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Introduction
Based on the 2012 census, Asian-Americans are
the fastest growing ethnic group in the USAcomprising 4.8 % of the US population, or 18.9
million individuals (US Census, 2013). Within
this "Asian-American" group, however, exists
tremendous variation. "Asian-Americans" not
only vary in the specific countries they come
from (e.g., China, Korea, Japan), but also in the
length of time they have spent in the USA (e.g.,
1 year vs. their entire lives), their generational
status (e.g., first generation vs. third generation),
their reasons for migrating to the USA (e.g., in
search of occupational or educational opportunities vs. to flee persecution in their homelands),
and in their views of the USA (e.g., as a temporary workplace vs. as a new home). In addition,
there is tremendous variation in AsianAmericans' levels of engagement in American
culture ("acculturation"), as well as their endorsement of specific Asian cultural ideas and practices ("enculturation"). Scientists and clinicians
alike have long acknowledged the importance of
measuring this variation, whether to answer
scientific questions regarding how cultural ideas
and practices shape psychological processes, or
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to assess the mental health needs of specific
Asian-American communities. In this chapter,
we review the different instruments that have
been used to assess acculturation, enculturation,
and culture in Asian-American populations.

Measures of Acculturation
and Enculturation
... [Being from another culture is] definitely an
asset because we can mold ourselves to fit into our
surroundings and it makes us more open to and
accepting of other cultures that are hugely different
from the American culture.-Indian ilnmigrant
(Kim, Brenner, Liang, & Asay, 2003)
It is hard trying to fit into both worlds and cultures ... my parents viewed some of my ''American"
behavior as not so good ... there are [a] lot of
benefits of being bicultural but it also means that
you don't totally belong in one culture.-Korean
immigrant (Kim et al., 2003)

Almost 2/3 of Asian-Americans were born outside the USA. In addition, 60 % of AsianAmerican population growth in 2012 was due to
international migration (US Census, 2013).
What is it like to move to and live in a culture
that is different from the one you were raised in?
This process-adapting to a new culture-is what
researchers refer to as "acculturation." Coming
from a different culture may be an "asset," as
described in the first quote, where individuals
and the communities in which they live benefit
from the ideas and practices of different cultures.
However, as described in the second quote,
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coming from another culture may also be "hard"
because of the stresses of trying to integrate the
conflicting values and practices of two (or more)
different cultures (Berry, 2003). What factors
determine whether Asian immigrants find adjusting to American culture easy or difficult? And
what are the positive and negative consequences
of adjusting to a new culture?

Defining Acculturation,
Enculturation, and Cultural
Orientation
The word acculturation was first used to describe
the process of cultural change within a group due
to contact with European settlers (Berry, 2003;
Redfield, Linton, & Herskovits, 1936). Today,
the term acculturation is used more broadly to
refer to cultural change that occurs when individuals come in contact with a culture different
from the one they were raised in (Suinn, 2010).
Theoretically, two processes occur in parallel
once cultural contact begins. At the individual
level, immigrants may change their thoughts,
attitudes, behaviors, and values following firsthand, prolonged contact with their host culture
(cultural adaptation or psychological acculturation; Berry, 1990; Berry, Trimble, & Olmedo,
1986). Most research has focused on this level.
However, at the cultural level, host cultures may
also change in response to the ideas and practices that immigrants bring with them (Berry,
1990; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Considerably
fewer studies have investigated processes at
this level. To refer to the process of maintaining
one's culture of origin, researchers and clinicians use the term enculturation (Berry, 1994;
Kim & Abreu, 2001).
Existing empirical evidence suggests that the
processes of acculturation and enculturation are
more complicated than previously thought. Lack
of engagement with one's host culture (i.e., lower
acculturation) has been linked to negative mental
health outcomes, including heightened anxiety
and depression, increased physiological symptoms, and lowered self-esteem (Suinn, 2010;
Wang & Mallinckrodt, 2006; Yoon, Hacker,

Hewitt, Abrams, & Cleary, 2012). This may be
because many immigrants do not speak English,
encounter discrimination, are poorly integrated
socially, and/or live in poverty (Berry, 2003; Hwang
& Ting, 2008; Ward, 1997). Lower acculturation is
also associated with more negative attitudes
towards mental health services in nondistressed
Asian-American groups (Kim & Omizo, 2003),
and lower rates of psychological help seeking and
adherence to counseling recommendations in distressed ones (Kalibatseva & Leong, 2011; Ta,
Holck, & Gee, 2010). At the same time, however,
lower acculturation and higher enculturation (identification with Asian culture) have been associated
with positive outcomes such as higher educational
achievement and stronger work and family values
among Asian-American immigrants (Huntsinger,
Jose, Larson, Balsink Krieg, & Shaligram, 2000;
Shin, 2004).
Researchers have also used the tem1 cultural
orientation to refer to how engaged individuals
are in their different cultures. This term has been
used for immigrant and nonimmigrant populations (Ying, 1995; Ying & Han, 2008). Unlike
immigrants, nonimmigrant minont1es (e.g.,
second-generation and above) are often exposed
to multiple cultures simultaneously (e.g., Asian
culture at home and American culture at school),
and therefore, they may experience less cultural
change. Thus, whereas acculturation and enculturation refer to processes that typically occur in
immigrant groups, cultural orientation is an index
of one's engagement in a culture at a particular
moment in time, regardless of their place of birth
(Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 2000). Moreover, while the
term acculturation is often associated with contact
with mainstream or Western culture, cultural orientation is used to describe engagement in any
one or more cultures.

Models of Acculturation,
Enculturation, and Cultural
Orientation
Over the last few decades, two dominant models
have emerged, the unidimensional (sometimes
termed "unilinear" or "bipolar") and the
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bidimensional ("bilinear" or "multidimensional")
models. Unidimensional models-dating back to
1921-assume that changes to one's values,
behaviors, and attitudes occur on a single continuum
(Flannery, Reise, & Yu, 2001), and typically view the
acculturative process in terms of stages that ultimately
result in assimilation to the dominant culture. For
instance, in the context of food consumption, a
unidimensional model assumes that eating more
American food means eating less Asian food.
While the unidimensional approach may make
sense for measuring certain domains, like media
or food consumption, it may be Jess useful for
more complex domains such as cultural identification, or the degree to which individuals feel a
part of their ethnic or cultural groups. For example, one may feel strongly American and strongly
Chinese at the same time. Unidimensional models
are unable to account for this "bicultural" identification because they assume that once individuals
strongly identify with their host cultures, they
weakly identify with their cultures of origin.
Bidimensional models emerged with these
drawbacks in mind. Bidimensional models allow
for the possibility that immigrants' acculturative
processes may be independent of their enculturative
processes (Kim & Abreu, 2001; Phinney, 1990).
More generally, bidimensional models assume that
individuals (immigrant or nonimmigrant) can
strongly identify with both their host and heritage
cultures, weakly identify with both, or strongly
identify with one and only weakly with the other.
Berry (1990) first popularized the bidimensional
model when he distinguished between contact with
one's host culture and maintenance of one's culture
of origin. According to Berry, these two dimensions
yield four types of individuals: (I) integrated (high
contact and high maintenance), (2) separated (low
contact and high maintenance), (3) assimilated
(high contact and low maintenance), and (4) marginalized (low contact and low maintenance).
For instance, an integrated Asian-American
may participate in his culture of origin by joining
Asian clubs and organizations, while simultaneously engaging in his host culture by voting and
spending time with European American friends.
On the other hand, a marginalized Asian-American
may not participate in either culture. Assimilated
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Asian-Americans might sever ties with their local
Asian community and completely embrace the
values and behaviors of their American host culture, while separated Asian-Americans may avoid
contact with European Americans and retain their
Asian values and behaviors by living in segregated
Chinatowns. Berry theorizes that integrated individuals fare the best psychologically because they
experience the least amount of acculturative stress.
In contrast, marginalized individuals fare the
worst; indeed, they engage in deviant behaviors
and experience more depressive symptoms than
nonmarginalized individuals (Berry, 2003; Kim,
Gonzales, Stroh, & Wang, 2006). Assimilated and
separated individuals fall in between integrated
and marginalized individuals (Berry, 2003).
Berry and colleagues used four distinct scales
to measure these styles (Berry et al., 1986; Kang,
2006). However, empirical research on French
and Hungarian immigrants in Canada show high
correlations between integration and assimilation,
as well as between assimilation and separation,
which suggests that these types may overlap
(Kang, 2006). Because of this drawback, Berry's
scales are not often used for research and assessment with Asian-Americans. However, the bidimensional model still serves as the basis for many
present-day assessments of acculturation and cultural orientation with Asian-American groups.
Despite the popularity ofbidimensional models
of acculturation, there is still some debate about
whether the unidimensional or bidimensional
model best captures the experiences of particular
ethnic subgroups. Some believe unidimensional
models are more economical and parsimonious
(Flannery et al., 2001) even though empirical studies comparing the two models generally conclude
that the bidimensional model is supe1ior for indepth examinations of acculturation, enculturation, and cultural orientation (Flannery et al.,
2001; Yoon et al., 2012). It is also possible that
different models apply to different subgroups. For
instance, in one study (Tsai et al., 2000), we found
that the unidimensional model applied more to
Chinese Americans who immigrated to the US
after adolescence, whereas the bidimensional
model applied more to Chinese Americans who
immigrated prior to adolescence.
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Instruments
Early work in psychology used demographic
information, like generational status and years of
education in the USA, as a proxy for acculturation and enculturation (Berry, 2003). However,
empirical evidence cautions against this practice,
as cultural identification and cultural contact can
be independent of variables like generational status. For example, a first generation immigrant
would be categorized as low in acculturation
using generational status alone. However, this
classification does not consider individual
variation, like one's motivation to acculturate, or
the amount (i.e., time spent engaging in host culture) and degree of contact (i.e., depth of engagement in relationships, institutions, and products)
with one's host culture. To accurately assess
acculturation and enculturation in immigrants
and cultural orientation in nonimmigrants,
researchers recommend using instruments specifically designed to measure these constructs,
particularly those that have been validated crossculturally (Abe-Kim, Okazaki, & Goto, 2001).
Not surprisingly, the existing instruments used
to measure acculturation, enculturation, and cultural orientation in Asian-American groups reflect
either a unidimensional or a bidimensional
approach. In unidimensional assessments, scales
position the two cultures on opposite ends. For
example, the original Suinn-Lew Asian SelfIdentity Acculturation Scale (SL-ASIA) asks participants how they would rate themselves on a
scale of 1 (Asian) to 5 (American). Researchers
determine how bicultural an individual is by
counting the number of items on which participants indicate equality between Asian and
American cultures. For example, being "bicultural" would be a score of 3 (Asian-American) on
the identification question (Abe-Kim et al., 2001).
As mentioned above, however, these assessments
do not allow researchers to distinguish between
biculturals who are strongly Asian and strongly
American from those who are weakly Asian and
weakly American (Yoon et al., 2012).
Scales constructed to reflect bidimensional theories typically have two subscales that ask the
same set of questions for each culture. For example,
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the General Ethnicity Questionnaire-American
(GEQ-A) and the General Ethnicity QuestionnaireChinese (GEQ-C) are used together to assess cultural orientation in Chinese Americans (the
Chinese version may be revised to refer to different East Asian groups; see Tsai et al., 2000). Both
assessments ask participants the degree to which
they agree with statements like, "I was raised in a
way that was American [Chinese]." Bidimensional
scales like the GEQ allow for the possibility that
one's level of involvement or identification with
one culture is independent of their involvement or
identification with another culture. Thus, one can
score high on both subscales, low on both, or high
on one and low on the other.
Other instruments probe more deeply into the
processes of being biculturaL For instance, the
Bicultural Identity Integration Scale (BIIS)
assesses how individuals negotiate and navigate
their multiple cultural identities, and is comprised
of two orthogonal dimensions, harmony (vs. conflict) and compatibility (vs. distance). Participants
are asked how much they agree with items like, "I
keep Chinese and American cultures separate,"
(compatibility vs. distance), and "I don't feel
trapped between the Chinese and American cultures," (harmony vs. conflict; Benet-Martinez &
Haritatos, 2005; Benet-Martinez, Leu, Lee, &
Morris, 2002).
Some researchers propose that more than two
dimensions are needed to truly capture AsianAmericans' cultural orientation. For instance,
Chung, Kim, and Abreu (2004) argue that Asian·
Americans are not only oriented to American
culture and their Asian culture of origin, but also
to the pan-ethnic Asian-American culture in the
USA. Therefore, they created the AsianAmerican Multidimensional Acculturation Scale
(AAMAS), which includes three subscales:
Culture of origin, European American, and
Asian-American.
Table 6.1 lists in alphabetical order the most
widely used measures of acculturation,
enculturation, and cultural orientation developed
for or used with Asian-Americans in general, as
well as for specific ethnic Asian subgroups (i.e.,
Filipino Americans and Chinese Americans). In
addition, we have listed whether the assessment is
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unidimensional, bidimensional, ortridimensional;
the languages in which the scale has been
translated the Asian-American groups the scale
has been used with; and the number of total items
(collapsed across subscales) contained in the
scale. The popularity of the assessment is
indicated by the number of times the original
article has been cited, based on Psychlnfo
(gathered April, 2014), and therefore, does not
include unpublished data or conference
presentations. Reliability and validity for each
acculturation assessment are also provided in
Table 6.1. Note that validity-the degree to
which a scale captures the construct it was
intended to capture-is often assessed in different
ways. Therefore, Table 6.1 specifies the type of
validity assessed for each scale (i.e., concurrent
validity, convergent validity, discriminant
validity, or known groups validation).
Empirical evidence for the reliability and validity of these assessments can be found in the
"Relevant Research" column in Table 6.1, which
lists the first article to report the instrument's psychometrics (generally the first article published
using the scale). One exception is the Asian Values
Scale-Revised and European American Values
Scale-Revised, for which articles that detail the
construction of the revised scales are listed. In several cases, psychometrics are validated in multiple
samples and mentioned in different articles. For
these scales, we include a range of reliability values. In addition, we cite the original article for the
validation of the scale and list other articles under
"Also see." One limitation of Table 6.1 is that the
data presented are limited to published data; it is
likely that there are many instruments that have
been translated into other languages and used in
studies that have not yet been published.
Table 6.2 indicates the specific life domains that
are represented by the instruments listed in
Table 6.1. The domains are listed in order from
most represented (left) to least represented (right).
The specific domains include social relationships
(i.e., romantic relationships, comfort with friends,
interaction with associates), language (i.e., think,
read, consume media, use with friends and family,
preferred language), identity (i.e., identify with or
feel part of culture of origin and host culture, have

83

in common, feel at home), food consumption (i.e.,
eat at home, eat at restaurants, preferred food),
media consumption (i.e., television, newspapers,
movies, music), cultural knowledge and exposure
(i.e., know about, have contact with, exposure to
culture of origin or host culture), cultural activities
and behaviors (i.e., dance, art, recreation, sports,
everyday life), history and traditions (i.e., participation and knowledge of heritage, history, holidays;
preservation of past), emotion (i.e., pride, shame,
guilt), family (i.e., parental cultural identification,
filial piety), cultural values (i.e., specific Asian cultural values like academic achievement; general
beliefs in cultural values), and sociopolitical beliefs
(i.e., views on gender norms and expectations, abortion, divorce). There are also less common domains,
like religion and future life prospective, which are
listed under "Other" in Table 6.2. Interestingly, only
a few studies have actually examined whether
acculturation varies by domain within the same
individual, and whether domain-specific acculturation has an impact on mental health (Ying, 1995).

Which Instrument to Use?
Given the plethora of instruments available,
which instrument should one choose? As with all
instruments, the best ones should have acceptable
psychometrics (i.e., reliability and validity) for
the particular samples of interest (e.g., Chinese
Americans vs. Asian-Americans more generally). For instance, a meta-analysis of three bidimensional acculturation scales-the SMAS,
GEQ-NGEQ-C, and VIA-highlights important
considerations concerning the psychometrics of
acculturation scales in general (Huynh, Howell,
& Benet-Martinez, 2009). These authors compared 51 unique samples in which the three
instruments were administered across the world,
and found that while all three scales yielded
acceptable reliability results (i.e., alpha above
0.8), there is cross-cultural variation. There were
no significant differences in the reliabilities of
measures of nondominant cultures, but there was
considerable and significant variation on reliability scores for the dominant culture. In other
words, the portion of the three assessments that
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asks about acculturation to the host or dominant
culture was found to be inconsistent. The GEQ
yielded slightly more reliable indicators of acculturation to the host culture than the other
assessments.
But beyond this, the answer depends on what
one is interested in and for what purpose one is
using the instrument. For instance, if a researcher
is interested in examining whether undimensional
or bidimensional models best capture the acculturative process for a specific sample, then she
should use a bidimensional instrument, which
allows for unidimensionality. Indeed, several
researchers have been interested in this for AsianAmericans in general, and have concluded that
bidimensional models best capture the acculturation experience for Asian-Americans (Flannery
et al., 2001; Ryder, Alden, & Paulhus, 2000). For
example, m developing the bidimensional
Vancouver Index of Acculturation (VIA),
researchers tested the VIA in comparison with the
unidimensional SL-ASIA. They find the VIA is
superior to the SL-ASIA for multiple samples of
first and second generation East Asians living in a
Western country. They based these conclusions on
the VIA outperforming the SL-ASIA on four criteria, including measurement reliability, concurrent and factorial validity, independence of the
two dimensions, and correlations with personality, psychosocial adjustment, and self-identity.
Similarly, researchers and clinicians may
choose instruments based on the specific domains
represented in the instruments. Researchers and
clinicians interested in deriving an overall assessment of acculturation, enculturation, or cultural
orientation might choose an instrument that has
the most domains represented, such as the
SL-ASIA, which taps into ten different domains.
However, other researchers and clinicians may be
interested a specific domain, like family; in this
case, the AVS would be a better instrument. Some
instruments focus on behavioral acculturation,
like the SL-ASIA, while other instruments focus
on values acculturation, like the AVS!EAVS.
Researchers suggest that behavioral acculturation
is acquired more quickly and easily than values
acculturation, and that the former may buffer
against negative mental health outcomes while

Y.L. Zhang and J.L. Tsai

the latter may put Asian-Americans at risk for
them (Miller, 2007; Oh, Koeske, & Sales, 2002;
Su inn, 2010).
Clinicians in particular may be interested in the
link between acculturation and specific mental
health outcomes, and therefore, should choose the
instrument that has demonstrated links to mental
health (Yoon et al., 2012). For instance, the
SL-ASIA has been used with various AsianAmerican groups, and has been linked to mental
health outcomes like depression (Suinn, 2010).
Specifically, increased behavioral acculturation
(e.g., language use and social relationships) was
linked to lower levels of acculturative stress and
thus lower depression, whereas increased values
acculturation to US culture (e.g., cultural identification) was linked to higher acculturative stress
and higher levels of depression (Oh et al., 2002).
Other studies support these findings (Hwang &
Ting, 2008; Santos, 2006; Ward & Kennedy, 1994).

Additional Considerations
There are, of course, other issues to consider
when assessing acculturation, enculturation, and
cultural orientation. First, given increasing evidence that bicultural Asian-Americans are sensitive to the cultural cues of a particular situation,
researchers and clinicians should consider how
the setting in which Asian-American individuals
are completing the instruments may influence
their responses. Contextual variables like language, cultural cues, and situational identity may
influence self-reports (Bond, 1983; Hong,
Morris, Chiu, & Benet-Martinez, 2000; Yip,
2005). Second, it is important to consider how
individuals' acculturation, enculturation, and
cultural orientation may interact with different
environmental factors, including socioeconomic
status. For instance, being strongly oriented to
American culture may manifest itself in different
ways for a wealthy and high! y educated AsianAmerican than for a poor and uneducated AsianAmerican (Sue & Sue, 1987). Moreover,
socioeconomic status may contribute to individuals' motivation to retain or reject one's native
culture (Berry, 1997).
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-----·--··-------·------Third, because most instruments assessmg
acculturation, enculturation, and cultural orientation are self-report, researchers and clinicians
should take into consideration the degree to
which response styles and self-presentation concerns might contribute to the validity of individuals' responses. For instance, when making
ratings, members of Asian cultures tend to hover
around the midpoint of Likert scales, reflecting
the cultural emphasis on moderation (Chen, Lee,
& Stevenson, 1995). To ensure that responses are
not due to response style biases, researchers and
clinicians may want to mean deviate or ipsatize
scores (Fischer, 2004). Because Asian-Americans
may be concerned about maintaining face, efforts
should be made to reassure them that there is no
correct or best answer.
Similarly, Heine and colleagues (2002) have
referred to the "reference group effect," which
suggests that people of different cultures may have
different reference groups when completing the
inventories. Thus, a Japanese American may score
high on independence if she compares herself to
her Japanese peers; however, she may score low
on independence if she compares herself to her
American peers. Similarly, researchers should be
cautious when using the term "Asian-American"
in place of "culture of origin" or vice versa, as the
two terms have difference associations, and therefore, different reference points (Park, 2008).
Fourth, as with all self-report instruments, the
validity of participants' responses depends in large
part on how aware they are of their orientation to
different cultures. Whereas some items such as
food consumption should be easy to assess, items
about cultural identification may be more difficult
and require more insight. For instance, in the
GEQ-Chinese version, one item requires individuals to reflect on how oriented they are to Chinese
culture overall. The validity of participants'
responses may depend on how individuals make
this assessment (e.g., by thinking of specific parts
of their lives, or just reporting their gut reaction).
Finally, although these instruments provide a
general assessment of individuals' acculturation,
enculturation, and cultural orientation, they do
not indicate how much people engage in specific
cultural practices or endorse specific cultural

ideas and values. For instance, although the
GEQ-C assesses how much Chinese Americans
want to affiliate with other Chinese, it does not
indicate whether Chinese Americans endorse
relationship harmony, a value that has been associated with Chinese contexts. Thus, to assess
more specific ideas and practices, researchers and
clinicians should consult other instruments.

Measures of Specific Cultural Ideas
and Practices
I feel that I am far away from my own roots, like
my culture, my roots .. .I had to start new and adjust
because there's a big difference between Eastern
and Western cultures.-Chinese im1nigrant (Lieber,
Chin, Nihira, & Mink, 200 I)

So far, we have discussed the ways in which individuals engage in their cultures of origin and in
their host cultures. However, what specific cultural ideas and practices are Asian-Americans
trying to reconcile? Of the 15 acculturation,
enculturation, and cultural orientation measures
we reviewed, only five assess endorsement of
specific Asian cultural values (e.g., academic
achievement, family obligation). And only one
assessment, the EAVS-AA, includes specific values of American culture (e.g., individualism,
freedom). In part, this is because many instruments were designed to be applicable to a wide
range of Asian-American groups. However, significant research has demonstrated that even
though specific ethnic Asian groups differ from
each other in particular ideas and practices, in
many important ways, they are more similar than
different to each other when compared to
American groups (Lafromboise, Coleman, &
Gerton, 1993; Minoura, 1992; Park, Schwartz,
Lee, & Kim, 2013). For instance, while Chinese
and Japanese cultures differ in their orientation to
authority versus peers (Dien, 1999), both are
more oriented to others than North American culture. Using measures of these specific cultural
ideas and practices to supplement assessments of
acculturation, enculturation, and cultural orientation will add specificity and depth to how we
understand the psychology of Asian-Americans.

~

Defining Culture

According to Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952),
culture refers to shared ideas that are socially
transmitted across generations and that are
instantiated in products (e.g., advertisements),
rituals and practices, and institutions. In addition,
Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) described these
cultural ideas as products of human action and as
producers of future human action. For instance,
advertisements reflect the advertisers' values
(and their knowledge of what their consumers
value), and at the same time, advertisements
teach those particular values to the people who
are exposed to those advertisements.
For decades, ethnographers have provided
rich descriptions of different practices, products
and institutions in Western and Asian contexts
(Ots, 1990; Potter, 1988; Weisz, Rothbaum, &
Blackburn, 1984). Based in part on these ethnographies, starting in the 1970s and I 980s, psychologists began developing selt~report instruments
to capture some of these differences. These
instruments have been used not only to demonstrate how Western and Asian contexts differ
from each other, but also to examine variation
within Western and Asian contexts.
Table 6.3 lists, in alphabetical order, 15 popular measures developed to capture different ideas
and practices in Western and Asian contexts. We
have categorized these measures into the domains
of general values, individualism-collectivism,
models of self, ways of thinking, and ways of
feeling. As in Table 6.1, Table 6.3 indicates the
languages in which the instruments have been
translated, and the specific samples with which
the instruments have been used. Popularity is
based on the number of citations found on
Psychlnfo (generated April, 2014 ). Psychometrics
are provided for the group(s) that the measures
were validated with. The empirical articles associated with each instrument are also listed.

General Values

One approach to studying variation within and
between cultures has been to examine a broad
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range of values. One popular instrument that has
been used widely to study culture is the Schwartz
Values Survey (SCS) (Schwartz, 1994). This survey assesses 57 values (e.g., equal opportunity for
all, preservation of time-honored customs, stability of society) that have been categorized into ten
types, which are defined by two general dimensions (openness to change vs. conservation and
self-transcendence vs. self-enhancement). For
instance, students from the USA ranked values of
benevolence (e.g., responsibility and loyalty),
achievement (e.g., ambition and success), and
hedonism (e.g., pleasure and self-indulgence) as
most important and values of stimulation (e.g.,
challenging and adventurous life), tradition
(e.g., being humble and moderation), and power
(e.g., wealth and authority) as least important.
Singapore teachers, on the other hand, ranked
security, benevolence, and conformity as most
important and hedonism, stimulation, and power
as least important (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001 ).
While US students and Singapore teachers both
ranked stimulation as low on their lists of important values, US students rated stimulation higher
than the world-average while Singapore teachers
rated it lower than the world-average-making
these cultures distinct in the importance they
place on having a varied and exciting life. These
cultural differences in values have been replicated
with other Western and East Asian samples.
Large-scale surveys, like the World Values
Survey (WVS), have made great strides in tracking patterns of general cultural values. Since
1981, the WVS has collected data from samples
representing 90 % of the world's population in
order to identify changes in cultural values over
time. For example, the WVS asks individuals
what they want out of life (e.g., economic and
social life) and what they believe (e.g., religion
and politics). Findings from this project suggest
that two dimensions of values (traditional vs.
secular-relational, and survival vs. self-expression)
explain over 70 % of the cultural variation in values (World Values Survey, 2008). Traditional
societies emphasize parent-child ties and family
values, deference to authority, and national pride;
secular-rational societies move away from these
values and are more tolerant of divorce, abortion,
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euthanasia, and suicide. While survival societies
value economic and physical security, selfexpression societies are often more concerned
with subjective well-being and quality of life.
Cultures also change over time, such that countries generally endorse traditional and survival
values less. However, despite changes over time,
cultural differences in values persist. For example, while Japan has become more self-expressive
and rational-secular, and Canada has become
more self-expressive from 1981 to 2007, Canada
is still much lower on rational-secularism and
much higher on self-expression than Japan
(World Values Survey, 2008). Using data from
the WVS, researchers generally show support for
Asian-American values acculturation, such that
Asian-Americans fall in between non AsianAmericans (who score high) and Asians (who
score low) on self-reports of Western values like
personal control (Sastry & Ross, 1998).

Individualism and Collectivism
Based on large survey studies, one major distinction between many East Asian and North American
samples is the degree to which individuals endorse
individualistic versus collectivistic values (Hostede,
1980; Triandis, 1995). Whereas individualistic cultures value uniqueness, autonomy, and a positive
sense of self and personal success, collectivistic
cultures value harmony, cooperation, and positive
relationships with others (Markus & Kitayama,
1991; Oyserman, 1993; Triandis, 1995). Thus,
individualism and collectivism, henceforth referred
to as IND-COL, are often conceptualized as existing on a single continuum, where more individualism means less collectivism.
Researchers have designed several instruments to measure IND-COL, the most popular of
which include the Individualism/Collectivism
Scale (Hui, 1988) and the Individualism versus
Collectivism Measure (Triandis et al., 1986).
Participants are asked how much they agree with
statements like, "I would rather struggle through
a personal problem by myself than discuss it with
my friends," (Hui, 1988); higher agreement with
this item indicates greater individualism.
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Measures like these are used internationally to
investigate cultural differences in levels of INDCOL. In a meta-analysis of 83 studies, with 27
different IND-COL measures, researchers find
that European Americans are more individualistic and less collectivistic compared to 50 countries around the world (Oyserman, Coon, &
Kemmelmeier, 2002). Chinese were found to be
the most collectivistic and least individualistic.
However, other East Asian countries (notably
Japan and Korea) showed less consistent
responses to the IND-COL.
Where do Asian-Americans fall on measures of
IND-COL? The results are mixed. For instance, in
an analysis of generational differences in INDCOL, researchers find that first generation (immigrant) Asian-Americans are higher on certain
individualistic values, like self-reliance and competition, and lower on collectivistic values like
sociability with neighbors than are American-born
Asian-Americans (Abe-Kim et al., 2001). Other
studies, however, find that Asian-Americans fall inbetween Koreans and Europeans Americans on 10
out of 12 indices of IND-COL (Hui, 1988; Rhee,
Uleman, & Lee, 1996). And a meta-analysis of 27
independent samples concludes that AsianAmericans do not significantly differ from
European Ame1icans in levels of IND-COL
(Vargas & Kemmelmeier, 2013). Together, these
findings demonstrate the considerable variability
among Asian-Americans, and suggest that endorsement of specific cultural ideas may differ from
what one would expect from levels of acculturation
and cultural orientation alone. As we mentioned
earlier, more acculturated Asian-Americans generally express more positive attitudes towards professional mental health services than do less
acculturated Asian-Americans (Atkinson & Gim,
1989). However, Asian-Americans who endorsed
individualistic values like self-reliance did not have
a positive attitude towards professional help seeking when controlling for acculturation. In other
words, among acculturated Asian-Americans,
those who endorsed self-reliance were less likely to
seek professional mental healfh services (Tata &
Leong, 1994).
Regardless, individualistic and collectivistic
values have been linked to differential outcomes
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among Asian-Americans. For instance, individualism is positively related to delinquency in
Asian-American (Chinese, Cambodian, Laotian,
and Vietnamese) youth, whereas collectivism is
negatively related (Le & Stockdale, 2005). Thus,
while individualism may put Asian-American
youth at risk for maladaptive behavioral outcomes, collectivism and strong family ties may
be a protective force against youth delinquency
(Samaniego & Gonzales, 1999).

Models of Self
Differences in individualistic and collectivistic
values have implications for individuals' models
of self, with Western cultures viewing the self as
bounded, stable, and distinct from others, and
East Asian cultures viewing the self as fluid, contextual, and connected to others (Gudykunst et al.,
1996; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Singelis, 1994;
Singelis, Bond, Sharkey, & Kriss, 1999). Various
researchers have developed ways of measuring
independent and interdependent models of self.
A popular free-response paradigm is the
Twenty Statements Test (TST; Kuhn &
McPartland, 1954), which asks participants to
write 20 open-ended statements about themselves. The TST allows participants to describe
themselves in their own words without imposing
the constraints of Likert-scale instruments
(McGuire & McGuire, 1988). Researchers like
the TST because it reduces cultural bias in the
construction of items, and reduces variation in
the subjective interpretation of items (Kanagawa,
Cross, & Markus, 2001 ). Another free-response
scale is the Selt~Focus Sentence Completion
Scales (SFSCS; Exner, 1973), where participants
complete stems like, "If only I could ... " For both
the TST and the SFSCS, responses are coded into
categories like independent/interdependent or
self/family to identify patterns of variation in
responses (for coding guidelines, see Kanagawa
et al., 2001 and Chentsova-Dutton & Tsai, 2010).
Likert scales are also used to measure models
of self. A meta-analysis suggests that the SelfConstrual Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994), the
Independent and Interdependent Self-Construal
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Scale (IISC; Gudykunst et al., 1996), and Kim
and colleagues' Self-Construal Scale (2000;
Leung & Kim, 1997) are the most common
assessments of self (Levine et al., 2003) and have
been validated cross-culturally with Western and
Asian groups. These scales have two complementary subscales designed to measure independence
and interdependence. For example, the SCS
(Singelis, 1994) measures participants' agreement on independent items like, "I'd rather say
'No' directly, than risk being misunderstood," and
interdependent items including, "It is important
for me to maintain harmony within my group."
These self-report measures have been criticized for including overlapping items, including
items that are theoretically different (i.e., not distinguishing between values and actual behavior),
or having inconsistent psychometrics across cultures (Harb & Smith, 2008; Levine et al., 2003;
Matsumoto, 1999; Park & Levine, 1999; van de
Vijver & Leung, 1997). To address these issues,
Harb and Smith (2008) constructed the Sixfold
Self-Construal Scale, for which participants are
asked to rate their agreement with items like "I
think of myself as connected to _ _" across six
different dimensions (i.e., self, family, friends,
social grouping, students at my university, political/government/religious institution). Cultural
differences have been observed between Western
and Middle Easter cultures, and the measure
is currently being validated with Chinese samples. However, because this measure allows
for more contextualized responses than other
scales, researchers believe it is promising for
future cross-cultural comparisons (Cross, Hardin,
& Gercek-Swing, 2011 ).
An alternative to Likert-type scales for AsianAmerican samples is the Inclusion of Others in
Self Scale (IOS; Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992),
which uses Venn diagrams to illustrate overlap
between oneself and others. Participants are
asked to choose an option from a series of different diagrams that best captures their relationship
with another person (i.e., mother, romantic partner, and sibling), ranging from almost completely
overlapping to completely separate and distinct.
Much of the work on models of self has been
devoted to mapping cultural differences in
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independence and independence, establishing
the validity of the construct across cultures, and
examining how models of self influence
behaviors, ways of thinking, and ways of feeling (Cross et al., 2011; Markus & Conner,
2013; Markus & Kitayama, 2010; Oyserman
et al., 2002; Spencer-Rodgers, Peng, Wang, &
Hou, 2004; Stephens, Fryberg, Markus,
Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012; Tsai et al.,
2006; Tsai, Miao, Seppala, Fung, & Yeung,
2007). Empirical work has also linked these
models to important mental health outcomes.
For example, independent patients (from
Hawaii and mainland USA) demonstrated more
willingness to be assertive during medical
interviews than did interdependent patients
(from Hong Kong; Kim et al., 2000).

Ways of Thinking
Another way in which Western and East Asian
cultures differ is in their ways of thinking, specifically, the degree to which individuals engage
in dialectical thinking (i.e., demonstrate a tolerance for change and contradiction, and an
emphasis on holism; Spencer-Rodgers, Boucher,
Mori, Wang, & Peng, 2009). Authors find that
dialecticism is more prevalent in Asians than
European Americans, and has consequences for
how individuals attend to the visual field, solve
problems, and interact with their environment
(Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001;
Peng & Nisbett, 1999). One way of assessing
dialecticism is through content coding openended responses to the TST using a coding
scheme (for coding guidelines, see SpencerRodgers et al., 2009) that categorizes statements
that demonstrate contradiction, change, or
holism. For example, "I am friendly, but shy,"
would be coded as a contradiction. Another way
of assessing dialecticism is the Dialectical Self
Scale (DSS; Spencer-Rodgers, Srivastava, &
Peng, 2001), which asks participants to agree or
disagree with items like, "I sometimes believe
two things that contradict each other," and "I
often find that my beliefs and attitudes will
change under different contexts."

Empirical studies have demonstrated that
dialectical thinking has psychological benefits
and costs. For instance, individuals who engage
in more dialectical thinking "bounce back" faster
after negative events (Ji, Zhang, Osborne, &
Guan, 2004). On the other hand, dialectical thinking has also been associated with lower global
self-esteem and life satisfaction, increased anxiety and depression, and decreased selfenhancement (Spencer-Rodgers, Williams, &
Peng, 2010), which are indicators of poor psychological health in American contexts (but may
be less so in East Asian contexts).

Ways of Feeling
Decades of research have examined how culture
shapes people's feelings, and much of this work
has compared Western with East Asian cultural
contexts. Indeed, most of the work from our lab
has compared emotional processes in European
American, Asian-American, and East Asian cultures. For instance, in our work, we distinguish
the affective states that people ideally want to feel
("ideal affect") from those that people actually
feel ("actual affect"). Using the Affect Valuation
Index (AVI), which assesses both actual and ideal
affect, we find that while European Americans
and Hong Kong Chinese both want to feel positively, they differ in the specific types of positive
states they want to feel. Whereas European
Americans want to feel excited, enthusiastic, and
other high arousal positive states more than Hong
Kong Chinese, Hong Kong Chinese want to feel
calm, relaxed, and other low arousal positive
states more than European Americans (Tsai et al.,
2006). These cultural differences in ideal affect
emerge even after controlling for cultural differences in how much people actually feel these
states. Moreover, these differences in ideal affect
are reflected in various cultural products. For
instance, children's storybooks, magazine advertisements, and Facebook pages in the USA have
more excited and less calm content than those in
Taiwan and Hong Kong (Chim, Tsai, Ang, &
Fung, 2014; Huang & Park, 2012; Moon, Chim,
Tsai, Ho, & Fung, 2011; Tsai, Louie, Chen, &
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Uchida, 2007). Asian-Americans endorse both
affective ideals: for instance, first and second generation Chinese Americans value excitement
more than their European American counterparts
but also value calm as much as their Hong Kong
Chinese counterparts (Tsai et al., 2006). These
findings have been replicated for East AsianAmericans in general (Tsai, Miao et al., 2007).
Individual and cultural differences in ideal
affect have been linked to a whole host of behaviors, including what consumer products people
choose, how they perceive other people, and even
what physicians they prefer (Chim et al., 2014;
Sims, Tsai, Koopmann-Holm, Thomas, &
Goldstein, 2014; Tsai, Knutson, & Rothman,
2007). For instance, the more people value excitement and other high arousal positive states, the
more they prefer a physician who promotes an
"energetic lifestyle," whereas the more people
value calm and other low arousal positive states,
the more they prefer a physician who promotes
"peace of mind" (Sims et al., 2014).
Discrepancies between actual and ideal affect
have been linked to mental health for European
American, Asian-Americans, and Hong Kong
Chinese (Tsai et al., 2006). For European
Americans, a greater discrepancy between actual
and ideal excitement states (but not calm states) is
associated with higher depression scores, whereas
for Hong Kong Chinese, a greater discrepancy
between actual and ideal calm states (but not
excitement states) is associated with higher
depression scores. For Chinese Americans, however, greater discrepancies between actual and
ideal excitement states and calm states are associated with higher depression scores (Tsai et al.,
2006), demonstrating that Asian-Americans
internalize both the emotional values of their host
culture and those of their heritage cultures (Tsai
et al., 2006).
Researchers have also investigated emotional
acculturation to host cultures using the Emotional
Pattern Questionnaire (EPQ; De Leersnyder,
Mesquita, & Kim, 2011 ), which first asks participants to recall a recent emotional situation that
was positive or negative and was socially engaging or socially disengaging. Participants then rate
the degree to which they experience 37 different

emotions during the recalled situation.
Participants' responses are averaged to generate
profiles of emotional patterns unique to each of
the four situations. Immigrants who better match
the profile of the host culture are categorized as
more emotionally acculturated. Researchers find
that Korean Americans (second generation or
later) show greater emotional acculturation than
earlier generations. Interestingly, explicit measures of acculturation (i.e., VIA) do not predict
emotional acculturation. Instead, desire for exposure to mainstream American culture predicts
emotional acculturation for Korean immigrants
(De Leersnyder et al., 2011), suggesting that
emotional acculturation may be less conscious
than other types of acculturation.

Which Instrument to Use?
As we mentioned earlier, measures of culture can
add depth and specificity to our understanding of
acculturation. Obviously, choosing a measure(s)
depends on the goal of the investigation.
Instruments that assess models of the self and cultural values can reveal how one relates to others,
interprets their world, and makes decisions, as
well as what drives behavior. Assessing ways of
thinking can inform judgment and decision making processes, and inform mental health by assessing comfort with internal and external changes or
contradictions. Instruments that assess ways of
feeling may help clinicians base diagnoses of
emotional distress on culturally relevant emotional indicators. Because much of Western mental health services are based on Western models of
independence and consistency (Cross, Gore, &
Morris, 2003), these instruments can help clinicians and practitioners tailor culturally sensitive
treatment programs to Asian-American patients.

Additional Considerations
Measures of culture are particularly sensitive to
external cues in the environment. For instance,
Gardner and colleagues ( 1999) find that one can
experimentally manipulate European American
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participants' model of self by having them circle
all the "I" and "me" words in a passage (making
the independent self more salient) or the "us" and
"we" words (making the interdependent self more
salient). Other researchers posit that because the
interdependent self is more flexible, individuals
with this model will be particularly sensitive to
priming and experimental demand (Levine et al.,
2003 ). Thus, researchers and practitioners must
be careful to acknowledge and control for the
potential environmental cues present at the time
of assessment.
Current methods may not fully capture the theoretical distinctions mentioned above_ Because
most of the measures described above were developed in Western contexts, there may be an unconscious Western bias embedded in some of these
instruments (Markus & Kitayama, 1998). For
instance, free response paradigms have been criticized as culturally biased because they ask participants to report about themselves absent of context.
For those with interdependent models of self, this
task is both difficult and unrepresentative of their
flexible self-constructs (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus,
& Nisbett, 1998; Harb & Smith, 2008). Kanagawa
and colleagues (2001) suggests that structured
Likert-type questionnaires are no better, as they do
not capture the dynamic nature of the interdependent, dialectical self. Thus, researchers may want
to include a variety of measures that were derived
in both Western and East Asian contexts in their
assessments of Asian-Americans. Similarly, more
behavioral assessments are needed to address
some of the limitations of self-report methods
described above.

Conclusions
How do we capture the tremendous variation that
exists among Asian-Americans? One way is to
examine the cultures to which they are exposed.
Instruments assessing acculturation, enculturation, and cultural orientation are useful to examine how oriented individuals are to different
cultures, and whether their cultural identities are
in conflict or at peace with each other. Instruments
assessing cultural ideas and practices are useful to

examine the particular ways in which individuals
are shaped by their cultures. As illustrated by
some of the findings described above, general
acculturation and cultural orientation levels may
or may not be linked to endorsement of specific
cultural ideas, and therefore, both types of instruments should be used. Used together, these instruments can help us achieve a better understanding
of the cultural shaping of human experience and
of the needs of today's Asian-Americans.
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