes that all items have equal discriminating power. Nevertheless, the Rasch Model has
been found to be robust to departures from the equal discrimination assumption (Dinero &
Haertel, 1977). One of the most important theoretical merits of the Rasch Model is its “spe-
cific objectivity” (Rasch, 1977), which means that the item difficulty parameter does not
depend on the characteristics of the persons taking the measure and the person trait param-
eter does not depend on the items.

The Rasch Model can be generalized to polytomous items with ordered categories. The
formulation of an extended Rasch Model includes the Partial Credit Model (PCM; Masters,
1982) and the Rating Scale Model (RSM; Andrich, 1978). The PCM was originally devel-
oped for analyzing achievement test 1tems that include multiple solving steps, in which partial
credit can be assigned for completing several steps in the solution process (Embretson &
Reise, 2000). Assuming that item i is scored x = 1,2,...,m for x=j the PCM can be expressed
mathematically as

- X
expl ¥ (By — )]
j=1

Pxni =

k 3
S [exp 3 (By—0j)]
1 =1

My
k =

where the o, term s called the item step difficulty associated with category . In the PCM, the
0 parameter represents the relative difficulty of each step. This difficulty level can be viewed
as varying levels of “hurdles” for people who are already in one category to overcome In
order to jump to the next one. The higher the value of a particular o, the greater the diffi-
culty level of a particular step relative to other steps within an item (Embretson & Reise,
2000). On the other hand, the RSM1s a subset of the PCM because it restricts the step struc-
ture to being the same for all items (Wright & Masters, 1982). Thus, in the RSM, a common

set of & parameter is estimated. The parameter O,, step calibration, is also known as the

threshold (Andrich, 1978). Thus, the RSM 1s usefill when psychological distances between

categories are the same for all items.

Although Likert scales can be modeled according to either a PCM or an RSM, the RSM
was used for the present study. As explained above, in the PCM the step thresholds are
allowed to vary for each item by introducing step parameters. Although the additional pa-
rameters can improve the fit of the data to the model, they usually reduce the interpretability
of the model. Because steps are not uniform across items, SCore COmparisons are problem-
“atic. Given that the purpose of scale construction is generally to develop measuring de-
vices that are consistent across individuals, over-parameterizing should be avoided to ac-
count for idiosyncracies of the data (Piquero, MacIntosh, & Hickman, 2001). Another ratio-
nale for using the RSM is that, in the case under study here, there is no theoretical reason
to expect that category usage by individuals in the samples would vary across items. Fi-
nally, note that for this study the Rasch analysis was undertaken using the WINSTEPS
program with its default setting (Linacre & Wright, 1999).

RESULTS
Psychometric Properties of the EAVS-AA-18

 Test of category use of the EAVS-AA-18. It has been suggested that evaluating how respon-
dents use the rating scale is the first step in conducting rating scale analysis (Lopez, 1996).
It is often the case that respondents fail to react to a rating scale in the manner that the test

constructor intended (Roberts, 1994). Because it is always uncertain how individuals in a
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sample use a rating scale, an investigation of the functioning of the rating scale is always
necessary (Linacre, 2002) and can be done with the Rasch analysis. In the Rasch analysis,
a useful diagnostic in evaluating scale category usage is to examine the average measure
and threshold of each scale category. The average measures across scale categories repre-
sent the empirical averages of the measure (Rasch trait, ability, or endorsement score) that
are modeled to produce the responses observed in each scale category (Linacre & Wright,
1998). Because observations in higher scale categories must be produced by higher mea-
sures, the average measures across scale categories must increase monotonically. The thresh-
olds indicate the measures at which adjacent scale categories are equally probable and thus
define the boundaries between the scale categories. Therefore, the thresholds should also
increase monotonically.

The test of scale category use was performed using the EAVS-AA-18 items. The results
showed that the average measure does not increase monotonically with the scale category
label (with average measures of .15, .03, .06, .22, .44, .62, and .81 for Scale Categories 1 to 7,
respectively). This result makes the meaning of the rating scale uncertain, and any mea-
sures derived under these circumstances are of doubtful utility (Linacre, 2002). Furthermore,
threshold estimates are also not ordered (with logits —.46, —.07, —.43, .50, .13, and .32 for
Scale Categories 2 to 7, respectively). Failure of threshold parameters to increase monotoni-
cally 1s known as “step disordering” (Linacre, 2002). Step disordering indicates a low prob-
ability of observance of certain scale categories. An examination of probability curves indi-
cated that Scale Categories 3, 5, and 6 are never modal, indicating that at no point on the
continuum are these scale categories ever the most likely scale category to be observed.
That 1s, regardless of a person’s trait level, the probability of choosing Scale Categories 3,

5, and 6 are never the most likely. This step disordering indicates that the EAVS-AA-18 scale
may have categories that are poorly defined in the minds of the respondents (Linacre, 2002).

Dimensionality of the EAVS-AA-18. To study whether the EAVS-AA-18 scale supported a
umdimensional structure, we computed item fit mean square (MNSQ) values using the RSM.
MNSQ determines how well each item contributes to defining one common construct. Ac-
cording to R. M. Smith, Schumacker, and Bush (1995), item MNSQ values of about 1.0 are
ideal, and values greater than 1.3 and less than 0.7 are unacceptable. High values of item
MNSQ 1indicate a lack of construct homogeneity with other items in a scale, whereas low
values indicate redundancy with other items (Linacre & Wright 1998). It should be noted,
however, that these cutoff values are not absolute rules and can vary depending on the

purpose for which the ratings are used (Karabatsos, 1997). Typically, two MNSQ statistics

are used: infit and outfit statistics. Infit is more sensitive to misfitting responses to items
near the person’s ability (or endorsement) level, whereas outfit is sensitive to misfitting
items that are farther away (Piquero et al., 2001). It is important to note that although infit
and outfit statistics may not provide a complete dimensionality test, they nonetheless are
related to and provide important information about dimensionality.

Among the original 18 items of the EAVS-AA-18, 3 items showed both infit and outfit sta-
tistics greater than 1.3, indicating a lack of construct homogeneity with other items. Three
items showed both infit and outfit statistics less than 0.7, indicating redundancy with other
items. Consequently, these results suggest that one third of the 18 items should be replaced.

Appropriateness of the EAVS-AA-18 difficulty level. As stated earlier, the Rasch Model
estimates person trait and item difficulty parameters on a common metric, that is, logits.
Using these parameters, it is possible to test whether the difficulty level of the EAVS-AA-
18 1items 1s appropriate for the sample in this study. If an instrument is appropriately targeted
for the sample being tested, there should be sufficient overlap between the range of the
person trait levels and that of item difficulty levels. Hence, we examined a distribution of
person trait levels and item difficulty on a logit scale for the 18 items. The distribution showed
that the logits for 8 items were at or below the trait level of the person with the lowest logits,
thereby suggesting that these 8 items are too easy to agree with for the targeted sample
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being tested. Because these items do not contribute much to measuring the targeted sample’s
~ trait level, they should be replaced with items with appropriate difficulty level. o

In summary, the evaluation of the EAVS-AA-18 scale showed several problems in its psy-
chometric properties. First, it seems that some categories are poorly defined in the minds of
the respondents. Second, the EAVS-AA-18 scale did not support a unidimensional struc-
ture, given that 3 items were found to lack construct homogeneity. In addition, 3 items were
found to be redundant with other items. Third, the difficulty level of the EAVS-AA-18 scale
is not appropriately targeted for the sample being tested. Eight items were found to be too
easy to agree with, and thus these items provide little, if any, additional significant informa-
tion. Given these psychometric problems of the EAVS-AA-18 scale, we developed a revised
scale based on data from the original 180 items in Wolfe et al. (2001).

Development of the Revised Scale

Identification of eligible items from the 180 Items. To identify possible items for inclusion n
the revised version of the EAVS-AA-18, the 180 items from the original dataset were again
submitted to # tests. Similar to the process of Wolfe et al. (2001), those items that were scored
more highly by European American respondents than by first-generation Asian Americans
were retained. However, instead of using an alpha level of .05 as was done in Wolfe et al., we
used an alpha level of .10 so that more items could be identified. Using this more liberal alpha
level allowed us to retain a sufficiently large set of items for possible inclusion in the revised
instrument, while ensuring that these items still represented, to some degree, those value state-
ments that distinguished first-generation Asian Americans from European Americans of any
generation. The results yielded a total of 49 1items, including the original 13 items.

Test of category use. First, we performed a Rasch rating scale analysis using data from
the 49 items that were identified in the previous step. The results showed that the average
measure did not increase with the category label (with average measures of .00, —.01, .05,
.15, .34, .48, and .61 for Categories 1 to 7, respectively), suggesting that the rating scale
categorization is not satisfactory. Furthermore, threshold estimates were not ordered (with
logits —.42, .11, .33, .40, .14, and .32 for Categories 2 to 7, respectively). This step disorder-
ing indicates a low probability of observance of certain categories. Also, an examination of
probability curves indicated that Categories 2, 3, 5, and 6 were never modal. |

On the basis of these results, we conducted a follow-up Rasch analysis to identify the
optimal categorization. First, Category 2 was collapsed with Category 3, and Category 5 was
collapsed with Category 6 of the scale to see if the threshold increased monotonically. Spe- f;:
cifically, the original Category 1 was retained, but the original Categories of 2 and 3 were
rescored as 2, the original Category of 4 as 3, the original Categories of 5 and 6 as 4, and the
original Category of 7 as 5. This procedure produced the rescoring method of 1223445. i
However, this rescoring method failed to achieve step ordering. In addition, other scoring
schemas (e.g., 1112333) similarly failed to produce monotonically increasing thresholds. Hence,
we decided to omit the neutral category by treating 1t as missing data. This decision to elimi-
nate the neutral category is supported by several studies that have shown that a neutral
category often does not work as intended (Andrich, 1982; Bock & Jones, 1968; Dubois &
Burns, 1975). Thus, we tested the rating scale without a neutral category, 122X334, where X
indicates the category that 1s treated as missing. When we used the scoring method of 122X334,
the four category thresholds increased monotonically at approximately equal increments
(with logits—~1.68, .12, and 1.56 for Categories 2 to 4, respectively), suggesting support for
this scoring method; the average measures were -.45, ~.14, .42, and .86 for Categories | to
4, respectively. In further support of this scoring method, the corresponding probability
curves as a function of item difficulty for each of the four response categories exhibited the
desired appearance of a range of hills (see Figure 1). Hence, based on these results, we deter-
mined that the four-category scoring method (1 = strong disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree,
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EAVS-AA-R with 4 categories, MODEL: “R”

- -
__________

Category Probability

0.25 -'-"’—:' | I

0- eI - e S - ]
Measure Relative to item Difficulty

FIGURE 1
Response Functions for the Four Categories

Note. EAVS-AA-R = European American Values Scale for Asian Americans—Revised.

4 = strongly agree) is most appropriate for the revised scale. Note that the category thresh-
olds and Figure 1 were developed based on the results obtained using the final 25-1tem re-

vised scale that is described below.

- Dimensionality. To achieve a unidimensional structure, MNSQ values of each item were

evaluated using data from the initial pool of 49 items. According to their MNSQ values, 13
items were found to have either both infit and outfit statistics greater than 1.3 or both infit
and outfit statistics less than 0.7. Because the responses for these items might be driven by
other factors or the items might provide little information due to redundancy with other items,
these 13 items were removed from the 49-item pool, leaving 36 items for possible mclusion
in the final mstrument. |

Appropriateness of the difficulty level for z‘he-sample. A distribution of person.trait lev§1
and item difficulty on a logit scale was developed using the 36 items. According to this

distribution map, 11 items were found to be too easy to agree with for the targeted sample
being tested. Because these items did not contribute much to measuring the targeted sample’s
trait level, these items were also removed, leaving a final set of 25 items.

In summary, based on response trends, the 7-point response anchor was reduced to a 4-point

~anchor. From the pool of 49 items, we deleted 24 items on the basis of umidimensionality, item

difficulty, and respondent trait-level considerations, leaving a final set of 25 items. Note that the
final set of items included 5 items that were originally included in the EAVS-AA-18. These 25
items constituted the revised instrument, which was named the European American Values Scale

for Astan Americans—Revised (EAVS-AA-R).
Psychometric Evaluation of the EAVS-AA-R

Tb evaluate the psychometric properties of the EAVS-AA-R score, we conducted another
RSM analysis on the appropriateness of the previously determined 4-point scale for the
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remaining 25 items. The results showed that the thresholds of the four categories were
monotonically increasing, as mentioned previously, and there were nearly equal distances _
between categories (Figure 1). As shown in Table 1. no items except for Item 1 produced
both infit and outfit values greater than 1.3 and less than 0.7. Because even the infit and
outfit values of Item 1 were also close to 1.3, all of the items showed reasonable fit to the
RSM. Next, we evaluated the appropriateness of the EAVS-AA-R’s difficulty level for the
present sample. Figure 2 displays a distribution person trait level on the left side of the axi1s
and a distribution of item difficulty level on the right side of the axis. The coverage of the 25 3
items, which spans the entire range of a person’s ability (or endorsement), indicates that |
this set of items is appropriately targeted for the sample being measured. The considerable
overlap on both sides of the scale further indicates that the deleted items were superfluous

items in terms of difficulty level.

TABLE 1

Parameter Values for the EAVS-AA-R’s 25 ltems (in Order of item Difficulty)

MNSQ

ltem Number and Statement Difficulty infit Outfit
47. Being humble is better than expressing feelings of pride.” 1.10 1.09 1.08
11. | prefer not to take on responsibility unless ! must.” 0.99 0.87 0.86
21. itis OK to allow others to restrict one’s sexual freedom.” 0.90 0.92 0.91
38. Monetary compensation is not very important for a job.” 0.79 0.84 0.83
30. Itis OK for a woman to have a child without being in a 1
permanent relationship. 0.67 0.91 0.91
29. | cannot approve of abortion just because the mother's
nealth is at risk.” 4 0.45 1.00 0.99 ]
3. Sometimes, it is necessary for the government to stitle
“individual development.” | 0.36 0.90 0.90 3
44. Cheating on one’s partner doesn’t make a marriage }
unsuccessful.” 0.36 0.99 0.98
45. Greater emphasis on individual development is not a i
good thing.” | 0.28 0.77 0.78 ;
12. | do not like to serve as a model for others.” 0.24 0.80 0.81 :
23, A woman should not have a child unless sheis in a long- :
term relationship.” | | | 0.08 1.02 1.02 :
46. | have always enjoyed serving as a model for others. 0.05 0.93 0.93 g
28. Partners do not need to have similar values in order to |
have a successful marriage.” 0.00 1.17 1.23
9. Single women should not have children and raise them :
alone.” | | ~0.04 0.90 0.91 :
20. it is OK if work interferes with the rest of my lite.” ~(0.06 0.86 0.86
43. Luck determines the course of one’s life.” —0.30 1.28 1.30 ]
42. A student does not always need to follow the teacher’s ;s
instructions. ~-0.34 1.12 1.14
27. The world would be a better place if each individual :
could maximize his or her development. ~0.54 1.05 1.04 fe
37. Faithfulness is very important for a successfulmarriage.  —0.56 0.94 0.94
29 No one is entitlted to complete sexual freedom with-
out restriction.* ~0.58 1.29 1.43
4. You can do anything you put your mind to. -0.62 0.98 0.99
48. Faithfulness is notimportant for a successful marriage.”  —0.64 0.91 0.90
5. | follow my supervisor’s instructions even when | do -
not agree with them.” | -0.71 0.90 0.95
1. | think it is fine for an unmarried woman to have a
child. ~0.92 1.40 1.43
36. Friends are very important. ~0.98 0.95 0.93 g
Note. EAVS-AA-R = European American Values Scale for Asian Americans—Revised; MNSQ = item ]
fit mean square value. Asterisk indicates reverse-worded item.
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EAVS-AA-R’s 25 ltems

Note. Each “#" represents two participants, and each “” represents one person. Each “X” indicates
one item. EAVS-AA-R = European American Vaiues Scale for Asian Americans—Revised.

Finally, we computed the Rasch reliability indices. The Rasch analogue to Cronbach’s alpha 1s
called person separation reliability (Wright & Masters, 1982), which refers to the ability to dif-
ferentiate persons on the measured variable and the replicability of person placement across

other items measuring the same construct. We also computed the ifem separation reliability,

which refers to the ability to define a distinct hierarchy of items along the measured variable and
the replicability of item placement within the hierarchy across other samples. Both indices range
from O to 1, with values equal to or greater than .30 being regarded as acceptable (Fox & Jones,
1998). The person and item separation reliability indices of the EAVS-AA-R score were 78 and .98,
respectively. In comparison, the coefficient alpha of the EAVS-AA-R score with the new 4-point

scale was .77, with item-total correlations ranging from .02 t0 .61.

DISCUSSION

The original EAVS-AA-18 was designed to assess Asian Americans’ adherence to Euro-

pean American cultural values, an index of acculturation. As described earlier, despite a
sufficient theoretical grounding and methodological sophistication in developing this 1n-

~ strument, the EAVS-AA has significant psychometric limitations. In the present study, we

attempted to address these limitations on the basis of results from a psychometric analysis
using the Rasch Model (Rasch, 1960). As a result, the 25-1tem EAVS-AA-R with a 4-point

scale was established. |
The finding that the original Category 4 (neither agree nor disagree) on the 7-point rating

. continuum was inadequate is important because 1t illustrates the problems that result from

including a neutral category. 1t is often assumed that a neutral category reflects a midway
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point on a Likert-type scale, but as we found in the present study, Category 4 might be
unrelated to the disagree—agree continuum or, at least, poorly defined by respondents. Also,
we deleted Categories 3 (mildly disagree) and 5 (mildly agree) because they were found to
be inadequate in fully representing participant responses. Although these categories origt-
nally might have been used because it was assumed they would lead to a more precise index
of agreement, the present findings suggest that they may lead instead to confusion on the
‘part of the respondents regarding the definitions for these categories. Furthermore, the lack
of support for the assumption of equal spacing between the categories (e.g., between mildly
agree and moderately agree and between moderately agree and strongly agree) suggests
that the use of adjectives such as mildly and moderately do not accurately represent an
equal level of intensity (i.e., increase of thresholds at equal increments).

The second step in establishing the EAVS-AA-R involved examining the adequacy of
the 18 items in the scale based on infit and outfit statistics (i.e., MNSQ values). Six items,
or one third of the scale’s items, either lacked construct homogeneity or were redundant
with other items. One of the items that indicated lack of construct homogeneity was “Having
" the chance to achieve is not important to me in a job” (reverse worded). The present re-
sults indicate that this item represents different constructs in comparison with the con-
struct assessed by the rest of the EAVS-AA-18 items. Among the redundant 1items was
the following: “It is important to me to serve as a model for others.” The results indicate
that this item is too similar to other items and hence does not add new information. Fur-
thermore, the results yielded 8 items that were too easy for respondents in the present
sample to endorse and did not add to the variance explained by the scale. Therefore, we
attempted to identify items that were more psychometrically valid using data from the
original 180 items in Wolfe et al. (2001). |

Using  tests, infit and outfit MN'SQ values, and an examination of person trait—item diffi-

“culty map, we reduced the 180 items to 25 items, which then constituted the EAVS-AA-R.
These items were found to represent a homogenous construct, without redundancy, and a full
range of person trait and item difficulty levels. In addition, the scores on the 25 items were found
to be internally consistent. These results indicate that the EAVS-AA-R score is reliable and
- adequately reflects individuals at the full range of values acculturation. As mentioned earlier, it
is important to have an instrument that assesses both individuals with a high level of adherence
to U.S. cultural values and a low level of adherence to U.S. values. The lack of sensitivity that
allows assessment of individuals at either end of the trait level continuum could lead to either a
ceiling or a floor effect and the resulting inability to use the mstrument to detect the full variabil-
ity in a population. Hence, these results provide evidence of the EAVS-AA-R score ’s validity.
" The items in the EAVS-AA-R describe a range of situations related to U.S. cultural norms. An
examination of these items provides interesting information about the various contexts in which
one can observe U.S. cultural values that distinguish first-generation Asian Americans and
general European Americans. The situations include child-rearing practices, marital status and
behavior, autonomy, sexual freedom, career development, and friendship obligations. Hence,
it could be speculated that Asian Americans who do not adhere to U.5S. cultural values
(i.e., low acculturated) might experience values conflicts across a wide range of settings.

As with any study, the present findings have limitations. First, the generalizability of the find-
ings is limited to the Asian American college student population. Because the EAVS-AA-R was
- developed using data from this population, the adequacy of the EAVS-AA-R with other Asian
American populations should be examined before it is used with them. Second, because the data
were obtained from a relatively small sample residing on the West Coast, the results may not
generalize to Asian Americans living in other areas. Third, although the present sample ot
~ Asian Americans included many ethnic groups, the results are more saltent for those groups

- overrepresented in the study and less salient for those underrepresented or not represented
at all. Fourth, the relatively small sample size for the RSM analyses may {imit the external va-
lidity of the parameter estimates. | |
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The results of the present study have implications for future research. First, the psycho-

* metric properties of scores from the EAVS-AA-R should be further examined 1n future re-

search, including a study attempting to replicate the present findings with a new sample of
Asian American college students. In addition, classical test theory might be used to further
examine the EAVS-AA-R score’s reliability and validity (both convergent and discriminant).
For example, concurrent validity could be examined by comparing the EAVS-AA-R score
with scores from other measures of acculturation (e.g., Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Identity
Acculturation Scale: Suinn, Rickard-Figueroa, Lew, & Vigil, 1987). Second, m future re search
on Asian Americans’ processes of adaptation to the norms of U.S. culture, the EAVS-AA-R

might be used with the AVS-R to assess both values acculturation and enculturation, re-

spectively. Such information could be helpful in identifying individuals at one of four
adaptation statuses (integration, separation, assimilation, and marginalization) as theorized
by Berry (1990, 1994). For instance, someone who scores high on both the EAVS-AA-R and
the AVS-R could be classified as having an integration attitude, whereas someone who scores
low on both measures could be classified as having a marginalization attitude. However, it
would be important to first examine whether the use of the EAVS-AA-R and the AVS-R
would indeed accurately identify the appropriate category for individual Asian Ameri-
cans. Once this has been achieved, the instruments could be used to test the relation-
ships among these categories, mental health status, and counseling process and outcome.
Third, a more thorough investigation of the relationship between values and behavioral
acculturation and enculturation should be conducted. Past research has indicated that
values enculturation is inversely correlated with behavioral acculturation and that values
enculturation tends to occur more slowly than behavioral acculturation (Kimet al., 1999).
The availability of the EAVS-AA-R now allows researchers to examine the relationship
between values acculturation and behavioral acculturation and also to examine whether
the rate of values acculturation is slower than that of behavioral acculturation. Fourth, the
successful application of the Rasch Model in developing the EAVS-AA-R illustrates the
usefulness of this model. For this reason, researchers should consider using the Rasch Model
in their work on instrument development. Fifth, future research should examine simularities

and differences between various Asian ethnic groups on their levels of adherence to Euro-

pean American cultural values.

The present findings also have an implication for clinical practice. Counselors in practice
may use the EAVS-AA-R in conjunction with the AVS to assess clients’ levels of values
acculturation and enculturation. Although normative data still need to be developed for
both of these instruments, clinicians could use the items in each scale as a springboard for
exploring various culture-related topics, including values conflict, acculturative and

enculturative stresses, and worldview convergence and divergence.
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