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Abstract 

Background: Cross-cultural coping research requires culturally adapted instruments, yet traditional 

psychometric validation methods may inadequately assess construct validity in non-Western 

populations. The Filipino Coping Strategies Scale (FCSS) requires rigorous psychometric evaluation 

beyond classical test theory approaches. 

Objective: To evaluate the psychometric properties of the FCSS using Rasch Rating Scale Model 

analysis, examining unidimensionality, item functioning, and measurement precision across nine coping 

domains. 

Methods: Secondary analysis of FCSS data from 399 Filipino adults (266 females, 133 males; Mage = 

24.3, SD = 6.8). Rasch analysis assessed model-data fit, unidimensionality via principal components 

analysis of residuals, item fit statistics, person-item targeting, category functioning, and differential item 

functioning across gender groups. 

Results: The overall scale demonstrated marginal person separation (1.92, reliability = 0.79) and 

adequate item separation (14.77, reliability = 1.00). Critical unidimensionality violations were observed 

across all constructs: first contrast eigenvalues ranged from 1.5-2.1, with unexplained variance of 14.2-

26.1%. Eight items exhibited significant misfit (MNSQ > 1.4 or < 0.6). The Tolerance construct showed 

severe psychometric inadequacy (person reliability = 0.18). Differential item functioning analysis 

revealed systematic gender bias in 12 items across six constructs. 

Conclusions: While the FCSS addresses an important cultural measurement gap, substantial 

psychometric limitations compromise its validity. Findings suggest Filipino coping strategies may 

exhibit more complex dimensional structures than captured by current Western-derived taxonomies. 

Comprehensive scale revision incorporating indigenous psychological frameworks is recommended. 

 

Keywords: Filipino psychology, coping strategies, Rasch analysis, cross-cultural assessment, 

psychometric validation 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Contemporary stress and coping research increasingly recognize that Western-derived instruments may inadequately 

capture the nuanced coping strategies of non-Western populations (Kuo, 2013; Yeh et al., 2006). This limitation stems 

from fundamental differences in cultural values, social structures, and conceptualizations of self-regulation across 

societies. The development of culturally grounded assessment tools has thus become a methodological imperative for 

cross-cultural psychology. 

Within this context, Rilveria (2018) developed the Filipino Coping Strategies Scale (FCSS) to address the 

measurement gap in Filipino psychological assessment. The FCSS was designed to capture nine culturally relevant 

coping domains: Cognitive Reappraisal, Social Support, Problem Solving, Religiosity, Tolerance (pagtitiis), 

Emotional Release, Overactivity, Relaxation, and Substance Use. These domains were derived from extensive 

qualitative research on Filipino coping behaviors and validated using traditional psychometric approaches including 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and internal consistency estimation. 

Despite widespread use, classical test theory methods possess recognized limitations that may obscure critical 

measurement issues (Bond & Fox, 2015). Cronbach's alpha, while useful for internal consistency estimation, does not 

guarantee unidimensionality and can be inflated by item redundancy or scale length (Sijtsma, 2009). Similarly, EFA 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5795-031X
mailto:myla.arcinas@dlsu.edu.ph


TPM Vol. 32, No. S5, 2025         Open Access 

ISSN: 1972-6325 

https://www.tpmap.org/ 

 

480 
 

  

can produce seemingly meaningful factor structures that lack true construct validity, particularly when items are 

conceptually similar or methodologically redundant (Reise et al., 2013). 

These methodological constraints are particularly problematic in cross-cultural research, where cultural concepts may 

not conform to Western assumptions about psychological construct organization (Cheung et al., 2011). Indigenous 

psychological constructs may exhibit complex interrelationships that traditional methods fail to detect or properly 

model. 

Rasch measurement theory offers a probabilistic framework that addresses many limitations of classical approaches 

(Rasch, 1960; Bond & Fox, 2015). The Rasch model's fundamental assumption—that measurement should involve a 

single, unidimensional latent trait—provides a stringent test of construct validity. Unlike raw score-based analyses, 

Rasch modeling transforms ordinal data into linear, interval-level measures, enabling more precise psychometric 

evaluation. 

Key advantages of Rasch analysis include: (1) rigorous unidimensionality testing through principal components 

analysis of residuals, (2) individual item fit assessment via mean square (MNSQ) statistics, (3) person-item targeting 

evaluation for measurement precision, (4) category functioning analysis for rating scale optimization, and (5) 

differential item functioning (DIF) detection for measurement fairness across groups. 

The present study employs Rasch Rating Scale Model analysis to provide a comprehensive psychometric evaluation 

of the FCSS, examining whether this culturally grounded instrument meets contemporary standards for psychological 

measurement. 

 

METHODS 

 

Participants 

Participants comprised 399 Filipino adults recruited through convenience sampling from educational institutions and 

community organizations in Metro Manila. The sample included 266 females (66.7%) and 133 males (33.3%), with 

ages ranging from 18 to 45 years (M = 24.3, SD = 6.8). Educational attainment was predominantly at the tertiary level 

(78.4% bachelor's degree holders), with 15.3% having completed high school and 6.3% holding graduate degrees. 

Socioeconomic status was primarily middle class (68.2%) based on family income classifications. 

This sample represents participants from Rilveria's (2018) original validation study who provided complete FCSS 

responses. Power analysis indicated adequate sample size for Rasch analysis, exceeding the minimum 

recommendation of 30 participants per item for stable parameter estimation (Linacre, 2022). 

Instrument 

The FCSS consists of 37 items measured on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often, 4 = Always). 

Items are distributed across nine theoretically derived constructs: Cognitive Reappraisal (5 items), Social Support (3 

items), Problem Solving (4 items), Religiosity (4 items), Tolerance (2 items), Emotional Release (4 items), 

Overactivity (5 items), Relaxation (5 items), and Substance Use (5 items). Respondents indicate frequency of strategy 

use during stressful situations (see Appendix A). 

Data Analysis 

Rasch analysis was conducted using Winsteps 5.4.1 (Linacre, 2022). The Rating Scale Model (RSM) was selected 

given the uniform 4-point response format across all items. Analysis proceeded through systematic evaluation of: (1) 

model-data fit assessment, (2) unidimensionality testing, (3) item fit analysis, (4) person-item targeting, (5) category 

functioning, and (6) differential item functioning. 

Model-Data Fit Criteria: 

• Item fit: 0.6 ≤ MNSQ ≤ 1.4, |t| < 2.0 

• Person fit: MNSQ < 1.4, |t| < 2.0 

• Unidimensionality: First contrast eigenvalue < 1.5, unexplained variance < 5% 

• Reliability: Person separation ≥ 2.0 (reliability ≥ 0.80) 

• Category functioning: Monotonic threshold progression, adequate observations per category (≥10) 

Differential Item Functioning Analysis: DIF was assessed using Mantel-Haenszel chi-square statistics with 

Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons. Items showing significant DIF (p < 0.001) with effect sizes ≥ 0.64 

logits were flagged for detailed examination. 
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RESULTS 

 

Overall Scale Functioning 

The Rasch analysis of the complete 37-item FCSS reveals critical psychometric deficiencies that fundamentally 

compromise its measurement validity. The convergent evidence from separation indices, dimensional analysis, and 

person-item targeting demonstrates that the scale requires comprehensive reconstruction rather than minor 

refinements. 

Person Measurement Precision 

The overall person separation of 1.92 (reliability = 0.79) represents a fundamental failure in measurement precision, 

falling substantially below the minimum threshold of 2.0 required for reliable individual assessment (Fisher, 2007). 

This statistic indicates the scale can distinguish fewer than two distinct levels of coping disposition across the entire 

ability spectrum—essentially rendering it incapable of making meaningful individual distinctions. The reliability 

coefficient suggests that 21% of observed score variance represents measurement error rather than true individual 

differences, creating unacceptable imprecision for both clinical and research applications. 

The construct-specific analysis in Table 1 reveals dramatic disparities in measurement quality. Only Religiosity 

achieves marginal acceptability (separation = 2.02, reliability = 0.80), while Tolerance and Substance Use constructs 

demonstrate essentially zero measurement precision (reliabilities = 0.18 and 0.17, respectively). This pattern indicates 

the FCSS functions as a collection of disparate subscales with highly variable psychometric properties rather than a 

coherent measurement instrument. 

Item Calibration Paradox 

 The robust item separation (14.77, reliability = 1.00) creates a psychometric paradox: while items are excellently 

differentiated from one another across difficulty levels, they fail to provide adequate person measurement. This pattern 

typically indicates either severe person-item mistargeting or fundamental construct validity problems where items 

measure different latent traits than intended. 

Dimensional Structure Violations 

 Table 1 shows universal failure to achieve unidimensionality across all constructs. First contrast eigenvalues range 

from 1.5 to 2.1, all exceeding the stringent <1.5 threshold established by Linacre (2020). The unexplained variance 

percentages (14.2% to 26.1%) substantially exceed the <5% criterion, with Substance Use showing the most severe 

violations (eigenvalue = 2.1, 26.1% unexplained variance). 

These violations indicate that items within each purported construct are measuring multiple, potentially unrelated 

latent traits. The Religiosity construct's multidimensionality (eigenvalue = 1.8) likely reflects the conceptual 

distinction between active religious coping (prayer, seeking divine intervention) and passive acceptance (surrendering 

to divine will), which require separate measurement approaches. 

Person-Item Targeting Analysis 

Figure 1 reveals systematic targeting problems that explain the poor person separation. The Wright Map demonstrates 

three critical issues:   

1).  Ceiling Effects: Substance use items (Sub16, Sub22, Sub29, Sub37) cluster at +2 to +3 logits, representing 

extreme difficulty levels endorsed by fewer than 5% of participants. These items provide minimal measurement 

information and likely reflect social desirability bias rather than genuine coping behavior assessment.   

2).  Floor Effects: Problem-solving items (Prob2, Prob10, Prob18, Prob32) concentrate at -1 to -2 logits, indicating 

universal endorsement that eliminates discriminative power. These items fail to differentiate among participants 

because virtually everyone endorses these socially desirable coping strategies. 

3). Measurement Gaps: The most problematic finding is the substantial gap between person ability distribution 

(concentrated around 0 to +1 logits) and item difficulty clustering (-1 to 0 logits). Participants with higher coping 

frequencies lack appropriately calibrated items, creating precision loss precisely where measurement is most needed. 

 

TABLE 1 Rasch Analysis Summary Statistics for FCSS Constructs 

 

Construct Items Person 

Statistics 

  
Item 

Statistics 

  
Unidimensi

onality 

Indices 

 

 
n Sep Rel M(SD) Sep Rel M(SD) Contrast λ Var % 

Cognitive 

Reappraisal 

5 1.56 0.71 0.12 

(1.18) 

10.57 0.99 0.00 

(0.98) 

1.6 14.5 
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Social 

Support 

3 1.25 0.61 -0.83 

(1.51) 

5.88 0.97 0.00 

(0.54) 

1.7 21.8 

Problem 

Solving 

4 1.27 0.62 1.47 

(1.49) 

6.02 0.97 0.00 

(0.71) 

1.5 18.3 

Religiosity 4 2.02 0.80 -0.21 

(1.86) 

7.48 0.98 0.00 

(0.64) 

1.8 14.2 

Tolerance 2 0.47 0.18 -0.09 

(1.07) 

6.17 0.97 0.00 

(0.38) 

—ᵃ —ᵃ 

Emotional 

Release 

4 0.87 0.43 -0.56 

(0.97) 

7.11 0.98 0.00 

(0.57) 

1.5 21.5 

Overactivity 5 1.52 0.70 -0.34 

(1.34) 

3.84 0.94 0.00 

(0.46) 

1.5 14.9 

Relaxation 5 1.18 0.58 0.77 

(1.12) 

3.01 0.90 0.00 

(0.51) 

1.6 19.4 

Substance 

Use 

5 0.45 0.17 -2.04 

(0.91) 

3.72 0.93 0.00 

(0.84) 

2.1 26.1 

All 

Constructs 

37 1.92 0.79 0.00 

(1.45) 

14.77 1.00 0.00 

(1.12) 

6.0 8.0 

Note. Sep = Separation index; Rel = Reliability; λ = First contrast eigenvalue; Var% = Variance explained by first 

contrast. Acceptable thresholds: Person separation ≥2.0, First contrast eigenvalue <1.5, Variance <5%. ᵃTolerance 

construct has only 2 items, preventing meaningful contrast analysis. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 Each '#' represents 5 respondents. Each “.” represents one respondent. 

 

FIGURE 1Item-person map for all 37 items of the questionnaire 

 

M stands for mean. S stands for one standard deviation from the mean. T stands for two standard deviations from the 

mean. Cog=Cognitive Reappraisal; Soc=Social support; Prob=Problem solving; Rel=Religiosity; Tol=Tolerance; 

Emo=Emotional Release; Over=Overactivity; Relax=Relaxation; Sub=Substance use; n=399.  

Psychometric Implications 

 The convergent evidence indicates three fundamental problems: 

1. Construct Validity Failure: The universal unidimensionality violations suggest the FCSS measures 

methodological artifacts (social desirability, response styles) rather than genuine coping constructs. 

2. Measurement Precision Inadequacy: The poor person separation renders the scale unsuitable for individual 

assessment, change detection, or any application requiring reliable person-level measurement. 

3. Cultural Measurement Complexity: The dimensional violations may reflect genuine cultural phenomena 

where Filipino coping strategies resist Western taxonomic assumptions, necessitating indigenous 

psychological approaches to construct definition and measurement. 

These findings collectively demonstrate that the FCSS, despite its cultural relevance and theoretical foundation, fails 

to meet basic psychometric standards for psychological measurement. The scale's inability to reliably assess individual 

differences or maintain construct integrity compromises its utility for both research and applied purposes, supporting 

the recommendation for comprehensive revision using indigenous psychological frameworks rather than Western-

derived measurement models. 

Unidimensionality Assessment 

Critical violations of unidimensionality were observed across all constructs (Table 1). No individual construct met the 

stringent Rasch criteria for strong unidimensionality established by Linacre (2020). First contrast eigenvalues ranged 

from 1.5 (Problem Solving, Emotional Release, Overactivity) to 2.1 (Substance Use), all exceeding the <1.5 threshold. 

Unexplained variance in the first contrast ranged from 14.2% (Religiosity) to 26.1% (Substance Use), substantially 

exceeding the <5% criterion. 

The Substance Use construct exhibited the most severe dimensionality violation (eigenvalue = 2.1, 26.1% unexplained 

variance), suggesting measurement of multiple distinct constructs within the intended domain. Religiosity, despite 

having the highest person reliability (0.80), also showed significant secondary dimensionality (eigenvalue = 1.8, 

14.2% unexplained variance). 

The data supporting these statements comes directly from the rightmost columns of Table 1, where each construct's 

dimensional integrity is quantified through principal components analysis of residuals. 

Item Fit Analysis 

Eight items demonstrated significant misfit, indicating measurement problems (Table 2). Five items exhibited overfit 

(MNSQ > 1.4): Rel3 (1.48), Rel11 (1.59), Rel19 (1.55), Sub16 (2.06), and Sub22 (1.84). These items showed erratic 

response patterns inconsistent with the underlying measurement model, suggesting they may be measuring constructs 

different from their intended domains (Wright & Linacre, 1994). Three items showed underfit (MNSQ < 0.6): Emo26 

(0.68), Relax21 (0.65), and Relax36 (0.67), suggesting potential redundancy or overly predictable response patterns 

that may limit measurement precision (Linacre, 2020). 

 

TABLE 2 Item Fit Statistics for Misfitting Items 

 

Item Content Measure SE Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 

Sub16 Use alcohol when stressed 2.32 0.18 2.06* 2.14* 7.2* 7.8* 

Sub22 Drink to forget problems 2.68 0.21 1.84* 1.75* 5.1* 4.9* 

Rel11 Wait for God's intervention -0.94 0.12 1.59* 1.56* 4.8* 4.6* 

Rel19 Pray for guidance -0.62 0.11 1.55* 1.53* 4.5* 4.3* 

Rel3 Accept as God's will -0.79 0.12 1.48* 1.47* 3.9* 3.8* 

Emo26 Express feelings openly 0.09 0.10 0.68* 0.68* -3.2* -3.4* 

Relax36 Listen to calming music -0.66 0.11 0.67* 0.68* -3.5* -3.3* 

Relax21 Take deep breaths -0.77 0.11 0.65* 0.67* -3.7* -3.5* 

Note. SE = Standard Error; *Items with MNSQ outside 0.6-1.4 range or |t| > 2.0 flagged as misfitting. 
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Construct-Specific Analysis 

Tolerance (Pagtitiis) Construct.  This construct demonstrated severe psychometric inadequacy with person separation 

of 0.47 and reliability of 0.18, indicating inability to differentiate between individuals with varying tolerance coping 

levels. The two-item structure appears insufficient to capture this complex cultural construct, which encompasses 

multiple dimensions including patience (pasensya), endurance (tiis), and silent suffering (pagkikimkim) that may 

require separate measurement (Enriquez, 1994). 

Religiosity Construct.  Despite highest person reliability (0.80), three of four items showed significant misfit, 

suggesting measurement of multiple religious coping dimensions within a single construct. This finding supports 

research distinguishing between collaborative religious coping (working with God) and deferring religious coping 

(leaving problems to God) as distinct strategies (Pargament et al., 2000). 

Substance Use Construct.  This construct exhibited the poorest dimensional structure with extreme positive skew 

(59% "Never" responses) and highest secondary dimensionality. The items may be measuring distinct substance use 

behaviors (social drinking vs. coping-motivated use) rather than a unified construct, consistent with motivational 

models of substance use (Cooper et al., 1995). 

Category Functioning 

The 4-point rating scale generally functioned appropriately across constructs, with monotonically increasing category 

measures and adequate category utilization (>10 observations per category for most constructs) as recommended by 

Linacre (1999). However, several constructs showed suboptimal category usage: Problem Solving (0% Category 1 

usage) and Relaxation (2% Category 1 usage), suggesting these categories may be unnecessary for these domains. 

Differential Item Functioning Analysis 

Systematic gender bias was detected in 12 items across six constructs (Table 3). Female participants showed 

significantly higher likelihood of endorsing emotional expression and social support items, while male participants 

more frequently endorsed problem-focused and substance use items. Effect sizes ranged from 0.65 to 1.23 logits, 

indicating moderate to large practical significance according to established DIF magnitude criteria (Zwick et al., 

1999). 

 

TABLE 3 Items Showing Significant Gender DIF 

 

Item Content χ² p Effect Size 95% CI Direction 

Emo13 Share feelings with others 24.7 <0.001 0.89 [0.52, 1.26] F > M 

Emo34 Cry to release emotions 31.2 <0.001 1.23 [0.84, 1.62] F > M 

Soc9 Seek family support 18.3 <0.001 0.72 [0.38, 1.06] F > M 

Soc24 Ask friends for help 15.9 <0.001 0.65 [0.32, 0.98] F > M 

Prob2 Analyze problem 

systematically 

19.4 <0.001 0.76 [0.41, 1.11] M > F 

Prob18 Create step-by-step plan 22.1 <0.001 0.81 [0.45, 1.17] M > F 

Sub7 Use substances to cope 28.9 <0.001 1.15 [0.77, 1.53] M > F 

Sub16 Drink alcohol when 

stressed 

26.4 <0.001 1.08 [0.70, 1.46] M > F 

Over5 Engage in excessive 

activities 

17.8 <0.001 0.71 [0.37, 1.05] M > F 

Over14 Work excessively to avoid 

stress 

20.3 <0.001 0.79 [0.43, 1.15] M > F 

Rel3 Accept as God's will 16.7 <0.001 0.68 [0.34, 1.02] F > M 

Tol25 Endure suffering silently 21.5 <0.001 0.83 [0.47, 1.19] F > M 

Note. F = Female; M = Male; CI = Confidence Interval; Effect sizes >0.64 logits considered practically significant. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Psychometric Adequacy and Measurement Validity 

The Rasch analysis reveals significant psychometric limitations in the FCSS that compromise its validity as a precise 

measurement instrument. While the scale demonstrates adequate item separation and marginal person reliability at the 

global level, critical failures in unidimensionality and item fit indicate fundamental measurement problems that cannot 

be addressed through minor revisions. 
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The universal violation of unidimensionality criteria across all nine constructs represents the most serious validity 

threat. These findings suggest that the original factor structure, derived through exploratory factor analysis, may reflect 

methodological artifacts rather than genuine psychological constructs (Reise et al., 2013). The presence of substantial 

secondary dimensions indicates that items within each purported construct are measuring multiple, potentially 

unrelated, latent traits. 

Cultural and Theoretical Implications 

The dimensionality violations may reflect genuine cultural phenomena rather than purely psychometric problems. 

Filipino coping strategies appear to resist the compartmentalization assumed by Western psychological taxonomies, 

possibly due to the interconnected nature of Filipino cultural values and social structures (Pe-Pua & Protacio-

Marcelino, 2000). 

The multidimensionality in the Religiosity construct aligns with cultural psychology research indicating that Filipino 

religious coping encompasses both active (pakikipagdasal - prayer for intervention) and passive (pagtitiwala - faithful 

surrender) dimensions that may function independently (Pargament et al., 2000). Similarly, the complex structure of 

the Tolerance construct may reflect the multifaceted nature of pagtitiis, which encompasses patience, endurance, and 

silent suffering as distinct but related cultural practices (Enriquez, 1994). 

These findings support indigenous psychology arguments that non-Western psychological constructs may require 

more complex dimensional models than typically assumed in Western psychological measurement (Kim et al., 2006). 

The cultural value of kapwa (shared identity) may create interdependencies among coping strategies that violate 

Western assumptions of orthogonal psychological dimensions (Enriquez, 1994). 

Gender Differences and Cultural Context 

The extensive differential item functioning across gender groups reveals culturally patterned coping differences that 

align with Filipino gender role expectations. Female participants' greater endorsement of emotional expression and 

social support items reflects cultural socialization toward relational coping, consistent with research on Filipino gender 

roles emphasizing women's emotional expressiveness and social connectedness (Medina, 2001). Male participants' 

preference for problem-focused and substance use strategies suggests adherence to traditional masculine norms that 

discourage emotional vulnerability (David & Okazaki, 2006). 

These findings have important implications for clinical assessment and intervention, suggesting that gender-neutral 

interpretation of FCSS scores may be inappropriate. The magnitude of gender bias (effect sizes up to 1.23 logits) 

indicates that separate norms or gender-specific versions may be necessary for fair assessment (Zwick et al., 1999). 

 

LIMITATIONS 

 

Several limitations constrain the interpretation and generalizability of these findings. The cross-sectional design 

precludes assessment of temporal stability, and the convenience sampling approach limits population 

representativeness. The sample's educational bias toward tertiary-level participants may not reflect the broader Filipino 

population's coping patterns. 

The reliance on self-report methodology introduces potential social desirability bias, particularly for sensitive items 

related to substance use and emotional expression. Cultural response styles, including the Filipino tendency toward 

pakikipagkunware (accommodation through superficial agreement), may affect item endorsement patterns (Church, 

1987). 

The absence of concurrent validity assessment limits conclusions about the scale's relationship to actual coping 

behaviors or mental health outcomes. Future research should examine convergent validity with behavioral measures 

and clinical indicators to establish criterion-related validity (Messick, 1995). 

Scale Revisions 

Based on these findings, scale revision is recommended:  

1. Construct Reconceptualization: Employ indigenous psychological frameworks to redefine construct 

boundaries, potentially allowing for multidimensional structures within cultural domains (Kim et al., 2006). 

2. Item Development: Develop new items based on qualitative research with diverse Filipino populations, 

ensuring adequate representation of construct breadth while maintaining unidimensionality within narrower 

domains. 

3. Psychometric Optimization: Conduct iterative Rasch analysis during development to ensure items meet 

stringent fit criteria before final validation (Bond & Fox, 2015). 

4. Cultural Validation: Include Filipino psychology experts and community representatives in content 

validation to ensure cultural authenticity and appropriateness (Enriquez, 1994). 



TPM Vol. 32, No. S5, 2025         Open Access 

ISSN: 1972-6325 

https://www.tpmap.org/ 

 

486 
 

  

5. Gender-Specific Assessment: Develop separate calibrations or parallel forms to address pervasive gender 

bias in item functioning (Holland & Thayer, 1988). 

 

CONCLUSION 

This comprehensive Rasch analysis demonstrates that the FCSS exhibits fundamental psychometric deficiencies that 

render it unsuitable for reliable psychological measurement in its current form. The convergent evidence—universal 

unidimensionality violations across all constructs, inadequate person separation (1.92, below the 2.0 threshold), and 

systematic gender bias affecting 32% of items—collectively invalidates the scale's utility for individual assessment, 

clinical decision-making, or precise research applications. 

The findings illuminate three critical implications for cross-cultural psychological measurement. First, the universal 

failure to achieve construct unidimensionality suggests that traditional Western approaches to coping taxonomy may 

be fundamentally incompatible with Filipino cultural conceptualizations. The multidimensional structures observed 

likely reflect genuine cultural phenomena rather than measurement error, indicating that Filipino coping strategies 

operate through interconnected networks that resist compartmentalization into discrete, orthogonal dimensions. 

Second, the extensive differential item functioning reveals that gender-neutral score interpretation is psychometrically 

invalid with this instrument. The magnitude of bias (effect sizes 0.65-1.23 logits) indicates systematic measurement 

unfairness that compromises any comparative analysis across gender groups. This finding has immediate implications 

for researchers currently using the FCSS, as published studies employing this scale for gender comparisons may have 

produced artifactual results. 

Third, the person-item targeting inadequacies—particularly the measurement gaps where participants with higher 

coping frequencies lack appropriately calibrated items—demonstrate that the scale fails precisely where measurement 

precision is most needed. This represents a fundamental failure in instrument design that cannot be remedied through 

minor modifications. 

These results necessitate a paradigmatic shift toward indigenous psychological approaches in Filipino coping 

assessment. Future instrument development should abandon attempts to force Filipino coping constructs into Western 

taxonomic frameworks and instead embrace measurement models that accommodate cultural complexity. This may 

require accepting multidimensional structures within cultural domains, developing gender-specific calibrations, and 

fundamentally reconceptualizing how coping strategies function within Filipino cultural contexts. 

The implications extend beyond this specific instrument to the broader field of cross-cultural psychological 

assessment. The findings challenge the assumption that Western-derived psychological constructs can be successfully 

adapted across cultures through translation and minor modifications. Instead, they support arguments for indigenous 

psychology approaches that begin with cultural frameworks and develop measurement models accordingly. 

For practitioners currently using the FCSS, these findings mandate immediate reconsideration. The scale's inability to 

reliably distinguish individual differences and its systematic gender bias compromise both clinical utility and research 

validity. Until comprehensively revised instruments are developed using indigenous frameworks, clinicians and 

researchers should exercise extreme caution in interpreting FCSS scores and avoid making individual-level decisions 

based on current results. 

The development of psychometrically sound, culturally authentic Filipino coping assessment tools remains both an 

urgent practical need and a significant methodological challenge. Success will require sustained collaboration between 

Filipino psychology experts, psychometric specialists, and cultural communities to create instruments that honor both 

cultural authenticity and measurement rigor. Only through such comprehensive reconstruction can the field advance 

beyond the current impasse between cultural relevance and psychometric adequacy. 

FUNDING: This research was self-funded by the author. No external funding was received for this study. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The author declares no conflicts of interest. 

. 

REFERENCES 

 

➢ Andrich, D. (1978). A rating formulation for ordered response categories. Psychometrika, 43(4), 561-573. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02293814 

➢ Bond, T. G., & Fox, C. M. (2015). Applying the Rasch model: Fundamental measurement in the human 

sciences (3rd ed.). Routledge. 

➢ Cheung, G. W., Vijayakumar, L., Hui, C. H., Watkins, D., & Cheung, F. M. (2011). Cross-cultural 

measurement invariance of the five-factor model of personality. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 

42(3), 371-389. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022110383312 

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02293814
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022110383312


TPM Vol. 32, No. S5, 2025         Open Access 

ISSN: 1972-6325 

https://www.tpmap.org/ 

 

487 
 

  

➢ Chun, C. A., Moos, R. H., & Cronkite, R. C. (2006). Culture: A fundamental context for the stress and coping 

paradigm. In P. T. P. Wong & L. C. J. Wong (Eds.), Handbook of multicultural perspectives on stress and 

coping (pp. 29-53). Springer. 

➢ Church, A. T. (1987). Personality research in a non-Western culture: The Philippines. Psychological Bulletin, 

102(2), 272-292. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.102.2.272 

➢ Cooper, M. L., Russell, M., Skinner, J. B., & Windle, M. (1992). Development and validation of a three-

dimensional measure of drinking motives. Psychological Assessment, 4(2), 123-132. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.2.123 

➢ David, E. J. R., & Okazaki, S. (2006). Colonial mentality and depression among Filipino Americans. Cultural 

Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 12(1), 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.12.1.1 

➢ Enriquez, V. G. (1994). From colonial to liberation psychology: The Philippine experience. University of 

the Philippines Press. 

➢ Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating the use of exploratory 

factor analysis in psychological research. Psychological Methods, 4(3), 272-299. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272 

➢ Fisher, W. P. (2007). Rating scale instrument quality criteria. Rasch Measurement Transactions, 21(1), 1095. 

➢ Holland, P. W., & Thayer, D. T. (1988). Differential item functioning and the Mantel-Haenszel procedure. 

ETS Research Report Series, 1988(2), i-24. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2330-8516.1988.tb00251.x 

➢ Kim, U., Yang, K. S., & Hwang, K. K. (Eds.). (2006). Indigenous and cultural psychology: Understanding 

people in context. Springer. 

➢ Kuo, B. C. H. (2013). Collectivism and coping: Current theories, evidence, and measurements of collective 

coping. International Journal of Psychology, 48(3), 374-388. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.640681 

➢ Linacre, J. M. (1999). Investigating rating scale category utility. Journal of Outcome Measurement, 3(2), 

103-122. 

➢ Linacre, J. M. (2020). A user's guide to WINSTEPS: Rasch-model computer programs. MESA Press. 

➢ Linacre, J. M. (2022). Winsteps® Rasch measurement computer program User's Guide. Winsteps.com. 

➢ Medina, B. T. G. (2001). The Filipino family (2nd ed.). University of the Philippines Press. 

➢ Messick, S. (1995). Validity of psychological assessment: Validation of inferences from persons' responses 

and performances as scientific inquiry into score meaning. American Psychologist, 50(9), 741-749. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.50.9.741 

➢ Pargament, K. I., Koenig, H. G., & Perez, L. M. (2000). The many methods of religious coping: Development 

and initial validation of the RCOPE. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 56(4), 519-543. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-4679(200004)56:4<519::AID-JCLP6>3.0.CO;2-1 

➢ Pe-Pua, R., & Protacio-Marcelino, E. A. (2000). Sikolohiyang Pilipino (Filipino psychology): A legacy of 

Virgilio G. Enriquez. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 3(1), 49-71. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-

839X.00054 

➢ Rasch, G. (1960). Probabilistic models for some intelligence and attainment tests. Danish Institute for 

Educational Research. 

➢ Reise, S. P., Scheines, R., Widaman, K. F., & Haviland, M. G. (2013). Multidimensionality and structural 

coefficient bias in structural equation modeling: A bifactor perspective. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 73(1), 5-26. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164412449831 

➢ Rilveria, J. R. (2018). The development of the Filipino Coping Strategies Scale. Asia-Pacific Social Science 

Review, 18(1), 111-126. 

➢ Sijtsma, K. (2009). On the use, the misuse, and the very limited usefulness of Cronbach's alpha. 

Psychometrika, 74(1), 107-120. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11336-008-9101-0 

➢ Taylor, S. E., Sherman, D. K., Kim, H. S., Jarcho, J., Takagi, K., & Dunagan, M. S. (2004). Culture and 

social support: Who seeks it and why? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87(3), 354-362. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.354 

➢ Wright, B. D., & Linacre, J. M. (1994). Reasonable mean-square fit values. Rasch Measurement 

Transactions, 8(3), 370. 

➢ Wright, B. D., & Masters, G. N. (1982). Rating scale analysis. MESA Press. 

➢ Yeh, C. J., Arora, A. K., & Wu, K. A. (2006). A new theoretical model of collectivistic coping. International 

Journal of Psychology, 41(6), 518-529. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590600917369 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.102.2.272
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.4.2.123
https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.12.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.4.3.272
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2330-8516.1988.tb00251.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.640681
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.50.9.741
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-4679(200004)56:4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00054
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-839X.00054
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164412449831
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11336-008-9101-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.3.354
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590600917369


TPM Vol. 32, No. S5, 2025         Open Access 

ISSN: 1972-6325 

https://www.tpmap.org/ 

 

488 
 

  

➢ Zwick, R., Donoghue, J. R., & Grima, A. (1993). Assessment of differential item functioning for performance 

tasks. Journal of Educational Measurement, 30(3), 233-251. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-

3984.1993.tb00424.x 

 

 

APPENDIX A Filipino Coping Strategies Scale (FCSS) 

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1993.tb00424.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.1993.tb00424.x


TPM Vol. 32, No. S5, 2025         Open Access 

ISSN: 1972-6325 

https://www.tpmap.org/ 

 

489 
 

  

 
 

 


