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Five models of collectivism and individualism, which varied by ingroup and measurement specification, were tested with confirmatory factor analyses. The sample consisted of 493 college students
from South Korea and the United States, with U.S. students divided between Asian Americans and
European Americans. Results indicated that collectivism and individualism are best represented by
a 4-factor model with the latent variables Kin Collectivism (KC), Kin Individualism ( KI ), Nonkin
Collectivism (NC), and Nonkin Individualism (NI). KC and KI were strongly inversely related, but
NC and NI were only moderately so. Whereas KC and NC were moderately related within each of
the 3 student groups, KI and NI were moderately related only among Koreans and Asian Americans,
and not among European Americans. Thus, the meanings of collectivism and individualism vary
with ingroup and culture. Measurement, methodological, and conceptual implications are
discussed.

Research suggests that there are cultural differences in social
behavior (K~itqiba~i & Berry, 1989). However, finding the best
ways to represent or organize cross-cultural data is a difficult
task. Collectivism and individualism have been proposed as
possible underlying variables (Triandis, 1995 ). Various conceptions of collectivism and individualism have been the focus of
extensive research in the 15 years since Hofstede (1980) identified these constructs as opposite poles of a value dimension that
differentiates world cultures. Features associated with collectivism include being concerned with the ingroup's fate and giving
its goals priority over one's own; maintaining harmony, interdependence, and cooperation and avoiding open conflict within
the ingroup; reciprocity among ingroup members, who are related in a network of interlocking responsibilities and obligations; self-definition in terms of one's ingroups; and distinguishing sharply between ingroups and outgroups. In contrast, features associated with individualism include having greater
concern with personal than ingroup fate and giving personal
goals priority over ingroup goals; feeling independent and emotionally detached from one's ingroups; accepting confrontations
within ingroups; and defining the self independently of one's
ingroups (Ho & Chiu, 1994; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Tri-

andis, 1989a, 1989b; Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990). These
constructs potentially clarify and elaborate the "fuzzy" construct of culture, not only providing a more "concise, coherent,
integrated, and empirically testable dimension of cultural variation" but also linking psychological phenomena to a cultural
dimension (Kim, Triandis, K~itgiba~i, Choi, & Yoon, 1994,
p. 2). l
Collectivism and individualism have been conceptualized as
syndromes that include beliefs, attitudes, norms, roles, values,
and behaviors in different cultures (Triandis, 1989a, 1995).
This multidimensional conceptualization has led researchers to
measure these two constructs in various domains, such as those
of values (Bond, 1988; Hofstede & Bond, 1984; Schwartz, 1990,
1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990), morality (Miller, 1994;
Miller, Bersoff, & Harwood, 1990), self-construals (Bochner,
1994; Bond & Cheung, 1983; Cousins, 1989; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Rhee, Uleman, Lee, & Roman, 1995; Shweder &
Bourne, 1982; Singelis, 1994; Triandis, 1989b), attitudes (Hui,
1988; Hui & Triandis, 1986; Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal,
Asai, & Lucca, 1988 ), and reports of behaviors (Hui, 1988; Yamaguchi, 1990, 1994; and see Wheeler, Reis, & Bond, 1989,
for systematic observations of behavior). Research with such
measures suggests that the cultures of Africa, Asia, and Latin
America tend to be collectivistic; those of Western Europe, Canada, and some ethnic groups in the United States tend to be
individualistic (Bond, 1988; Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1989a,
1989b).
Although conceptions of collectivism and individualism have
been elaborated, and possible antecedents and consequences
noted, several empirical questions need to be addressed if fu-

Eun Rhee and James S. Uleman, Department of Psychology, New
York University; Hoon Koo Lee, Department of Psychology, Yonsei
University, Seoul, Korea.
Portions of this research were supported by Grant SBR-9319611
from the National Science Foundation. We wish to thank Niall Bolger
and Patrick Shrout for their support in using LISREL and Serena Chen,
Michele Gelfand, Stacey Lutz, Leonard Newman, and Robert Roman
for their helpful and insightful comments on an earlier version of this
article.
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Eun
Rhee or James S. Uleman, Department of Psychology, New York University, 6 Washington Place, 7th Floor, New York, New York 10003.
Electronic mail may be sent via the Internet to rhee@psych.nyu.edu or
jimu@psych.nyu.edu.

We use the terms collectivism and individualism for consistency
with the literature. However, Kfi~itqiba~i(1987) and others have noted
that collectivism has a negative connotation in the West and that labels
such as "culture of relatedness and separateness" or "relational and
individual orientation" may be more appropriate labels for these constructs (Ho, 1993).
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ture research is to be systematic and cumulative (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 1992). In this article, we focus on two
issues. The first issue concerns whether collectivistic and individualistic orientations generalize across various ingroups. The
second issue concerns the dimensionality of these orientations,
specifically, whether or not they are best represented as one, bipolar, dimension or as two dimensions.
One of the crucial distinctions in this literature is the differentiation between ingroups and outgroups, because behavior
may differ toward ingroup and outgroup members in different
cultures. Triandis (1989a) defined an ingroup as "a group
whose norms, goals, and values shape the behavior of its members" (p. 53) or as a group of individuals with whom a person
feels "similar" because of a common fate (Triandis, 1994). People may also identify their ingroups on the basis of similar demographic attributes and attitudes or as a result o f sharing time,
place, language, and experience (Hui, 1988). Just as the definition o f ingroups varies, the predominant bases for ingroup
categorization also vary across cultures. Whereas ingroups tend
to be ascribed (e.g., kin, religion, village, and nation) and defined through tradition in collectivistic cultures, they tend to be
achieved (through similar beliefs, attitudes, values, and
occupations) in individualistic cultures (Hsu, 1971; Triandis,
1989a, 1994). Thus, for example, coworkers may be considered
an ingroup in one culture or context and an outgroup in another. Research indicates that the ingroup/outgroup distinction
is particularly important in collectivistic cultures, where social
behavior varies more strongly as a function of whether the
targets are members of one's ingroup or outgroup. For instance,
in collectivistic cultures outgroup members are treated in a
more individualistic manner than ingroup members (Triandis
et al., 1988). In addition, research on the ingroup bias indicates
that virtually any basis for common categorization can serve as
the basis for ingroup favoritism (e.g., Messick & Mackie, 1989 ).
K~itqiba§i ( 1987, 1994) noted that one cannot assume that
ingroup referents, or the settings that determine their importance, have the same meanings across cultures. In addition,
there has been little discussion about whether these orientations
are global (i.e., have traitlike generality) across various ingroups such as kin, friends, or coworkers. Some suggest that collectivism varies depending on the ingroup involved, so that a
person may be very collectivistic in some relationships and
much less so in others (Hui, 1988; Triandis, Bontempo, et al.,
1986). Ho (1993) noted that in Asia, relational context plays
a crucial role in social behavior and is strongly influenced by
ingroups. Thus, individuals in Asia perceive ingroups as an integral part of their lives and see themselves and their relations
with others as embedded in them. For instance, Chinese collectivism is specific to particular self-other relationships and is not
predictable from global attitudes toward traditional values (Ho
& Chiu, 1994).
However, different ingroups may have differential effects on
social behavior. If important ingroups such as kin are involved,
then the determinants of social behavior may include (a) ingroup interests or goals taking precedence over those of the individual, (b) social obligations taking precedence over individual needs, and (c) the desire to achieve a place in the social
order taking precedence over self-expression (Ho, 1993). In
contrast, if less important ingroups are involved, then the deter-

minants of social behavior may involve "social conformity,
nonoffensive strategy, submission to social expectations, and
worry about external opinions" so that individuals can "achieve
one or more of the purposes of reward attainment, harmony
maintenance, impression management, face protection, social
acceptance, and avoidance of punishment, embarrassment,
conflict, rejection, ridicule, and retaliation in a social situation"
(Yang, 1981, p. 159 ). In sum, ifingroups differ in influence and
elicit qualitatively different behaviors because the goals, needs,
and motives of individuals differ across various interactions,
then collectivistic and individualistic orientations may not generalize across all ingroups.
The second issue concerns the dimensionality of these constructs. Are collectivism and individualism bipolar opposites
(unidimensional) or distinct constructs (two dimensions)? Researchers have conceptualized these constructs as either bipolar,
with collectivism and individualism on opposite ends of a single
dimension, or as distinct, multidimensional constructs, each
with a constellation of component features. Some have suggested that individuals can possess both orientations (Kashima,
1987; K~it~iba§i, 1987; Mishra, 1994; Sinha & Tripathi,
1994). Because of these differences in conceptualization, researchers have developed a variety of measures that tap different
components of these constructs, and have placed differential
emphasis on various components. Most of the conceptual elaboration, and much empirical work at the individual level, supports the multidimensional conception of collectivism and individualism (Kim et al., 1994; Triandis, Bontempo, et al.,
1986). However, there has been a tendency to treat them (or
their features) as bipolar opposites ( see Ho & Chiu, 1994; Kft~it~iba§i, 1987; Triandis et al., 1990, for elaboration). Schwartz
(1990) noted that viewing collectivism and individualism as bipolar opposites "obscures important differences among types of
individualism and types of collectivism" (p. 139).
There have been systematic attempts to sort through and
compare measures of collectivism and individualism. Triandis
and his colleagues (1990) used the multitrait-multimethod matrix to evaluate various measures with the same samples. Chan
(1994) developed the COLINDEX, a summary measure that
incorporates three different measures, to give researchers a simple and convenient measure of collectivism. However, such attempts have been unnecessarily fragmentary and qualitative.
For instance, Chan (1994) suggested that his findings provide
support for a unidimensional construct of collectivism-individualism. However, his correlations were actually moderate and
do not suggest that these constructs are unidimensional. Furthermore, there has been a multiplication of measures o f both
the constructs and their features. Some researchers have revised
their measures so extensively from one study to the next that
the comparability of results becomes problematic. Thus, these
inconsistencies make it difficult to identify which items to use
to measure collectivism or individualism. In the present study
we systematically compare various measures of collectivism
and individualism.
Present Study
The present study was designed with several goals in mind.
We wanted to examine the relationship between collectivism
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and individualism and to determine whether these orientations
depend on the type of ingroup involved, specifically kin and
nonkin. We wanted to use a wide variety of the currently available self-report items. Finally, we wanted to look at the generality of our results across cultural groups that vary on collectivism
and individualism according to other criteria.
One of our goals in this study was to examine whether collectivism and individualism varied across ingroup specification.
An examination of several existing scales indicated that three
groups are frequently represented: kin (parents, children, and
relatives), specific nonkin (friends, colleagues, visitors, or
neighbors), and nonspecific general "others." The kin versus
nonkin distinction is universal, although the breadth of the kin
category and the meanings of these relationships may vary with
culture. In many cultures, kin are most important in terms of
common fate, and kin relationships serve as prototypes for
other relationships (Sinha & Verma, 1987 ). Research indicates
that Family Integrity is a recurring ctic factor from pancultural
factor analyses that discriminates well across cultures and is the
only factor that correlates with Hofstede's (1980) Individualism factor (Triandis, Bontempo, et al., 1986; Triandis et al.,
1988). We wanted to distinguish nuclear family from other kin,
but relatively few items referred to relatives. Similarly, we
wanted to distinguish among specific nonkin (e.g., friends vs.
colleagues), but the uneven distribution of existing items across
such groups precluded that. We distinguished between specific
and general nonkin whenever possible because the term others
is inherently ambiguous.
We examined the generality of our results across cultural
groups by including samples of Koreans, Asian Americans, and
European Americans. Broadly speaking Korea represents a
collectivistic culture, whereas the United States represents a
highly individualistic culture (Bond, 1988; Hofstedc, 1980; Triandis, 1989a). Cha (1994) found that although individualism
is increasing, Korea is still collectivistic. Asian Americans were
included because they are exposed to both collectivistic and individualistic orientations, which allows an examination of
whether their factor structures differ because of this exposure.
Even though the literature suggests that those who have migrated to other countries tend to be more individualistic
(Triandis et al., 1990 ), collectivism is high among Asian Americans (Triandis, 1989a). Asian Americans should represent an
intermediate group between Koreans and European Americans
in terms of these orientations (Rhee et al., 1995 ).
Confirmatory factor analysis, as implemented by LISREL,
provided a method to achieve our goals of examining variations
in the structure of collectivism and individualism by ingroup
and culture. Confirmatory factor analysis has several advantages over exploratory factor analysis, which is overwhelmingly
the most common method used in this literature. Namely, it
allows one to specify particular relations among measures and
latent variables on theoretical grounds and then to test how well
these models describe the data. It allows one to compare several
models statistically in order to examine which fit the data best.
In addition, it avoids the indeterminacy of exploratory factor
analysis, which arises from extracting an arbitrary number of
factors and rotating them to meet differing criteria. (See Watkins, 1989, for an illustration with cross-cultural research.)
Wc tested five models of collectivism and individualism on
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our sample of three cultural groups, using confirmatory factor
analysis. Existing self-report items were divided by content and
author of the measures into subscales dealing with collectivism
or individualism and with kin, nonkin, and general others. The
first two models examined the relationship between collectivism and individualism without taking ingroups into account.
Model 1, the most parsimonious o f the five models, was a onefactor bipolar model with a single latent variable: CollectivismIndividualism. Model 2 was a two-factor (two-dimensional)
model with two separate latent variables--Collectivism and Individualism. In essence, this model allowed the intercorrelation
between these two latent variables or factors to vary, rather than
constraining it to be - 1.00 (see Figures 1 and 2 ). On the basis
of past research at the individual level, we expected the intercorrelation between Collectivism and Individualism to be moderate and negative. Model 3 was also a two-factor model with
two separate latent variables, but with Kin and Nonkin/General Others as the underlying variables (see Figure 3). This
model tested whether these orientations were one-dimensional
with these two ingroups, so that Collectivism-Individualism
was treated as a bipolar dimension for each ingroup. Again, the
intercorrelation between the two latent variables was allowed to
vary (i.e., it was not constrained to be 1.00). We expected the
intercorrelation between Kin and Nonkin/General Others to
be moderate because orientation may not generalize across ingroups.
Model 4 contained four latent variables: Kin Collectivism
(KC), Kin Individualism (KI), Nonkin Collectivism (NC),
and Nonkin Individualism (NI). In this model, nonkin and
general others had to be combined because we only had one
measure of collectivism toward general others. Because our purpose in the present study was to test the structure of these orientations with existing measures, wc did not create new items to
test a six-factor model, crossing collectivism and individualism
with kin, nonkin, and general others. Model 4 tested whether
the relation between collectivism and individualism varies with
different ingroups (see Figure 4). Relations among all of the
latent variables were estimated. Because wc believe that relationships to particular ingroups differ in important ways, we
expected the intercorrclations between KC and NC, and between KI and NI, to be moderate (if these constructs are not
bipolar) because they refer to different ingroups. Finally, Model
5 was a three-factor model with Kin, Nonkin, and General Others as the underlying variables. In this model, as in Model 3,
Collectivism-Individualism was treated as a bipolar dimension
for each ingroup. Wc estimated relations between the latem
variables to examine the degree to which orientations toward
these ingroups correlated with each other (sec Figure 5 ).
We compared the best-fitting model across the three cultural
groups to test the fit of the model for each group. Finally, we
used the results of confirmatory factor analyses to identify the
specific measures that are best for measuring collectivism and
individualism with various ingroups.
We hypothesized that Model 4, the four-factor model, would
provide the best fit to the data, because collectivistic and individualistic orientations can coexist and may be more or less emphasized in a given culture as a function of the particular situation and ingroup involved (K~it~iba~i, 1987; Kashima, 1987;
Mishra, 1994; Sinha & Tripathi, 1994; Triandis, 1989a, 1994).
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Figure 1. Model 1, with Collectivism-Individualism as one factor (latent variable). Factor loadings are
next to arrows, and residual errors are in circles. *Significantly different from zero at p < .05. (TBKC =
Triandis Behavior Kin Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC = Triandis
Attitude Kin Collectivism; HIKC = Hui INDCOL Kin Collectivism; TBNC = Triandis Behavior Nonkin
Collectivism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin Individualism; YBKI = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Individualism; HIKI = Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism; HINC =
Hui INDCOL Nonkin Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI = Hui INDCOL Nonkin Individualism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis Attitudes
Others Individualism.)

T h a t is, we e x p e c t e d collectivistic and individualistic orientations to be separate d i m e n s i o n s and their relationship to vary
d e p e n d i n g on the ingroup in question, because these orientations have different m e a n i n g s for different referent groups. For
example, one m i g h t be collectivistic with o n e ' s kin and individualistic with o n e ' s nonkin. As n o t e d above, the n u m b e r o f ingroups, how *,he ingroup is defined, and the level o f influence o f
the ingroup vary f r o m culture to culture (Verma, 1985).
Method

Participants
The sample consisted of 220 college students (155 men and 65
women) from Yonsei University in Seoul, Korea, and 140 Asian American (49 men and 91 women) and 133 European American 2 (55 men
and 78 women) college students from New York University. Mean ages
were 19.45 years for the Korean students, 18.90 years for Asian American students, and 18.83 years for European American students. Korean
psychology majors numbered 105. The Americans were all from an introductory psychology class. The Asian American students were composed of Asian Indian Americans, Chinese Americans, and Korean
Americans. Of the Asian Americans, 66 were first generation (i.e.,
immigrant ), 48 were second generation (i.e., born in the United States),
and 1 was third generation; such information was unavailable for 25.
The educational and socioeconomic levels of participants appeared
to be roughly equivalent. Yonsei University is one of the most prestigious
private universities in South Korea, is located in a large, urban setting,
and has students from varying socioeconomic backgrounds. New York

University is a highly ranked university with students of comparable
socioeconomic diversity, although its admission standards have been
somewhat less selective than those of Yonsei University.

Measures
We used almost all of the items from four scales recommended by
Triandis and his collaborators. Three of these ( Triandis's Self-Behaviors
Scale, Triandis's Attitudes Scale, and Yamaguchi's Parents Behavior
Scale) were from Triandis's ( 1991 ) manual of instruments for the study
ofallocentrism (collectivism at the individual rather than cultural level)
and idiocentrism (individualism at the individual level). The fourth
was Hui's (1988) INDCOL Scale. We used the authors' recommendations to code each item as either collectivistic or individualistic. We did
not include Schwartz's ( 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990) value scale,
because it does not explicitly refer to any ingroups.
Triandis's Self-Behaviors Scale consists of 20 items calling for responses on a 9-point scale ranging from disagree~false ( 1) to agree/
true (9).3 We sorted items into subscales on the basis of which ingroup

2 American students were classified as European Americans if at least
three grandparents came from either Northern or Western Europe or
the United States.
3 These items were developed by J. B. P. Sinha while visiting Harry C.
Triandis at the University of Illinois. One item was dropped because it
did not refer to any ingroup: "Ask a bank for a loan when you need
money?" Another was dropped because it was specific to a culture:
"Carry references to relatives and friends when visiting a new place?"
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Figure 2. Model 2, with Collectivism and Individualism as two separate factors. The factors' intercorrelation is shown on the arc connecting them. *Significantly different from zero at p < .05. ( T B K C = Triandis
Behavior K i n Collectivism; Y B K C = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC = Triandis Attitude
Kin Collectivism; H I K C = Hui I N D C O L Kin Collectivism; T B N C = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Collectivism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin Individualism; YBKI
= Yamaguchi Behavior K i n Individualism; HIKI = Hui I N D C O L Kin Individualism; H I N C = Hui IND C O L Nonkin Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI = Hui I N D C O L
N o n k i n Individualism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis Attitudes Others
Individualism.)

they referred to: kin, nonkin, or general others. This produced four collectivism items referring to parents and relatives for a Triandis Behaviors K i n Collectivism ( T B K C ) subscale and three individualism items
for a Triandis Behaviors Kin Individualism ( T B K I ) subscale. Six collectivism items referring to friends and guests or visitors were included
in a Triandis Behaviors N o n k i n Collectivism ( T B N C ) subscale, and five
individualism items were included in a Triandis Behaviors Nonkin Individualism ( T B N I ) subscale. Two individualism items referring to general others were included in a Triandis Behaviors Others Individualism
(TBOI) subscale. See Table l for a listing of subscale items and whether
they referred to collectivism or individualism.
Yamaguchi's Parents Behaviors Scale consists of 10 items concerning
behaviors toward parents. 4 Responses indicate the extent to which "you
are the kind of person who is likely to behave in certain ways" on the
same 9-point scale used with Triandis's Self-Behaviors Scale items. Five
items formed a Yamaguchi Behaviors K i n Collectivism ( Y B K C ) subscale, and five items formed a Yamaguchi Behaviors K i n Individualism
( Y B K I ) subscale.
Triandis's Attitudes Scale consists o f six items, ~ with responses made
on a 6-point scale ranging from strongly disagree ( 1 ) to strongly agree
(6). Two family items formed a Triandis Attitudes K i n Collectivism
( T A K C ) subscale; two items formed a Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism (TAOC) subscale; and two items formed a Triandis Attitudes
Others Individualism (TAOI) subscale.
Hui's I N D C O L Scale consists o f 36 items, with responses made on
the same 6-point scale as above. 6 Seven items were sorted into a Hui
I N D C O L K i n Collectivism ( H I K C ) subscale, and 10 were sorted into a
Hui I N D C O L K i n Individualism ( H I K I ) subscale. Ten items referring
to friends, neighbors, classmates, and colleagues comprised a Hui IND C O L N o n k i n Collectivism ( H I N C ) subscale, and nine items comprised a Hui I N D C O L Nonkin Individualism ( H I N I ) subscale. 7
All of the questionnaires were translated into Korean and checked by

back-translation into English to confirm the semantic equivalence o f
the questions for use with the Korean students (Brislin, 1970, 1980).

Procedure
The four scales were administered during a large testing session at the
beginning of the semester for the American students and during classes

4 We used the Yamaguchi items as modified by Triandis. The Yamaguchi items use " m y g r o u p " and Triandis substituted "'your parents?'
5 These are the six items that are not from Hui's (1988) I N D C O L
scale. Two other items were dropped because one was a single-item measure of kin individualism ("I tend to do m y own thing and most people
in m y family do the s a m e " ) and the other was a single-item measure o f
nonkin collectivism ( " W h a t I look for in a job is a friendly group o f coworkers"). The item "It does not matter to me how m y country is
viewed in the eyes o f other nations" was dropped because it was the only
one referring to " c o u n t r y " as the ingroup. Two other items referring
only to the self were dropped ( " W h a t happens to m e is m y own doing"
and " T h e most important thing in m y life is to make m y s e l f happy")
because they did not have specific ingroup referents.
Items referring to spouse were excluded because most college students do not have direct experience with this ingroup. Some other items
were slightly reworded because they were a m b i g u o u s or awkward.
7 The Twenty Statements Test was also administered to the students.
Responses were coded in t e r m s of group cognitions and idiocentric cognitions (Trafimow, Triandis, & Goto, 1991 ). These measures of collectivism and individualism did not correlate with the other measure ( r s
ranged from - . 18 to .09), so they were not included in the analyses.
However, the Twenty Statements Test seems to be better at distinguishing between than within cultural groups.
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Figure 3. Model 3, with two factors: Kin and Nonkin/General Others. Collectivism-Individualism is
treated as a single bipolar dimension within each referent group. *Significantly different from zero at p <
.05. (TBKC = Triandis Behavior Kin Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC
= Triandis Attitude Kin Collectivism; HIKC = Hui INDCOL Kin Collectivism; TBNC = Triandis Behavior
Nonkin Collectivism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin
Individualism; YBKI = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Individualism; HIKI = Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism;
HINC = Hui INDCOL Nonkin Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI =
Hui INDCOL Nonkin Individualism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis
Attitudes Others Individualism.)

for the Korean students. Triandis's Self-Behaviors Scale and Yamaguchi's Parents Behavior~ Scale were given as one scale, and Triandis's
Attitudes Scale and Hui's INDCOL Scale were given as another. The
two scales were separated by other measures in the American sample.
For the behaviors scale, participants were told that "We want you to
indicate if you are the kind of person who behaves in certain ways."
Items were preceded by the phrase "Are you the kind of person who is
likely to?" For the attitudes scale, students were instructed to "Please
read each statement carefully, and respond by using the following scale?'
Within each scale, most collectivism and individualism items, as well as
ingroup referents, were randomly mixed, and Hui INDCOL items were
grouped by ingroup. Half the participants received the behaviors scale
first, and the others received the attitudes scale first.

Analysis
All of the confirmatory factor analysis models were fit with the LISREL VII program (J6reskog & S6rbom, 1989). Maximum likelihood
estimation was used in all cases. The overall fit of each model was evaluated by five methods because Bollen (1989) suggested using a number
of indicators to determine the fit of models. The statistics provided by
LISREL VII are (a) a chi-square statistic, which assessesthe probability
that the sample data confirm the hypothesized model, (b) a goodnessof-fit index (GFI), and (c) an adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI)
that adjusts for the model's degrees of freedom relative to the number
of variables. GFI and AGFI estimate the extent to which the sample
variances and covariances are reproduced by the model. They vary between .00 and 1.00, with a higher value indicating a closer fit of the
model to the data. GFI values above .9 and AGFI values above .8 are
generally interpreted as representing a good fit (Hayduk, 1987). Unlike
GFI and AGFI, the chi-square measure is affected by sample size. Thus,
a significant chi-square does not necessarily indicate poor fit because in

large samples, even trivial deviations of the model from the actual data
structure can be detected and lead to a rejection of the null hypothesis
(Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Bollen & Long, 1993; Burt, 1973). Because of
this shortcoming of the chi-square statistic, we also examined the ratio
of chi-square to its degree of freedom, ×2/df. Wheaton, Muthen, A1win, and Summers ( 1977 ) suggested that a ratio of 5:1 or less indicates
adequate fit; Carmines and Mclver ( 1981 ) suggested a more stringent
ratio of 2:1. Finally, because some of the models were nested, we used
differences in chi-squares to test which of the nested models fit the data
best. Models 1 and 2 and Models 3 and 4 are nested because when the
intercorrelations between the Collectivism and Individualism latent
variables are set to - 1.00 in Models 2 and 4, they become identical to
Models 1 and 3, respectively.
We also assessed the fit of each model by examining the significance
and magnitude of the estimated parameters. We tested estimated parameters, particularly factor loadings, measurement errors, and intercorrelations among the latent variables, by using t tests to see whether
they were significantly different from zero. In addition, we tested the
factor intercorrelations for the models with two or more latent factors
to determine if they were significantly different from _+1.00.
In the first set of analyses, the five models were tested with a pooled
sample. The subscale scores were centered around each group's mean
so that group means were identical, and then they were pooled together.
We then used the pooled sample to calculate the overall correlations
among the subseales.

Results
The results are organized as follows. Table 2 presents the
m e a n s and standard deviations on the 14 subscales for the three
cultural groups. Figures 1 through 5 display the five models,
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Figure 4. Model 4, with four factors: Kin Collectivism, Kin Individualism, Nonkin Collectivism, and
Nonkin Individualism. Nonkin factors include general others in this model. *Significantly different from
zero at p < .05. ~fNot significantly different from -1.00 at p < .05. (TBKC = Triandis Behavior Kin Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC = Triandis Attitude Kin Collectivism;
HIKC = Hui INDCOL Kin Collectivism; TBNC = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Collectivism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin Individualism; YBKI = Yamaguchi
Behavior Kin Individualism; HIKI = Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism; HINC = Hui INDCOL Nonkin
Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI = Hui INDCOL Nonkin Individualism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis Attitudes Others Individualism.)

including factor loadings, measurement errors, and latent variable intercorrelations. Table 3 presents the factor loadings, and
Table 4 the intercorrelations, for the three groups for the
stacked Model 4 (see below for further explanation).

Differences Among Cultural Groups on Subscales
We used one-way analyses of variance to test whether the
three groups differed on the 14 subscales (see Table 1 ). They
differed on all subscales, Fs(2, 478) > 3.65, p s < .03, except
T B N C and H I N C , Fs(2, 469) < 1.50. 8 We expected Koreans
to be most collectivistic and European Americans to be most
individualistic, with Asian Americans intermediate. Asian
Americans were intermediate on 10 of the 12 subscales that
showed differences. However, Koreans and European Americans differed, as expected, on only 6 subscales. O n three subscales, Koreans and European Americans did not differ, and on
five subscales, they differed in the opposite direction.
The unexpected results for Koreans and European Americans become more intelligible when they are broken down by
referent groups. O n the kin subscales, Koreans were m o r e collectivistic and less individualistic on six o f the seven subscales,
as expected. The only reversal was on H I K C ; but Hui ( 1988 )

also found that A m e r i c a n students were more collectivistic than
Hong Kong students on his kin subscales. O n the nonkin subscales, Koreans did not differ from European Americans on
three o f the four subscales and were more individualistic on only
one ( T B N I , which chiefly concerns friends). O n the three general-others subscales, Koreans were consistently less collectivistic and m o r e individualistic than European Americans. Thus
most of the reversals occurred in relation to general others, and
the means on these subscales were consistently reversed. Recall
that collectivists tend to make a sharper distinction between ingroups and outgroups (Triandis et al., 1988). Thus Koreans
may have interpreted "others" as more like outgroup members,
which may have made t h e m less collectivistic and more individualistic toward them. This suggests that general-others items are
problematic because their referent is ambiguous, so they may
s Because the Asian Americans differed in generational status, the
means on these subseales were tested for possible generational differences. Participants who were first generation did not differ on the subscales from those who were second generation except on YBKI, F( 1,
109) = 9.32, p < .01; second-generation students were more individualistic (M = 6.23 vs. M = 5.54 ). Therefore, Asian Americans were treated
as a single sample.
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Figure 5. Model 5, with three factors: Kin, Nonkin, and General Others. Collectivism-Individualism is
treated as a single bipolar dimension within each referent group. *Significantly different from zero at p <
.05. (TBKC = Triandis Behavior Kin Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC
= Triandis Attitude Kin Collectivism; HIKC = Hui INDCOL Kin Collectivism; TBNC = Triandis Behavior
Nonkin Collectivism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin
Individualism; YBKI = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Individualism; HIKI = Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism;
HINC = Hui INDCOL Nonkin Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI =
Hui INDCOL Nonkin Individualism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis
Attitudes Others Individualism.)

be i n t e r p r e t e d as referring to i n g r o u p s b y some a n d to outgroups b y others.

Tests o f the Five Models With the 14 Subscales
We c o n d u c t e d c o n f i r m a t o r y factor analyses to e x a m i n e how
well each o f the five models fit the overall correlations o f the
pooled sample. T h e models are s h o w n in Figures 1 t h r o u g h 5,
a n d the correlation m a t r i x for the entire s a m p l e is presented in
the Appendix.
M o d e l 1 represents Collectivism a n d I n d i v i d u a l i s m as opposite ends o f one d i m e n s i o n . T h e fit o f this m o d e l was u n i m p r e s sive: x 2 ( 7 7 , N = 4 9 3 ) = 533.70, G F I = .84, a n d A G F I = .78.
T h e ratio o f chi-square to its degrees o f freedom was 6.93,
w h i c h is higher t h a n a n y o n e views as acceptable. T h u s , all o f
the overall fit indices i n d i c a t e d t h a t M o d e l 1 was a p o o r fit to
the data. However, all o f the loadings o f t h e m e a s u r e d variables
o n the latent variable were in the expected direction (except for
T B O I ) a n d significantly different f r o m zero (except for T B O I ) .
M o d e l 2 represents Collectivism a n d I n d i v i d u a l i s m as separate dimensions. T h e chi-square was still large, X 2 (76, N = 4 9 3 )
= 509.48; a n d the chi-square to degrees o f freedom ratio was
6.70. T h e G F I was ,84 a n d the A G F I was .78. M o d e l 2 also
appears to b e a poor-fitting model. Nevertheless, the r e d u c t i o n
in the difference in chi-square from M o d e l 1 was large: 24.22

with one degree o f freedom. T h e factor loadings o f the meas u r e d variables o n the latent variables were in the expected direction a n d significantly different from zero (except for T B O I
again; see Figure 2 for factor loadings a n d m e a s u r e m e n t
errors). A l t h o u g h Collectivism a n d Individualism were highly
correlated ( r = - . 7 6 , SE = .048), the intercorrelation was significantly different from - 1 . 0 0 , t ( 4 9 2 ) = 5.00, p < .00 I. T h i s
suggests t h a t the underlying d i m e n s i o n s are n o t the same a n d
supports a two- r a t h e r t h a n a o n e - d i m e n s i o n a l view o f collectivism a n d individualism. 9
9 Even though the present study focused on the effect of ingroup referents on collectivism and individualism, we also conducted confirmatory factor analyses on items from the four original scales, sorted by
collectivism or individualism regardless of ingroup. This created eight
subscales, four for collectivism and four for individualism. Two models
were tested, a one-factor model with Collectivism-Individualism as a
single latent variable, and a two-factor model with Collectivism and Individualism as separate latent variables. The chi-squares for both
models were significant: ×2(20, N = 493) = 115.56 (x2/df = 5.78) for
the one-factor model, and x2( 19, N = 493) = 99.40 (x2/df = 5.23) for
the two-factor model. However, the difference in chi-squares indicated
that the two-factor model fit the data significantly better than the onefactor model, x2( 1, N = 493) --- 16.16,p < .001. The GFI was .95 and
the AGFI was .91 for both models. The correlation between the two
latent factors was -.76 and significantly different from - 1.00, t(492) =
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Model 3, like Model 2, was a two-factor model, but it represents Collectivism and Individualism as opposite ends of a bipolar dimension separately for each ingroup, Kin and N o n k i n /
General Others. The chi-square was again large, x2(76, N =
493) = 325.39, and the chi-square to degrees of Freedom ratio
was 4.28. The GFI was .91 and the AGFI was .88. These overall
fit indices suggest that Model 3 fits the data better than Model
2, which was also a two-factor model but with Collectivism and
Individualism as the underlying variables. The change in chisquare between Model 2 and Model 3 was 184.09 with one degree of freedom. Thus, a better fit to the data is obtained by
distinguishing between kin and others than by distinguishing
between collectivism and individualism (Models 2 vs. 3 ). This
indicates that specific ingroup referents have a major impact on
the data structure, even when the distinction among ingroups
is as crude as Kin versus Nonkin/General Others. The factor
loadings were in the expected direction and were significantly
different from zero (see Figure 3 for factor loadings and measurement errors). However, TBOI was again not statistically
different from zero and not in the expected direction. The intercorrelation between the two latent variables was significantly
different from 1.00, r = .41, SE = .055, t(492) = 10.73. Thus,
the two latent variables, Kin Collectivism-Individualism and
Nonkin/General Others Collectivism-Individualism, were
nonoverlapping and two-dimensional.
Model 4, like Model 2, represents Collectivism and Individualism as separate dimensions. In addition, however, it also represents these dimensions separately for Kin and for N o n k i n /
General Others, like Model 3. Therefore, this model allows us
to estimate how much the relations between these dimensions
depend on the ingroups involved. The chi-square was large,
×2(71, N = 493) = 261.76, and the chi-square to degrees of
freedom ratio was 3.69. The GFI was .93 and the AGFI was .89.
The overall fit indices suggest that Model 4 fitsthe data well and
significantly better than Model 3, x2( 1, N = 493) = 63.63. All
of the factor loadings were in the expected direction and significantly different from zero (again except for TBOI; see Figure 4 for factor loadings, intercorrelations, and measurement
errors). The KC and KI latent variables were more highly correlated than the NC and NI latent variables. This pattern of
intercorrelations indicates that with reference to kin, Collectivism and Individualism (r = - . 9 6 ) are bipolar opposites because
they shared most of their variance (92%) and the intercorrelation did not differ from - 1 . 0 0 (t = .68, SE = .06). However
with reference to nonkin, Collectivism and Individualism may
be viewed as separate dimensions (r = - . 7 5 ), sharing only 56%
of their variance; the intercorrelation was significantly different
from -1.00, t(492) = 3.85, SE = .065. The two collectivism
latent variables, KC and NC, wer¢ only moderately correlated,
as were KI and NI. As expected, the intercorrelations between
KC and NI, and between KI and NC, were low.
Hence, of the models tested thus far, the best fit occurred
when both the dimensions and the ingroups were distinguished
(Models 3 vs. 4), even though we had to combine nonkin and
general others into one nonkin group. Distinctions among the

3.84, SE = .062, indicating that Collectivism and Individualism are
highly correlated but distinct.
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two dimensions and among ingroups are important. The intercorrelations in Model 4 indicated that whether a person is collectivistic or individualistic with kin is only weakly predictive of
relationships with nonkin (such as friends, colleagues, neighbors, and general others). In addition, collectivism with nonkin
moderately predicts individualism with them. The two dimensions are more independent for nonkin than kin.
Finally, Model 5, like Model 1, represents Collectivism and
Individualism as opposite ends of a bipolar dimension. However, it also represents this dimension separately for each ingroup represented by our subscales: Kin, Nonkin, and General
Others. Therefore, it allows us to estimate generality (intercorrelations) of this dimension across the ingroups. The chisquare was significant, indicating that the observed and predicted covariance matrices were statistically different, X 2(74, N
= 493) = 317.83, p < .001. The chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio was 4.30, G F I was .91, and AGFI was .88. These overall fit indices indicate that Model 5 fits the data relatively well,
but not as well as Model 4. The factor loadings were in the expected direction and significantly different from zero (again except for TBOI; see Figure 5 for factor loadings, intercorrelations, and measurement errors). The intercorrelations among
the latent variables indicated that the three ingroup latent variables were distinct, and thus not interchangeable in terms of
Collectivism-Individualism. All of the intercorrelations were
significantly different from 1.00, ts(492) > 3.17. In other
words, the dimension differs for different ingroups, as
hypothesized.

Within-Group Tests of Model 4 With the Three Cultural
Groups
Because Model 4 predicted the observed covariance matrix
of the pooled sample better than the simpler models, we tested
it with the covariance matrices of Koreans, Asian Americans,
and European Americans separately, to examine how well these
structures fit each group. (See the Appendix for the correlation matrices for Koreans, Asian Americans, and European
Americans). This within-group analysis (herein called a
stacked model, which is a term used in LISREL for withingroup analyses) enables us to determine whether the latent variables are one- or two-dimensional and vary with ingroup for
each culture. The advantages of a stacked model over separate
tests of the model for each group are that (a) all of the groups
are stacked together for simultaneous estimation, and (b) stacking allows some of the parameters to be constrained to be equal
across groups while others are allowed to vary (Hayduk, 1987).
There are four possible stacked models that can be tested for
Model 4. Four degrees of comparability can be tested, representing a continuum from least restrictive to most restrictive.
The first tests the hypothesis that the form of the model (where
each group has the same parameter matrices and the same location of free parameters) is the same across the groups and allows
all of the specific coefficients to vary. The second tests the hypothesis that the form and the factor loadings are the same
across the groups. The third tests the hypothesis that the form,
factor loadings, and measurement errors are equal across all
groups. The fourth tests the hypothesis that the form, factor
loadings, measurement errors, and intercorrelations are the
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Table 1

Items on the Fourteen Subscales
Subscale
Triandis Behaviors Kin Collectivism
(TBKC, 4 items)

Triandis Behaviors Kin Individualism
(TBKI, 3 items)
Triandis Behaviors Nonkin Collectivism
(TBNC, 6 items)

Triandis Behaviors Nonkin
Individualism (TBNI, 5 items)

Triandis Behaviors General Others
Individualism (TBO1, 2 items)
Yamaguchi Behaviors Kin Collectivism
(YBKC, 5 items)

Yamaguchi Behaviors Kin
Individualism (YBKI, 5 items)

Triandis Attitudes Kin Collectivism
(TAKC, 2 items)
Triandis Attitudes General Others
Collectivism (TAOC, 2 items)
Triandis Attitudes General Others
Individualism (TAOI, 2 items)
Hui INDCOL Kin Collectivism
(HIKC, 7 items)

Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism
(HIKI, 10 items)

Items
Ask your old parents to live with you?
Ask close relatives for a loan?
Have parents who make enormous (outsiders would say "unreasonable") sacrifices for you?
Have parents who consult your fiancee's parents extensively, before they decide whether you
two should get married?
Place your parents in an old peoples' home or nursing home?
Decide to get married and then announce it to your parents and friends?
Live far from your parents?
Stay with friends, rather than in a hotel, when you go to another town?
Call on a friend, socially, without giving prior warning?
Take time off from work to visit an ailing friend?
Consult with your friends before buying an expensive item?
Entertain visitors even when they drop in at odd hours?
Entertain even unwelcome guests?
Prefer to stay in a hotel rather than with distant friends when visiting another town?
Call your friends every time before visiting them?
Prefer going to a cocktail party rather than going to dinner with four of your close friends?
Spend money (e.g., send flowers) rather than take the time to visit an ailing friend?
Show resentment toward visitors who interrupt your work?
Have frank talks with others, so asto clear the air?
Get to know people easily, but it is also very difficult for you to know them intimately?
Stick to your parents, even when you strongly disagree with them?
Maintain harmony with your parents?
Even if you are dissatisified with your parents, you do not break the relationship?
Respect the decisions taken by your parents, and do what was decided?
Try to avoid disagreements with your parents?
Not sacrifice your self-interest for your parents?
Not think it is necessary to act as your parents prefer you to act?
Not change your opinions in conformity to the opinions of your parents?
Not support your parents when they are wrong?
When you disagree with your parents, you tell them so?
Aging parents should live at home with their children.
When faced with a difficult personal problem, one should consult widely with one's relatives.
One of the pleasures of life is to be related interdependently with others.
One of the pleasures of life is to feel being part of a large group of people.
When faced with a difficult personal problem, it is better to decide what to do yourself, rather
than follow the advice of others.
One should live one's life independently of others as much as possible.
Teenagers should listen to their parents' advice on dating.
It is reasonable for a son to inherit his father's business.
I believe in my parents' religion.
Young people should consider their parents' opinion when they make plans for education or
occupation.
When I engage myself in a certain activity, I will be concerned with my relatives' opinion.
When I run into a problem, I can seek help from my relatives.
Ifa relative tells me that he or she has a financial problem, I will do anything to help within my
capability.
My musical interests are extremely different from my parents.
When I make an important decision, I do not consider whether it would have a positive or
negative impact on my parents.
lfa person received the Nobel Prize, his or her parents should not be praised.
I would not share my opinion or new knowledge with my parents.
There is no reason for children to feel honored for their parents' success. Even if their parents
are praised for their contribution to society and are awarded by the government, there is no
reason for the children to feel honored.
As a family gets bigger, more problems occur.
Whether a person wastes money on extravagant indulgence or economizes like a penny-pincher,
it is no concern of his or her relatives.
IfI had a car, I would not lend it to my cousin.
When I make decisions on my education, I would not care for my uncle's or aunt's opinion.
Each family has its own problems; nothing will be solved by telling relatives about the problems.
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Table 1 (continued)
Subscale
Hui INDCOL Nonkin Collectivism
(HINC, 10 items)

Hui INDCOL Nonkin Individualism
(HINI, 9 items)

Items
My neighbor always tells me about interesting occurrences around him or her.
I enjoy meeting and talking with my neighbor.
When I run into a neighbor, 1 find it awkward not to greet him or her.
If possible, I would co-own a car among close friends in order to have them save money.
I would like to live near close friends.
I agree with my friends on where to go shopping and dining.
When a school friend does me a favor, I feel obligated to return the favor.
Forming a study group with classmates does not bring any loss; it can only help me.
To do well in school, classmates' help is crucial.
I would lend money to a classmate who needs money to buy books.
I never discuss politics with my neighbors.
I have no interest in finding out what my neighbor is like.
I do not know how to become friendly with my neighbor.
I prefer to deal with personal problems, instead of consulting friends about them.
Deciding on occupation, I do not consider my close friend's opinion at all.
When I am with my colleagues or school friends, I would rather assert my individual opinion
than simply remain as a part of the group.
I have never loaned class notes to any fellow students.
In general, collaborating with a person who is less competent than you are does not bring
positive results.
Let's assume that a group of students is discussing where to eat. The most popular choice is a
newly opened restaurant. However, one of the students claims that he has eaten there before
and the food was terrible. Despite his opinion, if others decide to go to that restaurant, would
you agree that he should not go with them?

Note. Triandis and Yamaguchi subwales are from Individualism and Collectivism: Theory, Method and Applications, by U. Kim, H. C. Triandis,
C. Kfi~itqiba§i, S. C. Choi and G. Yoon, 1994, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Copyright 1994 by Sage. Reprinted with permission. Hui subscale from
Measurement of Individualism-Collectivism, by C. H. Hui, 1988, Journal of Research on Personality, 22, pp. 17-36. Copyright 1988 by Academic
Press. Adapted with permission.

same across all groups. Because the first, " m o d e l f o r m " is the
least restrictive, a poor fit would make more restrictive tests unnecessary. Only the results o f the first model, which tests
whether the three groups have the same model form, are reported for Model 4. These analyses enabled us to determine
whether the same relation o f indicators (subscales) to latent
variables holds in the three groups (Bollen, 1989 ).
For the stacked Model 4, x2(215, Ns = 220, 140, and 133) =
520.91, and ×2/df= 2.42. The GFI was .90 for Koreans, .87
for Asian Americans, and .84 for European Americans, which
suggests that the model fit the data relatively well for the Koreans but less well for the other two groups. Most factor loadings
were in the expected direction and significantly different from
zero for the three groups (again except for T B O I ) . However,
T B O I was not in the expected direction for Koreans and European Americans. (See Table 3 for the unstandardized factor
loadings and Table 4 for the intercorrelations. Unstandardized
loadings are most appropriate for comparisons across groups
like these that differ in their variance [ Bollen, 1989 ]. Standardized loadings are shown in the figures for the entire sample.)
The magnitude o f the factor loadings differed greatly across the
three groups on some o f the subscales. For instance, unstandardized loadings varied from .52 to .95 for Y B K C and from
.42 to 1.03 for TBKI.
More interesting, the pattern o f intercorrelations among latent variables across the groups indicates that the structure
differs across the groups.I° The intercorrelations among the latent variables were generally higher for Koreans. To test whether
these intercorrelations were significantly different between
groups, we examined differences in chi-square statistics when

the specific intercorrelations were constrained to be equal for
the two groups. The intercorrelation between K C and KI was
not significantly higher among Koreans and European Americans than among Asian Americans, x2s( 1, Ns = 220, 133, and
140) < 1.71. However, these high intercorrelations suggested
that collectivism and individualism toward kin may be one-dimensional for at least Koreans and European Americans. The
three groups also did not differ significantly in their intercorrelations between N C and NI, x2s( 1, Ns = 220, 140, and 133) <
.01, nor in their intercorrelations between the two collectivism
latent variables, K C and NC, ×2s( 1, Ns --- 220, 140, and 133)
< .39, though Koreans were marginally higher than European
Americans, x2( 1, Ns = 220 and 133) = 3.03, p < .10, on the
latter. However, the groups did differ in the intercorrelation between the two individualism variables. The intercorrelation between KI and NI was lower among Europe, an Americans, X 2( 1,
Ns = 133 and 220) = 10.86, p < .05, than among Koreans and
Asian Americans, X2( 1, Ns = 133 and 140) = 8.39, p < .01,
who did not differ, x2( 1, Ns = 220 and 140) = 0.01. The intercorrelation between K C and NI was marginally higher among
Koreans than among European Americans, X 2( 1, Ns = 220 and
133) = 3.03, p < . 10, but it did not differ for Asian Americans,
x2s( 1, Ns = 220 and 140) < .62. Finally, the intercorrelation
between KI and N C was significantly lower among European
Americans, x2( 1, Ns = 133 and 220) = 11.06, p < .001, than
10The intercorrelation between KC and KI was set at -.99 for Koreans and European Americans because the initial analysis indicated
that these two latent variables overlapped completely for these groups.
However, this intercorrelation was estimated for Asian Americans.
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations for the Whole Sample and Subsamples
Whole sample
(n = 493)
Subscale
TBKC
YBKC
TAKC
TBKI
YBKI
HIK1
HIKC

TBNC
HINC
TBNI
HINI
TAOC
TBOI
TAOI

Koreans
(n = 220)

Asian
Americans
(n = 140)

European
Americans
(n = 133)

Scale
range

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

9-point
9-point
6-point
9-point
9-point
6-point
6-point
9-point
6-point
9-point
6-point
6-point
9-point
6-point

4.99
6.05
4.04
3.85
5.65
3.12
3.72
5.99
3.85
4.44
3.14
4.28
6.16
3.96

1.37
1.28
0.88
1.55
1.33
0.62
0.66
1.12
0.52
1.09
0.52
0.87
1.57
1.00

5.27a
6.28a
4.05a
3.41~
5.21a
2.97a
3.61~
5.8%
3.83a
4.57a
3.07a
4.13a
6.37a
4.36~

1.20
0.97
0.81
1.22
1.16
0.54
0.57
1.10
0.54
1.06
0.51
0.88
1.39
0.89

4.91b
6.07~
4.31b
3.87b
5.88b
3.26b
3.76b
6.08a
3.84a
4.53a
3.28b
4.40b
5.97b
3.67b

1.47
1.27
0.87
1.49
1.22
0.67
0.72
1,24
0.51
1.02
0,55
0.86
1,67
0.99

4.59c
5.64b
3.74¢
4.56¢
6.14¢
3.23b
3.88b
6.07a
3.88a
4.12b
3.13a
4.39b
6.00b
3.5%

1.42
1.63
0.92
1.73
1.36
0.64
0.69
1.06
0.50
1.09
0.53
0.85
1.67
0.96

Note. Means with different subscripts in each row are significantly different from each other at the .01
level by protected t tests. TBKC = Triandis Behavior Kin Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin
Collectivism; TAKC = Triandis Attitude Kin Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin Individualism;
YBKI = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Individualism; HIKI = Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism; HIKC = Hui
INDCOL Kin Collectivism; TBNC = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Collectivism; HINC = Hui INDCOL
Nonkin Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI = Hui INDCOL Nonkin
Individualism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis Attitudes Others Individualism.

among Koreans and Asian Americans, X 2( 1, Ns = 133 and 140)
= 4 . 2 9 , p < .05, who did not differ, X2( 1, Ns = 220 and 140) =
0.55. It
More generally, the intercorrelations indicated that the most
shared variance among the latent variables occurred for Koreans (46%), less for the Asian Americans ( 34% ), and least for
the European Americans (26%).

A stacked model tested whether the structure o f these orientations varied across the three cultural groups. The results suggested culturally shared, as well as culturally unique, characteristics (see Leung &.Bond, 1989; and Triandis et al., 1993, for
discussions of eric and emic analyses of constructs such as collectivism and individualism).

Structure o f Collectivism and Individualism

Discussion
The present study was designed to examine the dimensional
structure o f collectivism and individualism and whether the
structure generalized across the ingroups represented on widely
used scales. We also e x a m i n e d how well this structure applied
to members o f highly collectivistic (Koreans) and highly individualistic (Europeall Americans) cultures, as well as to those
who participate in both cultures (Asian Americans). We had
three questions: Are collectivism and individualism one dimension or two? Does this dimensional structure depend on the ingroup being considered? And does this dimensional structure
depend on the respondents' culture?
We conducted confirmatory factor analyses to evaluate five
models that varied in the structure o f these constructs (one vs.
two dimensions) and in their ingroup referents (kin, nonkin,
and general others). The results suggested that collectivism and
individualism are best conceived o f as two dimensions and that
their relationship depends on ingroup referents in the pooled
sample. Indeed, distinguishing among ingroups increased the
models' fit to the data more than did distinguishing between
dimensions. The best model includes both distinctions.

Whenever we compared models that treated CollectivismIndividualism as one dimension (Models 1, 3, and 5 ) with those
that treated them as two dimensions (Models 2 and 4), the twodimensional models fit the data better. For the whole sample,
the four-factor model (Model 4) with KC, KI, NC, and N1 as
latent variables fit the data best: better than the one-factor
model (Model 1 ) with Collectivism-Individualism as a single
latent variable; better than the two-factor model (Model 2) with
Collectivism and Individualism as the latent variables; better
than the two-factor model (Model 3) with Kin and Nonkin as
the latent variables; and better than the three-factor model

~ Because the analyses indicated that the factor structure may differ
across the three cultural groups, exploratory factor analyses were conducted for each group. Two-, three-, and four-factor solutions with varimax rotations were obtained for each group. The two-factor solution
yielded two factors that could be labeled Kin and Nonkin (including
general others) factors for the entire sample and for each group. However, consistent with the results of the stacked analyses, the exploratory
factor structures differed across the three groups. No factor was common to all three analyses, and several factors were uninterpretable.
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Table 3

Unstandardized Factor Loadings, Stacked Model 4
Factor and subscale
Kin Collectivism
TBKC
YBKC
TAKC
HIKC
Kin Individualism
TBKI
YBKI
HIKI
Nonkin/General Others
Collectivism
TBNC
HINC
TAOC
Nonkin/General Others
Individualism
TBNI
HINI
TBOI
TAOI

Koreans

Asian
Americans

European
Americans

.71"
.52*
.38*
.35*

.82*
.55*
.38"
.61"

.57*
.95*
.41"
.49*

.43*
.45*
.35*

.42*
.35*
.46*

1.03*
.75*
.33*

.71"
.40*
.45*

.74*
.30*
.26*

.55*
.42*
.38*

.49*
.39*
- . 10
.19*

.33*
.34*
.03
.44*

.37*
.33*
-.04
.45*

Note. TBKC = Triandis Behavior Kin Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC = Triandis Attitude Kin Collectivism; HIKC = Hui INDCOL Kin Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis
Behavior Kin Individualism; YBKI = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Individualism; HIKI = Hui INDCOL Kin Individualism; TBNC = Triandis
Behavior Nonkin Collectivism; HINC = Hui INDCOL Nonkin Collectivism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior Nonkin Individualism; HINI = Hui INDCOL Nonkin
Individualism; TBO1 = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI
= Triandis Attitudes Others Individualism.
* Significantly different from zero at p < .05.

(Model 5) with Kin, Nonkin, and General Others as the three
latent variables.
In Model 4, all of the factor loadings were in the expected
direction and significantly different from zero (except for
TBOI). Compared to the one-factor model, most of the factor
loadings increased in Model 4, especially for nonkin subscales.
Even though most of the intercorrelations were moderate to
high, the proportion of variance shared by the latent variables
indicated that they are distinct from each other. The only exceptions to this pattern were the kin latent variables, KC and
KI, which were correlated highly enough to suggest that orientation toward kin can be regarded as one-dimensional. Thus,
even though Collectivism and Individualism should be regarded
as distinct but possibly correlated dimensions, the present evidence suggests that they collapse into a single dimension with
reference to the particular ingroup of kin.

Within-Culture Differences in Collectivism and
Individualism
We used confirmatory factor analysis of stacked Model 4 to
examine whether the structure of these latent variables was similar across the three cultural groups. This (as well as exploratory
factor analyses) indicated that the structure of the latent variables varied across the three groups. In the stacked model, the

1049

latent variables intercorrelated highest for Koreans and lowest
for European Americans (see mean % variance in Table 4). Korean culture has been described as placing more emphasis on
"relational plurality," in which cheong (human affection) "circulates through an osmosis-like process to bind people together
• . . [through] porous boundaries between group members.
These porous boundaries allow cheong to flow naturally, without any impediments" (Choi, Kim, & Choi, 1993, pp. 206207). Moreover, woori, which denotes a group of people such as
family, consolidates the group as an entity through affective
bonds (i.e., c heong). Koreans tend to view cheong and woori as
necessary components in social relationships• Thus orientations toward one group (e.g., kin) are more likely to generalize
to other groups (nonkin and general others) among Koreans
than among European Americans because Koreans' conception
of the group may place more emphasis on relational and undifferentiated modes, rather than on aggregate or distributive
modes (Choi et al., 1993; Kim, 1994).
Alternatively, the high intercorrelations among the latent
variables for the Koreans may have resulted from the higher
ethnic homogeneity of both the sample and the assessment situation. Such homogeneity could particularly have affected how
the ambiguous general-others subscales were interpreted, increasing the likelihood that they were taken to refer to significant ingroups. Of course, these two explanations may both be
correct, with both cheong/woori and ethnic homogeneity contributing to these high intercorrelations and to each other.
Whatever the explanation (s), Koreans seem to generalize their
collectivistic and individualistic orientations toward others
across groups more consistently than do Asian Americans or
European Americans. (Note that this effect is independent of
differences in the mean levels of collectivism and individualism,
which can be seen in Table 2.)
Are collectivism and individualism opposite ends of one bipolar dimension or two dimensions? For Koreans and European
Americans, collectivism and individualism toward kin overlapped completely and collapsed into one bipolar dimension.
For Asian Americans, these orientations were less redundant
and may be best regarded as two dimensions. This may reflect
the influence of two cultures on Asian Americans (for differences in the impact of these cultures on self-conceptions, see
Rhee et al., 1995). The moderate intercorrelations between
these orientations for nonkin suggest that they are two-dimensional for all the cultural groups. Thus, collectivism and individualism are best regarded as two separate dimensions whose
intercorrelation varies with ingroup and culture.
Do collectivism and individualism toward one group generalize toward other groups? The groups in thi~ study are kin and
nonkin, which includes general others in this analysis. Collectivism shows only modest generality and does not differ by cultural group. Individualism shows generality among Koreans
and Asian Americans but no generality among European
Americans. This indicates that at least in terms of individualism, European Americans make the clearest distinction between kin and nonkin relations. Thus, kin relations (largely
with parents, for these scale items) do not serve as prototypes
for how individualistic European Americans orient themselves
toward members of other groups, although they do for the other
cultures.
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Table 4

Intercorrelations Among the Latent Variablesfor the Three Groups, Stacked Model 4
Koreans
Variable
KI
NC
NI
Mean % variance

KC

KI

-.99*#
.52*
-.31"

-.52*
.74*

Asian Americans
NC

KC

KI

-.77*

-.80"~
.45*
-.15

-.39*
.75*

46.0

European Americans

NC

KC

KI

NC

-.67"

-.99"t
.34*
.01

.07
.03

-.66*

33.8

25.6

Note. Mean % variance is the mean squared intercorrelations for each group. KC = Kin Collectivism; KI
= Kin Individualism; NC = Nonkin Collectivism; NI = Nonkin Individualism.
* Significantly different from zero at p < .05. i Not significantly different from - 1.00.

Utility of Subscales
The results show considerable variation in how well the latent
factors predicted the value of each observed variable in conjunction with the other observed variables in the models (as
indicated by the factor loadings of the subscales), but not in the
direction of these loadings. All of the factor loadings, except for
TBOI, were in the expected direction; thus the subscales measured either collectivism or individualism. However, these loadings ranged from low to high for the whole sample (see the loadings on latent variables in Figures 1-5), and they varied across
the three groups (see Table 3). The loadings did improve between Model 1 and Model 4, indicating that these subscales
were better at measuring these orientations within specific ingroups than across ingroups.
One reason for the low loadings may be that the subscales
vary greatly in length, from 2 to l0 items. Factor loadings and
subscale length were positively correlated (.71 for Model 4).
Another reason for the low loadings may be the diverse content
of the subscales. First, multiple ingroups were referred to within
each subscale. For instance, the kin items refer to parents and
close relatives; the nonkin items refer to friends, classmates, visitors, and neighbors; and the general-others items have no unambiguous referents. Second, the types of behaviors and "attitudes" vary greatly. By our count, 48 items refer to behaviors,
I l to preferences, 9 to general beliefs, 8 to beliefs about others
(often to what others "should" do), and 2 to states. There are
no items that measure "attitudes" in the sense of evaluative responses to objects. Finally, the items vary widely in how specific
or concrete they are. Thus, in future research investigators
should develop scales that take into account the effects of these
variations on measurement instruments.

Directions for Future Research
These results have several implications for future research.
Most important and obvious is that currently available measures of collectivism and individualism should not be treated as
either equivalent or adequate. At the very least, there is an urgent need for scales that measure collectivism and individualism as separate dimensions and that do so with regard to specific referent ingroups at the individual level. Our results indicate that these distinctions are essential for capturing the
variance in participants' responses across these three cultures.

Because the nature of the dimensions found in the present study
may be dependent on the items used, future researchers should
attempt to replicate and extend our findings with other scale
items. (See Triandis, 1995, for additional suggestions on measuring these orientations.) For example, it would be interesting
if one were to examine the high intercorrelation between NC
and NI using specific nonkin ingroups, such as coworkers, as
well as other nonkin ingroups not used in the present study.
Furthermore, replications of the findings should be conducted
with other cultural groups and noncollege samples and, at the
cultural level, with cultures as the unit of analysis rather than
individuals (Hofstede, 1980; Leung, 1989).
Beyond this, our examination of this literature raised other
issues. First, although it may be too early to identify the defining
features of collectivism and individualism because in each culture they may have unique features, common features should
be identified from past research and theory, and scales should
be developed that use multiple cultures and populations to measure each one. This calls for a research strategy different from
the typical exploratory factor analyses that result in multiple
scales, each with a name that reflects heterogeneous content.
The literature is full of suggestions and good beginnings, but
there has been inadequate follow-up in terms of cross-validation, convergent and discriminant validation, and all of the
other issues for which confirmatory factor analysis is so well
suited.
Second, scale items should specify the relevant ingroup. Parents and siblings provide near-universal ingroups. Coworkers,
schoolmates, social friends, as well as broader collectives such
as political parties, coreligionists, and nations, are other candidates (Triandis, 1995). Reference to unspecified "others"
should be avoided, unless one is interested in scales that are
ambiguous and thus sensitive to the effects of social contexts
on ingroup definition and accessibility. Value scale items that
specify ingroups could be written that ask respondents to indicate the importance of various values with reference to particular groups.
Finally, multiple methods should be used to assess these orientations. One method that could be utilized more fully is the
use of relatively open-ended formats. The Twenty Statements
Test provides one example, even though it did not correlate significantly with the more structured subscales used here (see
Footnote 7). The Twenty Statements Test provides a useful
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method for tapping spontaneous self-conceptions because the
participants are not forced to give responses on dimensions determined by the researcher. Participants' responses can reveal
the dimensions that reflect how people spontaneously think of
themselves and what aspects of the self are important to them
(McGuire & McGuire, 1981; Rhee et al., 1995). One might
also ask respondents to choose their most significant ingroups
and answer structured questions with each of these in mind,
somewhat in the manner of Verma ( 1985 ).
Beyond the issue of developing more adequate scales, the
present research also suggests the potential impact of assessment situations on responses to these scales. Because collectivism and individualism fundamentally concern one's relations to
groups, and because there is a large literature on the malleable
and multiple nature of the self (e.g., Kihlstrom & Klein, 1994;
Linville & Carlston, 1994), the intergroup context in which
these scales are completed is likely to affect responses. We could
not evaluate such effects because our settings and cultures were
completely confounded. All of the Americans were in a multicultural environment, and all of the Koreans were in a relatively
homogeneous environment. Future research should investigate
the independent effects of assessment settings and cultures on
responses to such scales.
From the traditional viewpoint of assessing stable dispositions, situational effects are regarded as error variance and eliminated as much as possible. Thus, ambiguous items that are
likely to be disambiguated differently by different settings, such
as the general-others items of three of our subseales, should be
eliminated. However, if one is interested in assessing contextual,
situational effects, such items are ideal. Future research should
explore collectivism and individualism as both stable dispositions and as variably accessible aspects of the self, beliefs, values, and norms.
Populations that are in cultural transition are particularly interesting because individuals may experience cultural, social,
and psychological changes (Berry, Kim, Minde, & Mok, 1987 ).
They may experience changes in their political, economic, religious, social, and linguistic systems. They may also experience
changes in social relationships, with new relationships requiring
redefinitions of ingroup and outgroup and assigning different
significance to ethnicity. Finally, psychological changes may occur, including shifts in attitudes, values, behaviors, and lifestyles. Asian Americans are exposed to both collectivistic cultures and individualistic American culture, as are many other
recent immigrant groups to the United States. How these individuals negotiate the two cultural systems may be reflected in
various modes of acculturation (Berry, 1980; see also LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993, for other models of cultural
acquisition). Those who are exposed to more than one culture
may adopt (a) assimilation, in which they overshoot the norms
of the dominant culture, (b) rejection, which leads to ethnic
affirmation, or (c) integration, which leads to accommodation
of both cultural norms (Triandis, Kashima, Shimada, & Villareal, 1986). What are the differences in ingroup and outgroup
distinctions among those who adopt each of these modes of acculturation? Do the criteria for ingroup membership change depending on mode of acculturation? For instance, do assimilators, who may be crossing ethnic barriers, view the members of
the mainstream (i.e., Whites) as an ingroup and their own and
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other ethnic groups as outgroups? These questions suggest that
more adequate scales with explicit ingroup referents would allow us to study how such people navigate between two cultures
and whether they ignore, blend, or transcend the conflicts between them.
Finally, although the results of the present study provide a
number of promising directions for future research, investigators should avoid interpreting all cross-cultural differences as
attributable to these particular orientations. These dimensions
should not be viewed as a catchall for all cultural differences
(Hofstede, 1994). Collectivism and individualismare broad approximations of cultural dimensions that need to be refined and
elaborated further. More important, they are not the only dimensions of cultural difference. In addition, the crucial role of
relational contexts within which these orientations are expressed must be taken into account. Only then will we begin to
understand how manifestations of collectivism and individualism depend on both the broader culture and the specific kind
and quality of relationships between the individual and the
group.
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Appendix
Correlation

Sub,ale

1

2

Matrices for the Whole Sample and Subsamples

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

02
08
02
-002
07
07
-01
13
05
-001
001
05
-10

-02
04
-16
-03
03
08
14
-13
-14
13
25
-21
-03
--

Whole sample (above diagonal) and Korean subsample (below diagonal)
i.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
t0.
11.
12.
13.
14.

TBKC
YBKC
TAKC
HIKC
TBKI
YBKI
HIKI
TBNC
HINC
TBNI
HINI
TAOC
TBOI
TAOI

-27
32
35
-26
-33
-30
26
22
-02
-06
18
-05
-13

25
-24
38
-24
-39
-32
12
07
04
-11
07
02
-03

32
22
-26
-22
-19
-22
30
29
-01
-19
30
02
-21

39
37
30
--09
-27
-47
18
20
01
-22
14
-05
-14

-20
-27
-30
-20
-25
22
-13
-04
07
20
-16
07
10

-23
-31
-21
-29
31
-20
-14
-10
-02
05
-03
10
13

-28
-27
-15
-47
23
17
--25
-24
18
45
-26
-02
16

21
07
18
20
01
-02
-23
-47
-42
-36
28
19
-08

15
05
18
24
04
02
-22
42
--26
-44
41
07
-06

02
-004
-003
03
04
-02
15
-28
-18
-35
-I1
-08
05

-03
-001
-07
-17
03
-03
41
-30
-39
25
--29
-04
20

I1
10
31
16
-06
-03
-15
27
33
-04
-16
-02
-17

Asian Amefican(abovediagonal)and European Amefican(belowdiagonal)subsamples
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

TBKC
YBKC
TAKC
HIKC
TBKI
YBKI
HIKI
TBNC
HINC
TBNI
HINI
TAOC
TBOI
TAOI

-14
32
37
-17
-16
-23
23
05
16
02
12
14
004

35
-19
40
-38
-43
-38
01
01
09
01
13
02
05

31
23
-29
-37
-22
-11
05
13
05
04
28
-01
-21

46
35
36
--30
-34
-46
17
26
13
-08
23
-01
-002

-17
-16
-33
-21
-43
28
17
14
-08
-09
01
07
-01

-17
-08
-22
-26
24
-17
14
09
-10
-14
-04
05
01

-31
-11
-11
-47
21
15
--26
-15
01
38
-17
-04
08

15
07
14
26
02
001
-19
-41
-25
-22
30
16
-16

16
09
04
28
06
16
-28
34
--16
-38
40
01
-31

-05
-17
-04
-04
15
05
23
-10
-06
-15
-01
05
22

-05
11
-004
-20
-04
-02
40
-28
-33
18
--13
07
30

001
11
35
12
02
-02
01
25
12
04
02
-07
-29

-02
22
04
06
07
04
05
04
06
05
-02
07
--18

09
13
-04
06
-01
09
18
-16
-ll
17
27
-22
-05
--

Note. rs > _ . 17 are significant at p < .05. Decimal points are omitted. TBKC = Triandis Behavior Kin
Collectivism; YBKC = Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Collectivism; TAKC = Triandis Attitude Kin Collectivism; H I K C = Hui I N D C O L Kin Collectivism; TBKI = Triandis Behavior Kin Individualism; YBKI =
Yamaguchi Behavior Kin Individualism; H I K I = Hui I N D C O L Kin Individualism; TBNC = Triandis
Behavior Nonkin Collectivism; H I N C = Hui INDCOL Nonkin Collectivism; TBNI = Triandis Behavior
Nonkin Individualism; H I N I = Hui INIDCOL Nonkin Individualism; TAOC = Triandis Attitudes Others
Collectivism; TBOI = Triandis Behavior Others Individualism; TAOI = Triandis Attitudes Others
Individualism.
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