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ABSTRACT 

 

International students face deeper and more complicated transitional issues in addition to 

the “normal” transitional issues that student-athletes face (Boyer & Sedlacek, 1986; Hechanova-

Alampay, Beehr, Christiansen & Van Horn, 2002). The process of transition from one culture to 

another is known as Acculturation (Castro, 2003). The effect of gender, academic classification 

(time at the U.S institution), length of time in the U.S., sport type, and perceived social support 

on the acculturation processes within the international student-athlete population in the state of 

Florida is examined in this study. Questionnaires were used to collect responses from 351 

participants on their acculturation integration, orientation, acculturative stress and social support. 

Many mixed reviews in the current literature were echoed in the current study with few 

statistically significant results for the demographic variables investigated. Attention is drawn to 

the study design and complex nature of culture studies as avenues necessary to be reviewed 

when reconsidering this topic (Castro, 2003). This investigation of acculturation is of great 

interest for coaches, athletic administration, and athlete support professionals who seek to work 

and further support this growing population of international-student-athletes (Connell, 2007). 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

International student-athletes are considered as a sub-population, which is relatively 

untapped within sport psychology literature, at least directly. Although international born 

athletes have been participants in past research, their contributions were not viewed to be 

reflective of the athletes’ cultural background, preferences, and/or unique perspectives. This 

dearth of research, and the ever-increasing population of international migrants in sport (NCAA 

Student-Athlete Ethnicity Report, 2010; Connell, 2007), bring to the forefront the importance of 

considering international student-athletes as a population that could uniquely benefit from further 

study.  

As a result of a student-athletes’ international status, they face complicated transitional 

issues (Boyer & Sedlacek, 1986; Zimmermann, 1995; Luzzo, Henao, & Wilson, 1996; Ridinger 

& Pastore, 2000; Parr, Bradley, & Bingi, 1992; Zimmermann, 1995) related to the new culture, 

such as, beliefs, customs, norms, attitudes, behaviors, athletic and academic expectations, and in 

some cases language (Yoon & Portman, 2004). Acculturation is the process through which 

cultural transition is described. The acculturation process uniquely affects international student-

athletes as they are challenged by the demands of academic excellence, athletic performance, and 

social acceptance. As they navigate through the individual and cultural differences, international 

student-athletes can be psychologically and psychosocially affected by acculturative stress.  

Acculturation and Acculturative stress are unique areas of investigation when considering 

the international student-athlete. Acculturation is a multidimensional process that exists on a 

macro and micro level. As a result, the acculturation experience is dependent on the acculturating 

group and the acculturating individual (Castro, 2003). The moderating factors that affect the 

experience of the acculturation process for the international student-athlete include, gender, 
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sport-type, reason for migrating, and length of time in the dominant culture. These moderating 

variables are considered to be a solid base for studying the process of acculturation.  

For the purposes of this study, the extensive research on personality and ethnic identity as 

substantive individual moderating variables affecting acculturation are beyond the scope of the 

current argument. Because the primary focus of this investigation is on international student-

athletes, the principal reason for migrating is considered to be sport participation and collegiate 

education. The focus of this investigation relies on the descriptive variables of gender, sport type 

and length of time in the US, which were identified by Szapocznik, Scopetta, Kurtines, and 

Aranalde (1978) as factors that affect the acculturation experience.  

The fluidity of the acculturation process results from the interaction with different 

cultures over time (Zea, Asner-Self, Birman, & Buki, 2003). Considered at the macro level, the 

basic definition of acculturation; ‘as the degree of integration into dominant and ethnic societies’ 

(Stephenson, 2000) must be considered for acculturation to be understood. In addition, ‘degree of 

integration’ is defined by reflecting on the ‘superficial and intermediate behaviors at the micro 

level in the domains of language, interaction, food, and media’ (Stephenson, 2000, p. 81). 

Consequently, variations exist regarding international student-athlete engagement in the 

acculturation process due to their respective integration into the culture of origin (i.e., ethnic 

society), and the host culture (i.e., dominant society). As such, the degree of integration into the 

dominant and ethnic societies is the first issue of interest for this study.  

Acculturation is commonly defined as the attitudinal and behavioral changes that result 

from living in a multicultural or mono-culturally different society (Marin, 1992). Accordingly, 

acculturation consists of four orientations: Integration, Assimilation, Separation, and 

Marginalization. Integration involves the combination of the original culture with aspects of the 
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host culture. Assimilation involves the replacement of the original culture with the host culture. 

Separation occurs when the native culture is retained and the host culture is rejected. 

Marginalization involves alienation from both cultures, and a “new” culture is formed (Berry and 

Kim, 1988). Because the acculturation orientation can determine the level of openness, value, 

and ability to cope within the new culture (Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga & Szapocznik, 2010), it 

is the second area of interest for this study when considering the international student-athlete 

acculturation experience and acculturation stress. 

International student-athletes are required to adapt to emotional problems, academic 

problems, and adjustment issues (Furham & Bochner, 1986), which are compounded by athletic 

performance stressors. The various demands, termed “stressors”, occur as a result of a life event. 

The way the international student-athletes appraise the event determines how stressed they feel 

(Peacock & Wong, 1990). The life event is primarily appraised for the student-athletes to 

estimate their ability to cope with the life event as a threat, challenge, or for centrality. Secondly, 

an appraisal of coping resources such as self-controllable, controllable by others, and 

uncontrollable emerge. These appraisals results in perceived stress and the experience of 

acculturative stress.  

Acculturative stress is the response to the stressors that occur as a result of the life event, 

which is most commonly a result of the movement from one culture to another. The acculturative 

stress can have physical, psychological and social effects (Berry, Kim, Minder & Mok, 1987; 

Poyrazli and Lopez, 2007), and affect the acculturating individual’s perception of the 

acculturation experience. As a result of the international student-athletes’ unique perception of 

the world, cultural background, beliefs, personality, acculturation experience, and dominant 

society opinion, acculturative stress can be seen as either adaptive or maladaptive. The concept 
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of acculturative stress is considered by investigating the social, attitudinal, familial, and 

environmental stressors or contributors that exist within the acculturation process.  

Much of the acculturation experience can be attributed to the absence or distortion of 

familiar environmental and social cues (Ward, 2001). Social support has been shown to be one of 

the most effective ways in which people deal with or cope with stressful life events (Taylor et al., 

2004), and has been found to be a significant factor in predicting psychological adjustment 

(Adelman, 1988; Fontaine, 1986), and physical health (Schwarze, Jerusalem & Hahn, 1994). 

Because social support has been shown to be a moderator of stress for cultural groups, and as an 

effective intervention strategy (Pearson, 1990 as cited in Solberg & Villarreal, 1997), perceived 

social support is included as an additional investigative area in this study. 

International student-athletes are often unarmed with the necessary tools to deal 

effectively with the acculturation process. The array of novel and unfamiliar social interaction 

patterns that they may encounter, at least in the earliest stages of transition, may seem daunting. 

International student-athletes are a unique acculturating group that experiences the normal 

adjustment stressors that most students face compounded with acculturating stressors. This 

underlines the importance of considering the effect of these stressors on the acculturation process 

of international student-athletes. The athlete’s adaptation to the new culture to ensure high-

quality performance in athletic and academic pursuits is vital (Furnham & Bochner, 1986), with 

performance, both academically and athletically, of utmost importance. It is in the best interest of 

the athletes, their coaches, and sport psychology professionals to be appraised of the unique 

occurrences of acculturation and acculturation stress that international student-athletes face. In 

addition, support staff would be able to formulate strategies to help guide international student-

athletes through the process successfully.  
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of gender, academic classification 

(time at the U.S institution), length of time in the U.S., sport type, and perceived social support 

on the acculturation processes within the international student-athlete population in the state of 

Florida. The two dimensions of cultural integration, the four dimensions of acculturation 

orientation, and acculturative stress were explored. In addition, social support is viewed as a 

moderator within the process of acculturation (Haynes & Lin, 1994; Olaniran, 1993). Therefore, 

the moderating effect that social support may have within this process is examined. It was 

assumed that this examination would elucidate the acculturation experience and the acculturation 

stress experience of international student athletes.   



6 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Applied sport psychology, according to Martin (2005), is a service-oriented profession. 

This brings to the forefront the importance of considering international student-athletes as a 

population that could uniquely benefit from psychological service. There has been a growing 

influx of international migrants into the United States labor force (Castles & Miller, 1993), and 

athletics are no exception to this trend (Popp, Love, Kim & Hums, 2010). The National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) student-athlete demographics of the 2008-2009 

academic year shows that 4.2% of all female student-athletes, and 3.9% of all male student-

athletes participating at NCAA institutions were classified as international; this is translated to 

approximately 17,230 student-athletes across the United States (NCAA Student-Athlete 

Ethnicity Report, 2010). Thus, the growing population of international students at colleges and 

universities in the United States find themselves faced with a new culture, expectations, beliefs, 

customs, attitudes, behaviors, and in some cases, a new language.  

The transitional issues that domestic students experience are similar to those of 

international students with respect to the journey through their college career. This is mostly a 

result of the transition to adulthood and the first-time living on their own experience (Sheehan & 

Person, 1995 as cited by Yoon & Portman, 2004). International students, however, are likely to 

face deeper and more complicated transitional issues in addition to the “normal” transitional 

issues (Hechanova-Alampay et al., 2002). The deeper transitional issues can be attributed to the 

students’ foreign status (Boyer & Sedlacek, 1986). The initial transition experienced by domestic 

students is compounded by the unique issues that international students may face, such as 

language barriers, different academic systems, cultural differences, racial discrimination, social 

interaction norms, and personal adjustment (Yoon & Portman, 2004). 
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These transitional issues affect the psychological and psychosocial development of the 

international student-athlete, which can be manifested as “stress, anxiety and feelings of 

powerlessness, rejection, and isolation (Zhao, Kuh, & Carini, 2005). According to Unger, 

Gallagher, Shakib, Ritt-Olsen, Palmer and Johnson (2002), contact with another culture can 

reflect a change in an individual’s style of speech, social behavior, attitude, beliefs, and customs. 

The transitional changes that take place with international people moving from one culture to 

another occur in a process called acculturation.  

Considerable research has been conducted and published on the transition and adjustment 

of international students and student-athletes; however, only a small portion of that research 

addressed acculturative stress (Poyrazli, Kavanaugh, Baker, & Al-Timimi, 2004), and the 

merged grouping of international student-athletes. The aim of this avenue of research was to 

elucidate the concept of acculturation as a phenomenon for international student-athletes. This is 

done by first examining the concept of acculturation (e.g., what does it mean? What are its 

processes?), and then incorporating it into an acculturation framework and acculturative stress. 

This combined conceptual framework is considered from the viewpoint of the international 

student-athlete. 

The Concept of Acculturation 

 

Acculturation is a multi-dimensional process (Padilla, 1980), which has been defined in 

many ways. Two distinct approaches to the concept of acculturation were introduced and termed 

the linear-bipolar approach, and the two-dimensional approach. The linear-bipolar approach 

views acculturation as a unidirectional process of change; where the international person changes 

to suit the dominant culture, or assimilates into the dominant culture over multiple generations 

(Castro, 2003). 
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In addition to assimilation, the linear-bipolar approach considers the amount of time that 

the acculturating individual spends interacting with the host culture. According to Szapocznik, 

Scopetta, Kurtines, and Aranalde. (1978) the rate of assimilation varies as a result of age and 

gender, and also along the boundary of behavioral and value acculturation. The behavioral 

dimension refers to the overt aspects of the host culture, such as habits and lifestyle, whilst value 

dimension refers to basic cultural values. Szapocznik et al. (1978) found that both value and 

behavioral acculturation were positively and linearly related to the length of time spent within 

the new culture. However, only at the behavioral level did men acculturate faster than females, 

and only at the behavioral level did age have a negative linear relationship with acculturation. In 

sum, the linear-bipolar model assumes that the values, attitudes, and behaviors of international 

persons, and their identification with their culture of origin, decrease over time, and is further 

diluted for every generation.  

The two-dimensional approach considers that acculturating individuals must have skills 

that help them participate in both the host and the culture of origin. Therefore, adaptation to the 

new culture does not mean that there is complete loss of the original cultural behaviors and 

attitudes (Rivera-Sinclair, 1997). This multi-directional approach contrasts the linear-bipolar 

model. The linear-bipolar approach makes the assumption that acculturation is a process of 

absorption into the dominant culture whilst the two-dimensional approach assumes that 

individuals can maintain positive ties with the mainstream culture without losing the cultural 

distinctiveness provided by their culture of origin (Castro, 2003). Even though the study of 

acculturation recognizes the absorption and assimilation into the majority culture represented by 

the linear-bipolar models as a stage of acculturation, the two-dimensional model offers more in-
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depth explanation to the multidimensionality of the concept. As a result, two early formulations 

of the concept included Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits’ (1936) definition: 

Acculturation comprehends those phenomena, which result when groups of individuals 

having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact with subsequent 

changes in the original culture patterns of either or both groups…under this definition, 

acculturation is to be distinguished from culture change of which it is but one aspect, and 

assimilation, which is at times a phase of acculturation (pp. 149-150). 

This definition regards acculturation as a single aspect of a broader concept of culture 

change (Berry, 2006). Culture change is considered to enact a change in both groups; the ethnic 

group and the domestic group. This definition also makes the distinction of assimilation as a 

phase of acculturation. Another definition of acculturation states, 

Culture change that is initiated by the conjunction of two or more autonomous cultural 

systems. Acculturative change may be the consequence of direct cultural transmission; it 

may be derived from non-cultural causes, such as ecological or demographic 

modification induced by an impinging culture; it may be delayed, as with internal 

adjustments following upon the acceptance of alien traits or patterns; or it may be a 

reactive adaptation of traditional modes of life (Social Science Research Council, 1954 

p.974, as cited in Berry, 2006) 

According to this definition, the multidimensionality of acculturation is identified. It 

includes changes that are indirect, delayed, and reactive (Berry, 2006). For the purposes of this 

study however, the simplified and merged definition by Marin (1992) is used; that is, 

‘Acculturation is the process of attitudinal and behavioral change that results from living in a 

multicultural or mono-culturally different society or from other contact with a culturally different 
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society’ (p. 196). In addition to being multidimensional, acculturation is also a fluid process 

resulting from the interaction with different cultures (Zea, Asner-Self, Birman, & Buki, 2003). 

The Processes of Acculturation 

 

 Five general categories of change are considered within the phenomenon termed 

acculturation. The first category, physical change, occurs when individuals or groups relocate, 

which can be reflected by changes in the type and location of the selected housing, and 

population demographic, such as ethnic makeup, congestion, and pollution. The second category, 

biological change, is shown by nutritional differences, interbreeding, and exposure to new 

diseases. The third category, cultural change is evident where new or altered political, economic, 

technical, linguistic, religious, and social institutions develop. The fourth category, social 

relationships, is evident when new relationships develop within the acculturating group, which is 

external to the acculturating group. The final category, psychological change, is shown when 

behavioral change and mental health status alteration occur as adaptation is attempted (Berry, 

Kim, Minde & Mok, 1987). 

With the multidimensionality of Acculturation and its processes, one should consider the 

complimenting factors that can help conceptualize this process. The life changes that occur when 

a person moves from one culture to another are stress provoking, and therefore require additional 

co-conceptualizations to evaluate the transitional process. Three additional concepts warrant 

contemplation when considering acculturation process and experience an individual (Berry & 

Kim, 1988). These include: (a) the nature of the dominant society, (b) the nature of the 

acculturating group, and (c) the mode of the acculturation adaptation chosen. The nature of the 

dominant society relates to how the dominant society values determine if minority groups are 
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accepted or rejected. For example, in multicultural societies acculturative stress is a less relevant 

issue, while more predominant in “uni-cultural” societies. The nature of the acculturating group 

refers to the minority groups’ ability, interest and willingness, to move toward integration, and 

permanence of contact with the dominant group. The type of acculturation adaptation refers to 

the belief that some minority groups tend to choose one of four acculturation orientations that 

relate to the psychological change that occurs when cultures interact’ (Berry & Kim, 1988). Each 

of the acculturation orientations described next can be regarded separately through the lens of the 

acculturating individual. 

Considering all the previously described processes of acculturation identified by Berry 

and Kim (1988), there are four general acculturation orientations: Integration, Assimilation, 

Separation, and Marginalization. These orientations describe how acculturating individuals 

approach the changes associated with the acculturation experience (Berry, 1980). They are made 

up of the preferences and priorities that the acculturating individual possesses about the attitudes, 

values, and behaviors of the home culture versus the host culture (Andrends-Toth & Van de 

Vijver, 2006). Integration involves the combination of the original culture with aspects of the 

host culture. In this orientation, value is placed on the maintenance of the original culture, and 

other culture group interactions. Therefore, the cultural integrity is maintained, and the 

individual has the ability to participate in the other culture as well. Assimilation involves the 

replacement of the original culture with the host culture. In this orientation, individuals do not 

wish to maintain their cultural identity, and seek interaction with other cultures. Assimilation, 

therefore, results in the replacement of the original culture with aspects of the host culture. 

Separation occurs when the native culture is retained and the host culture is rejected. In this 

orientation, more value is placed on the original culture and contact with other cultures is 
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avoided. Marginalization involves alienation from both cultures where both are rejected, and a 

“new” one is formed (Berry and Kim, 1988). In this orientation, there is little interest in 

maintaining the original culture or interacting with other cultures. This orientation occurs most 

often with forced or enforced culture loss, and experiences of exclusion or discrimination. 

Integration is the most favorable acculturative orientation when the emotional and physical 

health of the individual is considered (La Fromboise, Trimble & Mohatt, 1998), because it 

allows for competencies in both the native and host cultures to develop. The integrated 

individual is able to switch from own culture to other culture at will, or may even be able to 

blend both cultures. Integration can be achieved when the dominant society is open and inclusive 

to allow for an effective transfer between groups (Berry, 1991). Here the non-dominant group 

adopts basic values of the larger society while at the same time the dominant group adapts to suit 

the needs of the group. 

These acculturation orientations assume that individuals can ‘choose’ their acculturation 

orientation, which is most often unlikely (Berry, 1974). There are some cases where the 

dominant society forces a specific acculturation orientation on the non-dominant 

groups/individuals. This phenomenon was explained by Berry (1980 as cited in Berry, 2006) as 

follows: 

Assimilation when sought by the non-dominant acculturating group was termed the 

‘Melting pot’, but when demanded by the dominant group, it was called the ‘Pressure 

cooker.’ When Separation was desired by the acculturating group it was termed 

‘Withdrawal,’ but when forced by the dominant group it was ‘Segregation.’ 

Marginalization, when sought by members of a group, is termed ‘Marginality,’ but when 

imposed by the dominant group it is ‘Ethnocide.’ Finally, Integration, when diversity is a 
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feature of the society’s as a whole is termed ‘Pluralism,’ and when this diversity is 

desired by the various ethnocultural groups it is called ‘Multiculturalism’ (p. 292). 

Stress 

Lazarus and Cohen (1977) defined stressors as demands that upset the balance of the 

internal or external environments. Using this definition of stressors, the transactional model of 

stress and coping was developed as a framework to evaluate the process of coping with stressful 

events. According to the Lazarus and Folkman (1984) model of stress, neither the stressor nor 

the responses, define stress. Therefore, individuals make an automatic, unconscious assessment, 

of the event’s nature and demands called appraisals. Appraisal is the individuals’ perceptions of 

the stressors that determine if stress would be experienced. Perceptually, stress is experienced on 

two levels of valence, positive or negative; meaning that it can be adaptive or maladaptive in 

nature, respectively.  

The process of coping is defined through a series of appraisals (Lazarus & Cohen, 1977). 

An individual faced with a real, or potential threat, first evaluates it and makes a primary 

appraisal. The primary appraisal pertains to how the individual judges the significance of the 

event as stressful, a threat, challenge, controllable (benign or irrelevant), or even irrelevant. 

Emotions are generated from the primary appraisal. Once the primary appraisal has been 

determined, the secondary appraisal process begins. The secondary appraisal involves actually 

facing the stressor; here an individual assesses the options and resources available to cope with 

the stressful event. The result of the secondary appraisal leads to the implementation of various 

coping efforts, either emotion focused or problem focused, which serve to regulate the responses 

to a stressful event; also termed an outcome. The purpose of the coping efforts is to attain or 

maintain emotional well-being, functional status, and beneficial health behaviors. It should be 
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noted that in most cases primary appraisal precedes the secondary appraisal, but in some cases 

the reverse may occur.  

Different types of coping styles are discussed within the transactional model . In general, 

a coping style is the strategy that individuals use to cope with their emotional or functional 

reactions to a stressor or stressful event. This process is relatively stable across time and similar 

situations. Two general coping styles are emotion-focused and problem-focused. Emotion-

focused coping strategies are geared at changing the way a person thinks or feels about a 

stressful situation. This serves to reduce the unpleasant sensations that may be physically, and/or 

mentally, associated with the stress appraisal. Problem-focused coping strategies, however, are 

aimed at changing the stressful situation. Therefore, the origin of the stress, internal or external, 

is addressed by introducing elements, such as negotiation, getting information, learning a new 

skill, seeking new treatments, and persuading self of competence. Once the relevant coping 

strategy has been employed, the outcome of the stress inducing event evolves. The outcome can 

be favorable resolution, unfavorable resolution, or no resolution, which in turn influences the 

outcome emotion response. The emotional response can be positive (eustress) or negative 

(distress). The distress outcome emotion triggers the stress and coping process again.  

Acculturative Stress 

 

Acculturative stress was a concept introduced by Berry (1974) to replace the then 

commonly used term of “culture shock” (Oberg, 1960). This change was catalyzed by the 

interpretation of the terms culture and shock. Firstly, the term “culture” implies one culture 

whilst acculturation implies that more than one cultural group is involved. The interaction of 

more than one culture makes use of the term acculturation more appropriate. Secondly, the use of 

the term “shock” has primarily negative connotations, whilst stress can range from positive 
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(eustress) to negative (distress) in valence. Because acculturation can be experienced both 

positively (opportunity) and negatively (discrimination) it demonstrates again that acculturation 

is the more appropriate term to describe the phenomenon. Finally, in the stress literature, the 

experience of stressor is met by various coping strategies, which engage various forms of 

adaptations (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Therefore, acculturative stress can be regarded as a 

phenomenon that can be effectively dealt with, and can also serve to be advantageous 

(opportunity) or disadvantageous (limiting). 

Berry (1980) has theorized that acculturative stress is a fundamental psychological force 

in acculturative processes. Generally, acculturative stress occurs when the acculturation 

experience causes a problem for an acculturating individual (Berry, 2006). According to Berry, 

acculturative stress was first measured by David Ausbel in 1960, therein identifying that it is, in 

fact, a significant challenge for many international people. The experience of moving from one 

culture to another one may be perceived as stimulating, challenging, confusing, and/or 

disorientating, causing a degree of stress from the transition. 

Psychological conflict and stress responses affect the acculturation experience. 

Acculturation stress may also affect the acculturation orientation, with integration showing the 

least stress, marginalization showing the most stress, and assimilation and separation showing 

intermediate levels of stress (Berry, 1990; Dona &Berry, 1994; Zheng &Berry, 1991).  A 

positive psychological adaptation can be predicted by considering the personality variables, life 

events, and the extent of the social support network available. Social support is an important 

consideration for the reduction of the amount of acculturative stress experienced as a result of 

acculturation.  
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Social Support  

 

 Social support is one of the most effective means of adaptation used for dealing with 

stressful events (Taylor et al. 2004), and is also considered a coping resource (Thoits, 1995). It is 

defined as the ‘perception or experience that one is loved and cared for, esteemed and valued, 

part of a social network of mutual assistance and obligations’ (Wills, 1991; as cited in Taylor et 

al. 2004, p 354). It has been esteemed as beneficial to mental and physical health (Thoits, 1995), 

and known to reduce the intensity of the stress experience. This aspect is particularly pertinent 

because the nature of relationships and the norms that govern relationships differ greatly across 

culture (Taylor et al., 2004). Sources of social support vary; however, there are three forms and 

two types of social support. 

 The three forms of social support are informational support, instrumental support and 

emotional support (House & Kahn, 1985, as cited in Thoits, 1995). Informational support refers 

to when one person helps another understand the stressor and assists in getting the resources 

necessary and identifying what coping strategies may help relieve the stress. Instrumental 

support occurs when tangible assistance (financial, aid, goods, services, etc.) is provided. 

Emotional support refers to when an individual provides friendship, warmth, unconditional 

support and nurturance to another individual, becoming a source of reassurance that he or she is 

cared about and even further worth being cared about.  

 The two types of social support are perceived and received. Perceived social support has 

been examined thoroughly and refers to the belief that informational, instrumental and/or 

emotional social support is available from others. It is therefore the existence of social support 

that is available, but not necessarily available. In contrast, received social support is social 

support that has been accessed, used, or is available. Wethington and Kessler (1986; as cited in 
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Taylor, 2004), and others, have found that perceived social support was a stronger predictor of 

adjustment to life events than received support. Support is therefore beneficial simply in its 

perception, even if it is not mobilized or apparent (Thoits, 1995). 

 The sources of social support are widespread, and can be obtained from any person or 

service that a person has access too. Most commonly social support comes from friends, family 

members, significant others, religious institutions, community members, and co-workers. 

Acculturation Conceptual Framework for Research 

 

 The conceptual framework used for the current research on acculturation is presented in 

Figure 1. This framework goes beyond the previously discussed conceptualization of 

acculturation, stress, and acculturative stress. This was done by predicting a relationship between 

cultural integration, acculturation orientation and the acculturation stress process. This 

relationship is likely to occur, but is not always evident (Berry et al., 1987).  

The movement from one cultural system to another is the life event that triggers an 

acculturation experience which can further influence stressfulness and the experience of 

acculturative stress. The acculturation process of adapting to the demands of the new culture may 

create conflict for acculturating individuals with their native cultural system (Padilla et al., 

1985). Acculturative stress is comprised of four factors: social, attitudinal, familial and 

environmental. Social refers to the unfamiliar norms, behaviors and ambiguous cues in the new 

culture. Attitudinal refers to the values of the new culture. Familial refers to the role conflicts of 

the self and family (Kurtines & Miranda, 1980). Environmental refers to discrimination and 

openness of the new culture. These factors emerge after the international student-athlete has 

appraised whether they can cope with the new culture and/or have the resources to cope with the 

acculturation experience.  



18 

 

Acculturation processes are experienced differently dependent on the acculturating group 

and the acculturating individual (Castro, 2003). Consequently, there are variations in the way 

international students and international student-athletes engage in the process. The response to 

the acculturative stress is in the form of cultural integration and acculturation orientations. 

dominant society integration and ethnic society integration make up Cultural Integration and 

refer to the extent with which the international student-athlete is integrated in to the respective 

cultures. That is, they either report feeling comfortable within, and/or prescribe to the language, 

customs and beliefs of the new society (dominant) or their society of origin (ethnic). integration, 

assimilation, separation and marginalization make up the four Acculturation Orientations. These 

orientations give insight into how open international student-athletes are, and the amount of 

value that they have placed on the dominant and ethnic societies of interest.  

Social support in the form of the team as a family can serve to combat loneliness, which 

is also a consequence of cross-cultural relocation (Pruitt, 1978; Sam & Eide, 1991; Zheng & 

Berry, 1991; Neto, 1995). The additional layer of support that may be provided by sport 

affiliations (coaches, teammates) may also serve to reduce the stress experienced by the 

acculturating group (Sua´rez-Orozco et al., 2008). Social support is considered to be an effective 

moderating variable for stressful situations; therefore perceived social support may influence 

both the depth of the acculturative stress experience, and the resultant cultural integration and 

acculturation orientation responses.  

The entire acculturation experience can be affected by a few variables. For this 

investigation, the international student-athletes’ gender, length of time in the new culture and 

sport type (Szapocznik et al., 1978) are used to further explore the proposed acculturation 

experience model. Gender is a common control variable (Castro, 2003), and is in part affected by 
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personal and situational factors (Ward, 2001) making it an important individual variable for 

international student-athletes. As a result of the male competitive nature, male athletes may be 

more sensitive to threats to their identity (Watts, 1996), and therefore express more negative 

attitudes than females (Phinney, Ferguson, & Tate, 1997), whereas females would be more 

accepting as a result of their emotional and communal nature (Qualls, Cox, & Schehr, 1992; 

Verkuyten, 1997b). Based on these reasons, it is expected that the male international student-

athlete would report more acculturative stress than female international student-athletes, and 

respond with a more ethnic society cultural integration than female international student-athletes. 

In addition, female international student-athletes will show a more integrated acculturation 

orientation than male international student-athletes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Figure 1. Acculturation experience model 
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Acculturation is a fluid process that results from the interaction within and among 

different cultures (Zea, Asner-Self, Birman, & Buki, 2003). Therefore, it is assumed that the 

length of time that an international student-athlete spends in the dominant culture or the amount 

of exposure to the dominant culture, that is, length of time at the U.S. institution is expected to 

affect the extent of the acculturation experience and acculturative stress (Padilla et al., 1985). 

The amount of acculturative stress experienced will gradually and significantly decrease from 

freshman international student-athletes to sophomores, juniors, and finally to senior international 

student-athletes. Secondly, freshman international student athletes will show more of an ethnic 

society cultural integration and separation acculturation orientation than any of the other 

classifications. 

The underlying fundamental areas of familiarity that exist with the sport in the otherwise 

unfamiliar environment could help circumvent international student-athlete adjustment issues. 

The international and domestic appeal that a sport has can help thwart adjustment issues; this is 

because the sport type would increase the amount of international exposure that participating 

athletes have had, either by competitive travel or with increased number of international 

teammates. This exposure is likely to decrease the novelty of the acculturation experience so that 

athletes are better able to adapt to the new environment. In addition, the level of acceptability of 

the sport within the dominant culture the more social support may be perceived by the 

participating athlete. Therefore sport-type is expected to have an influence on the acculturation 

experience and acculturative stress. The participants of domestic sports and team sports are 

expected to show less acculturative stress (by merit of acceptance), a dominant society cultural 

integration and an integrated acculturation orientation when compared to other sports. The 



21 

 

participants of international sports are expected to show less acculturative stress (by merit of 

experience), an ethnic society cultural integration and an integrated acculturation orientation.  

Purpose of Current Study and Hypothesis 

 

The demographic variables of gender, academic classification, length of time in the U.S., 

and sport type were examined as it affects acculturation stress, integration, orientation patterns, 

and perceived social support within the international student-athlete population. 

It was expected that, 

H1: Pertaining to acculturative stress 

a) Male athletes would show more acculturation stress than female athletes. 

b) Freshman athletes would report low acculturation stress which would increase 

as athletes move to their sophomore, and junior years and then a decrease in 

stress during the senior year. 

c) The length of time an athlete is in the U.S. would reveal an increasing level of 

acculturation stress, then a decrease as time increases (bell curve). 

d) Individual sport athletes would show more acculturation stress than team sport 

athletes. 

H2: Pertaining to ethnic and dominant society integration 

a) Female athletes would show less ethnic integration and more dominant 

integration than male athletes. 

b) Seniors would show more dominant society integration and freshman would 

show more ethnic society integration. 
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c) The length of time an athlete is in the U.S. would reveal decreasing levels of 

ethnic society integration and increasing levels of dominant society 

integration. 

d) Team sport athletes would show lower ethnic society integration than 

individual sport athletes. 

H3: Pertaining to acculturation orientation patterns 

a) Female international student-athletes would show a more of an integrated 

acculturation pattern than male international student-athletes. 

b) Seniors would show more of an integrated acculturation orientation and 

freshman would show more of a separated orientation. 

c)  The length of time an athlete is in the U.S. would reveal increasing levels of 

an integrated orientation. 

d) Team sport athletes would report more integration than individual sport 

athletes.  

H4: Pertaining to acculturation orientation patterns 

a) Female athletes would report more perceived social support than male 

international student-athletes. 

b) Seniors would report more perceived social support than freshman. 

c) The length of time an athlete is in the U.S. would reveal increasing levels of 

perceived social support. 

d) Team sports athletes would show higher levels of perceived social support 

than individual sport athletes.  



23 

 

METHOD 

Design 

This study adopted a quantitative approach for examining the acculturation process of 

international student-athletes by demographic variables. A cross-sectional survey design was 

used to address the hypotheses. This approach allowed for comparisons among the groups, and to 

explore the inter-relationship among theoretical latent constructs and inferential conclusions 

(Cooke, Salas, Cannon-Bowers & Stout, 2000). 

Participants  

There were 377 participants in the current study. International student-athletes from 

colleges and universities across the state of Florida were recruited who met the criteria of (1) 

International (came to the United States from another country), (2) currently enrolled at a college 

or university, and (3) participate in varsity sports.  Twenty-six participants did not fill out the 

survey tool completely; therefore, data from 351 participants were included in the study analysis. 

Detailed demographic breakdowns of the participants are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1  

Frequencies of Demographic Information  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable   N 

Gender 

Male 138 

Female 213 

Total 351 

   

Academic Classification 

Freshman 89 

Sophomore 76 

Junior 102 

 Senior 62 

 
Graduate 

Student 
22 

 Total 351 



24 

 

Table 1 – continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Procedure 

 An application was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB). This application 

detailed the purpose, instrumentation, consent process, procedure, and usage of the data that was 

collected for this study. Once accepted (see Appendix 1), the University Athletic Department, 

Head Coaches, and Coaching assistants of athletic departments throughout Florida, as identified 

in the IRB application were contacted. Permission to poll the international student-athletes who 

were currently enrolled and participating in collegiate sports were obtained via email, phone and 

in-person. An email invitation to participate in the survey was sent to prospective participants, 

which explained the objectives of the study and general details of the survey (length of survey, 

confidentiality, purpose). All those contacted were asked to forward an email containing the 

survey link to other international student-athletes.  

 The link in the invitation email forwards interested international student-athletes to an 

online informed consent and then a survey tool, which included 4 instruments and a demographic 

questionnaire. All of the tools are accessible via an online survey database managed by the 

Florida State University.  

Variable  N 

Length of Time in the U.S. 

<1yr 92 

1-3yrs 153 

3-5yrs 78 

 5-7yrs 10 

 7-10yrs 11 

 >10yrs 7 

 Total 351 

   

Sport Type 

Team 123 

Individual 228 

Total 351 
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Instrumentation  

Five survey instruments were used to quantitatively investigate the model illustrated in 

Figure 1 and the hypotheses of this study. A demographic survey was used to collect normative 

and descriptive data. The Stephenson Multi-group Acculturation Scale (SMAS) was used to 

measure acculturation as a result of degree of integration into the dominant and ethnic societies.  

The Acculturation, Habits, and Interests Multicultural Scale for Adolescents (AHIMSA) was 

used to identify acculturation patterns. The Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and 

Environmental (SAFE) Acculturative Stress Scale was used to measure four basic stressors that 

could be associated with acculturated stress. The Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social 

Support (MSPSS) was used to measure how much support participants thought they received.  

Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix 2). This portion gathered information on 

participants’ age, gender, year in school, length of time in the US, sport-type, country of origin, 

and frequency of visits to country of origin.  

Acculturation, Habits, and Interests Multicultural Scale for Adolescents (AHIMSA; 

Unger et al., 2002; Appendix 3). The AHIMSA is an 8-item questionnaire that was designed to 

estimate the acculturation levels of multi-cultural groups on a large scale and with adolescents. 

Each of the items has 4 answer options: The United States, The country my family is from, Both, 

and Other/Neither. It generates four acculturation categories: Assimilation, Separation, 

Integration, and Marginalization. These categories result from response choices to statements 

such as, ‘I am most comfortable being with people from…’ A combination of the responses in 

the categories of The United States, The country my family is from, Both, and Other/Neither 

correspond to an Assimilation, Separation, Integration, and Marginalization orientation, 

respectively. 
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The “United States” (Assimilation) and “Both” (Integration) scales had acceptable ranges 

(0-8) and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .79.  However, the “Other Country” (Separation) and 

“Neither” (Marginalization) scales were both restricted in range (0-6) and had low Cronbach’s 

alpha coefficients (.68, .50). Additionally, the AHIMSA can be used to classify respondents by 

their dominant response, that is, the response that they chose most frequently. Exploratory factor 

analysis showed that all of the items had factor loadings greater than .40, and an acceptable 

Cronbach alpha coefficients (.79); the eight items can be analyzed together as indicators of a 

single underlying construct of acculturation using a single factor solution (Unger et. al, 2002). 

Individuals vary in the extent to which they retain their native culture and adopt the new 

culture. The brevity, age-appropriate language, multicultural relevance, and the consideration of 

multiple components of acculturation of this scale make it an appropriate tool for studying the 

acculturation orientations of large multi-cultural groups.   

Stephenson Multi-group Acculturation Scale (SMAS; Stephenson, 2000; Appendix 4). 

The SMAS is a 32-item scale using a 4-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (false) to 4 (true) 

and aimed at measuring the degree of immigrant integration into the dominant and ethnic 

societies. This scale generated two constructs: Ethnic Society Integration (ESI) and Dominant 

Society Integration (DSI). Exploratory Factor Analysis yielded a total variance of 50.6% for all 

the items, where 27.4% of the variance was accounted for by the ESI factor. The ESI consists of 

17-items such as, ‘I regularly read magazines of my ethnic group.’ The second factor, DSI, 

accounted for 23.2% of the variance, using 15 items such as, ‘I like to eat American foods.’ 

Coefficient alphas were .86 for the entire scale and .97 and .90 for ESI and DSI, respectively. 

Item total correlations ranged from .51 to .87 on ESI and .57 to .83 on DSI.  Correlational studies 

evaluating the validity of the SMAS examined the relation between the two SMAS subscales and 
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another acculturation instrument; the ARSMA-II. Results revealed that the ESI subscale of the 

SMAS was strongly correlated with the MOS of the ARSMA-II (r = .87, p < .01), and negatively 

correlated with the AOS (r = −.28, p < .01). The DSI subscale of the SMAS was positively 

correlated with the AOS (r = .49, p < .01), and negatively correlated, although not significantly, 

with the MOS (r = −.15, p = ns). The ESI was significantly correlated in the expected direction 

with the ARSMA-II and the BAS; in addition, the DSI was correlated in the expected direction. 

The SMAS was the first acculturation tool developed for use with multi-ethnic groups. 

Unlike other acculturation tools, the SMAS does not measure beliefs, norms, or values; instead, 

it provides the degree of integration in both the dominant and the ethnic society. This focus, 

however, was found consistent with the theoretical conceptualization of the acculturation process 

(Stephenson, 2000).  With these three differences, this tool was considered as appropriate for the 

current study. 

Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental Acculturative Stress 

Scale (SAFE; Mena, Padilla, & Maldonado, 1987; Appendix 5). The SAFE is a 24-item 

questionnaire (21-items and 3 open-ended items) used to measure the four basic themes 

associated with acculturated stress. The first 21 items of the SAFE scale use a 5 point Likert-type 

scale, ranging from 1(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree), and generates four dimensions: 

Social, Attitude, Family, and Environment. The first construct, ‘Social’, relates to the quality of 

the immigrants’ social life in the new culture. It is measured by the responses to 4 items, such as, 

‘I don’t feel at home.’ This construct accounted for 8% of the total variance. The second 

dimension, ‘Attitude’, measures the immigrants’ attitudes toward their former culture and 

country of origin, and consists of 4 items, such as; ‘Loosening the ties with my country is 

difficult.’ This construct accounted for 9% of the total variance. The third construct, ‘Family’, 
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measures the immigrants’ relations with family in the new culture and consists of 3 items, such 

as, ‘Close family members and I have conflicting expectations about my future.’ This construct 

accounted for 6% of the total variance. The fourth construct, ‘Environment’, pertains to the 

quality of the environment in the new culture, and is measured by the responses to 10 items, such 

as, ‘I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes about or put down people of my background.’ 

This construct accounted for 31% of the total variance. All four constructs therefore accounted 

for 55% of the variance. The overall reliability analysis of the 21 items showed a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .89, and the reliability coefficients were .71, .73, .70, and .88, respectively.  

The SAFE was developed using international college students and focused on the process 

of acculturation and the socio-cultural differences of the cultures and heterogeneous groups; 

hence, this scale was chosen as relevant to the current study. 

  Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS; Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet 

& Farley, 1988; Appendix 6). The MSPSS is a 16-item scale that examined the perceived social 

support available by participants. The scale measures four dimensions of social support using a 

7- point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Very Strongly Agree) to 7 (Very Strongly Disagree). 

The dimension significant other (SO) (from the original scale), was replaced by Coaches (CO) 

and Teammates (Team) which was measured using statements such as, ‘I have a coach/teammate 

who is a real source of comfort to me’. Friends (FR) was also measured using statements such as, 

‘I can count on my friends when things go wrong’, and family (Fam) was measured using 

statements such as ‘My family is willing to help me make decisions’. 

The scale was originally designed to look at social support in university students, which 

produced coefficient alphas for the dimensions and entire scale ranging from .85 to .91 with an 

undergraduate sample.  Since its creation, the MSPSS  has been used for multiple types of 
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samples, and have been found valid when measuring perceived social support across cultures 

(Canty-Mitchell & Zimet, 2000; Chou, 2000; Eker, Arkar, & Yaldiz, 2000, as cited in Cheng & 

Chan, 2004). 

Analysis 

In this study, the acceptable level of significance was p < .05 for all analyses. 

Additionally, Cohen d values were considered as meaningful enough to result in noticeable mean 

differences at d > .20 with a corresponding moderate/medium effect size. Any value  d < .20 

were considered trivial and un-noticeable as it pertained to mean differences. The data collected 

in this study was used to investigate the hypotheses as noted earlier. MANOVA’s were first 

performed using the scale as the dependent variable and gender, academic classification, length 

of time, and sport type as the independent variables. Secondly, ANOVA’s were conducted on 

each of the dimensions presented by the scales separately. In the event of significant results, 

post-hoc Tukey's HSD tests were conducted to identify further significant effects within the data. 
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RESULTS 

Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis and sub-hypotheses pertained to acculturation stress with respect to 

gender, academic classification, length of time in the U.S., and sport type. It stated that (a), male 

international student-athletes would report more acculturative stress than female international 

student-athletes (b) there would be low freshman acculturation stress and an increase as athletes 

move to their sophomore, and junior years and then a decrease in stress during the senior year, 

(c) more time in the US would result in increasing levels of acculturation stress, then a decrease 

as time increases (bell curve), and (d) individual sport athletes would show more acculturation 

stress than team sport athletes. To test these hypotheses, first a MANOVA was performed using 

Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental acculturative stressors from the SAFE 

Scale as dependent variables, and gender, classification, length of time, and sport type as the 

independent variables. Secondly, an ANOVA was conducted on each of the stress dimensions 

separately. The main effects, which pertain to the hypotheses, are reported in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 

MANOVA and ANOVA Results for Acculturative Stressors 

 

 

 

Effect Wilks' λ  df df error F p δ 2
 

Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and 

Environmental Acculturative Stress Scale 

(SAFE) 

          

Gender Overall .972  4 346 2.444 .046  

                             Situational  1 349 .125 .724 .000 

        Attitudinal  1 349 2.811 .090 .080 

        Familial  1 349 .362 .548 .001 

        Environmental  1 349 .614 .434 .002 
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Table 2 - continued 

 

The analysis revealed a significant (p < .046) overall main effect for gender, but 

nonsignificant gender effects for each of the stress dimensions separately. Descriptively and 

nonsignificantly, males reported mean differences that revealed trivial effect sizes with respect to 

Situation/Social Acculturative Stressors (M = 2.92, SD = .75 vs. M = 2.89, SD = .69, d = .04), 

Attitudinal Acculturative Stressors (M = 2.39, SD = .71 vs. M = 2.26, SD = .70, d =.18), and 

Familial Acculturative Stressors (M = 2.59, SD = .78 vs. M = 2.54, SD = .87, d = .06) when 

compared to females. Additionally, females also reported mean differences that were not 

noticeably different from males with respect to Environmental Acculturative Stressors (M = 2.34, 

SD = .65 vs. M = 2.29, SD = .68, d = .08).  

Effect Wilks' λ  df F p δ 2
 

Academic Classification Overall .889  4, 342 2.016 .005 .030 

                             Situational  4, 345 1.888 .112 .020 

        Attitudinal  4, 345 2.361 .050 .030 

        Familial  4, 345 1.519 .196 .020 

        Environmental  4, 345 2.268 .062 .030 

Length of Time Overall .860  4, 341 2.091 .001 .030 

                              Situational  5, 344 1.061 .382 .150 

        Attitudinal  5, 344 3.607 .003 .050 

        Familial  5, 344 .963 .441 .010 

        Environmental  5, 344 .675 .643 .010 

Sport Type Overall .971 4, 346 2.045 .072 .029 

                              Situational  1, 349 4.155 .042 .012 

        Attitudinal  1, 349 .072 .789 .000 

        Familial  1, 349 .007 .931 .000 

        Environmental  1, 349 .177 .674 .001 
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The analysis did not support the first sub-hypothesis that female athletes would report less 

stress than male athletes.  Though the overall effect was significant, the ANOVA indicated 

nonsignificant gender differences for each of the stress dimensions.  The by gender means of the 

stress dimensions (see Table 3) descriptively followed the hypothesized tendency with females 

reporting lower stress on three of the four measured dimensions but the descriptive differences 

were trivial in magnitude. Mean and SD values for males and females are presented in Table 3 

and Figure 2. 

 

Table 3 

Means and SDs for Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental Stress Scale by 

Gender 
 

 

Environmental Acculturative 

Stressors (SAFE) 

Gender M SD 

Situational/Social Male 2.92 .75 

Female 2.89 .69 

Attitudinal Male 2.39 .71 

Female 2.26 .70 

Familial Male 2.59 .78 

Female 2.54 .87 

Environmental Male 2.29 .68 

Female 2.34 .65 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Means of acculturative stressors by gender 
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The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses pertaining to classification (see Table 2) revealed, 

respectively, a significant (p < .005) main effect for classification and, with the exception of 

attitudinal stressors (p < .05), non-significant effects for each of the stress dimensions separately. 

Post-hoc Tukey's HSD tests showed that junior athletes (M = 2.44, SD = .74) reported 

significantly (p < .05) higher attitudinal stress than freshman athletes (M = 2.14, SD = .65, d = 

.43). All other attitudinal stress comparisons were nonsignificant with effects sizes that were not 

meaningful. Juniors (M = 2.44, SD = .74) reported slightly more susceptibility to attitudinal 

stress than seniors (M = 2.34, SD = .65, d = .14), sophomores (M = 2.34, SD = .74, d = .14), and 

graduate students (M = 2.23, SD = .74, d = .28). 

Considering situational/social acculturative stressors, the comparisons were not significant 

with only trivial descriptive differences between sophomores (M = 3.04, SD = .77) and seniors 

(M = 2.96, SD = .67, d = .11), or juniors (M = 2.92, SD = .67, d = .17). The comparison of 

sophomores (M = 3.04, SD = .77) to freshman (M = 2.80, SD = .71, d = .33) and graduate 

students (M = 2.66, SD = .85, d = .47) was also nonsignificant although moderate/medium effect 

sizes were observed that were potentially meaningful. In addition, the comparisons with respect 

to familial acculturative stressors were not significant. Only trivial effect sizes were observed 

when comparing seniors (M = 2.66, SD = .88) to sophomores (M = 2.64, SD = .81, d = .02), and 

to juniors (M = 2.60, SD = .75, d = .07). The nonsignificant differences between seniors (M = 

2.66, SD = .88) and freshman (M = 2.43, SD = .88, d = .26) and graduate students (M = 2.30, SD 

= .93, d = .40), however, had effect sizes that were potentially meaningful. Finally, the overall 

environmental stressors by academic classification tended toward significance (p < .06). The 

comparisons for environmental stress did not reach the accepted level of significance, however 

there were noticeable mean differences descriptively. Sophomores (M = 2.51, SD = .66) reported 
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to be slightly more affected by environmental stressors than juniors (M = 2.30, SD = .63, d = 

.33), freshman (M = 2.28, SD = .69, d = .34), seniors (M = 2.25, SD = .63, d = .40), and graduate 

students (M = 2.15, SD = .67, d = .67).  

The second sub-hypothesis, which stated that there would be low freshman acculturation 

stress and an increase as athletes move to their sophomore, and junior years and then a decrease 

in stress during the senior and graduate year, was only partially supported by the data analysis. 

Though the overall effect of classification reached the accepted level of significance (p < .05), 

this effect did not reach significance for the individual stress dimensions with the partial 

exception of the attitudinal stress dimension where juniors reported significantly higher 

attitudinal stress than freshmen, but not the other academic classifications. Additionally, there 

were noticeable descriptive differences for graduate students across all of the acculturative stress 

dimensions examined at a moderate effect size. Mean and SD values for the stressors by 

Classification are presented in Table 4 and Figure 3. 

 

Table 4 

Means and SDs for Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental Stress Scale by 

Academic Classification 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Academic Classification M SD 

Situational/Social Freshman 2.798 .71 

Sophomore 3.036 .77 

Junior 2.919 .67 

Senior 

Graduate 

2.959 

2.659 

.67 

.85 
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Table 4 - continued 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                        
          

    Figure 3. Means of acculturative stressors by academic classification 
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Variable Academic Classification M SD 

Attitudinal Freshman 2.137 .65 

 Sophomore 2.342 .74 

 Junior 2.439 .74 

 
Senior 

Graduate 

2.344 

2.227 

.65 

.74 

Familial Freshman 2.431 .88 

 Sophomore 2.640 .81 

 Junior 2.601 .75 

 
Senior 

Graduate 

2.661 

2.303 

.88 

.93 

Environmental Freshman 2.275 .69 

Sophomore 2.508 .66 

Junior 2.303 .63 

Senior 

Graduate 

2.246 

2.146 

.63 

.67 
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The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses pertaining to the length of time in the U.S. are 

shown in Table 2, and revealed a significant (p < .001) main effect for length of time in the U.S., 

but non-significant effects for each of the stress dimensions separately with the exception of 

attitudinal stressors (p < .003). Post-hoc Tukey's HSD tests showed that athletes in the U.S. for 

7-10yrs (M = 2.96, SD = .51) reported significantly (p < .05) lower attitudinal stress than athletes 

in the U.S. for their first year (M = 2.13, SD = .66, d = 1.41) and 1-3rd year (M = 2.32, SD = .73, 

d = 1.02). Descriptively, but not significantly, there were noticeable differences in the means of 

attitudinal acculturative stressors between student-athletes in the U.S. 7-10yrs (M = 2.96, SD = 

.51), in their 1
st
 year (M = 2.13, SD = .66, d = 1.41), in the U.S. 1-3yrs (M = 2.32, SD = .73, d = 

1.02), in the US 3-5yrs (M = 2.35, SD = .67, d =.84), in the US 5-7yrs (M = 2.44, SD =.51, d = 

.80), and those in the U.S. longer than 10yrs (M = 2.67, SD = .43, d = .47) with moderate to large 

effect sizes. 

The third sub-hypothesis, which stated that the more time in the U.S. would result in 

increasing levels of acculturation stress, and a subsequent decrease in stress as time continued to 

increase (bell curve) was only partially supported by the data analysis. The ANOVA indicated 

significant (p < .05) overall time in the U.S. effect and non-significant effects for the other stress 

dimensions with the exception of attitudinal stress. Descriptively, the emergent trends fit the 

hypothesis where international student-athletes in the U.S. 7-10yrs reported higher attitudinal 

stress than international athletes in their first year and 1-3yr in the U.S and less than athletes in 

the U.S. longer than 10yrs. Mean and SD values by length of time are presented in Table 5 and 

Figure 4. 

The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses for sport type (see Table 2) showed a non-

significant (p < .072) main effect for sport type, and non-significant effects for each of the 
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dimensions separately with the exception of situational stressors (p < .042). Post-hoc T tests 

revealed a significant difference between the means of individual (M = 2.85, SD = .729) and 

team sports (M = 3.01, SD = .689) sports with respect to situational stressors; t(349)= 2.020, p < 

.05, d = .23. 

 

Table 5  

Means and SDs for Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental Stress Scale by 

Length of Time in U.S. 

 

 

Variable Length of Time M SD 

Situational/Social First Year 2.794 .71 

1-3yrs 2.982 .72 

 3-5yrs 2.916 .72 

 5-7yrs 2.700 .86 

 7-10yrs 2.864 .76 

 >10yrs 2.708 .29 

    

Attitudinal First Year 2.133 .66 

1-3yrs 2.322 .73 

 3-5yrs 2.351 .67 

 5-7yrs 2.440 .51 

 7-10yrs 2.964 .78 

 >10yrs 2.667 .43 

    

Familial First Year 2.402 .82 

1-3yrs 2.614 .82 

 3-5yrs 2.584 .86 

 5-7yrs 2.567 1.10 

 7-10yrs 2.727 .85 

 >10yrs 2.778 .78 

    

Environmental First Year 2.301 .68 

1-3yrs 2.378 .68 

 3-5yrs 2.238 .65 

 5-7yrs 2.180 .39 

 7-10yrs 2.382 .66 

 >10yrs 2.150 .35 
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Figure 4. Means of acculturative stressors by length of time in U.S. 

 

The descriptive, but non-significant data revealed that student-athletes participating in 

team sports reported slightly more situation/social acculturative stressors (M = 3.01, SD = .69 vs. 

2.85, SD = .73, d = .23), and no noticeable descriptive differences in environmental acculturative 

stressors (M = 2.34, SD = .68 vs. 2.31, SD = .65, d = .05) than individual sports athletes. 

Individual sports athletes reported similar nonsignificant data and no noticeable descriptive 

differences in attitudinal acculturative stressors (M = 2.32, SD = .69 vs. 2.30, SD = .73, d =.03) 

or familial acculturative stressors (M = 2.56, SD = .86 vs. 2.55, SD = .80, d =.01) to team sports 

athletes. 

The fourth sub-hypothesis which referred to sport type was not supported by the data 

analysis. The ANOVA indicated a non-significant (p > .05) overall sport type effect and non-

significant effects for each of the stress dimensions with the exception of the situational stress 

dimension where team sport athletes reported more situational stress than individual sport 

athletes. Descriptively, the means of the stress dimensions broken down by sport type (see Table 

6) followed an opposite trend to the expected hypothesis (i.e., team sport athletes reported higher 

stress on two of the four measured dimensions). The descriptive mean differences were non-
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significant, minimal, and cannot be generalized to the population. Mean and SD values for 

individual and team sports are presented in Table 6 and Figure 5. 

 

Table 6 

Means and SDs for Social/Situational, Attitudinal, Familial, and Environmental Stress Scale by 

Sport Type  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             
 

                         

Figure 5. Means of acculturative stressors by sport type 

 

Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis (which consists of several sub-hypotheses) pertains to ethnic and 

dominant society integration with respect to gender, academic classification, length of time in the 

US, and sport type. It stated that (a) female athletes would show less ethnic integration and more 
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Situational/Social Team 3.01 .689 
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Attitudinal Team 2.30 .734 

Individual 2.32 .692 

Familial Team 2.55 .804 
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Environmental Team 2.34 .681 

Individual 2.31 .648 
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dominant integration than male athletes, (b) seniors would show more dominant society 

integration and freshman would show more ethnic society integration, (c) more time in the US 

would show decreasing levels of ethnic society integration and increasing levels of dominant 

society integration, and (d) that team sport athletes would show lower ethnic society integration 

than individual sport athletes. To test these hypotheses a MANOVA was performed first using 

dominant society integration (DSI) and ethnic society integration (ESI) from the Stephenson 

Multi-group Acculturation Scale (SMAS) as dependent variables, and gender, academic 

classification length of time and sport type as the independent variables. Secondly, an ANOVA 

was conducted on each of the integration dimensions separately. The main effects, which pertain 

to the hypotheses, are reported in Table 7.  

 

Table 7 

MANOVA and ANOVA Results for Integration  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effect  Wilks' λ  df F p δ 2
 

Stephenson Multi-group Acculturation 

Scale (SMAS)  

         

   Gender Overall .995  2, 348 .924 .398 .005 

                            Dominant Society Integration  1, 349 2.560 .247 .001 

      Ethnic Society  Integration  1, 349 2.217 .499 .004 

   Academic Classification Overall .955 2, 344 2.006 .043 .023 

                              Dominant Society  Integration  4, 345 3.742 .005 .042 

         Ethnic Society  Integration  4, 345 .388 .817 .136 

   Length of Time Overall .910  2, 343 3.300 <.001 .046 

                            Dominant Society  Integration  5, 344 1.860 .101 .026 

      Ethnic Society  Integration  5, 344 4.582 <.001 .062 

  Sport Type Overall .992 2, 348 1.432 .240 .008 

      Dominant Society  Integration  1, 349 .562 .454 .002 

      Ethnic Society  Integration  1, 349 2.240 .135 .006 
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The analysis revealed a nonsignificant (p < .398) overall main effect for gender, and 

nonsignificant (p > .05) gender effects for the ethnic and domestic society integration dimensions 

separately. Descriptively, and nonsignificantly, females reported mean differences that showed 

trivial effect sizes with respect to dominant society integration (M = 2.93, SD = .41 vs. M = 2.89, 

SD = .46, d = .09) and ethnic society integration (M = 3.51, SD = .33 vs. M = 3.45, SD = .41, d = 

.16) when compared to males. These descriptive differences were not noticeably different and 

nonsignificant (p > .05); therefore, cannot be generalized to the population that this sample 

represented.  

The analysis did not support the first sub-hypothesis that female athletes would report 

less ethnic society integration and more dominant society integration than male athletes. The 

ANOVA indicated nonsignificant overall results and nonsignificant results for each of the 

integration dimensions. The by gender means for the integration dimensions (see Table 8), 

generally followed the hypothesized trend but the descriptive differences were minimal. That is, 

females reported only slightly less ethnic society integration and slightly more dominant society 

integration than males; these differences were very minor. Mean and SD values for males and 

females are presented in Table 8 and Figure 6. 

 

 

Table 8 

Means and SDs for DSI and ESI by Gender 

 

Variable Gender M SD 

Dominant Society Integration Male 2.89 .46 

Female 2.93 .41 

Ethnic Society Integration Male 3.51 .33 

 Female 3.46 .41 
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Figure 6. Means of integration type by gender 

 

The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses pertaining to classification (see Table 7), revealed 

a significant (p < .043) main effect for classification, dominant society integration (p < .005), 

and a nonsignificant (p > .05) effect for ethnic society integration. Post-hoc Tukey's HSD tests 

showed that senior athletes (M = 3.05, SD = .42) reported significantly higher (p < .05) dominant 

society integration than freshman athletes (M = 2.85, SD = .43, d = .47) and sophomore athletes 

(M = 2.81, SD = .45, d = .55) revealing moderate/medium effect sizes that were potentially 

meaningful. All other comparisons were not significant (p > .05). With respect to dominant 

society integration, the by academic classification comparisons revealed descriptive differences 

were trivial when comparing seniors (M = 3.05, SD = .42) with juniors (M = 2.97, SD = .39, d = 

.20), and graduate students (M = 2.97, SD = .47, d = .18). The comparison of seniors (M = 3.05, 

SD = .42) with freshman (M = 2.85, SD = .43, d = .47) and sophomores (M = 2.81, SD = .45, d = 

.55) was also nonsignificant, however, the moderate effect sizes estimated potentially meaningful 

mean differences. 

The second sub-hypothesis which stated that seniors would show more dominant society 

integration and freshman would show more ethnic society integration was only partially 

supported by the data analysis. The overall effect of classification reached the accepted level of 
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significance (p < .05) for dominant society integration. In addition, the dominant society 

integration of seniors was reported as slightly higher than that of freshman and sophomores, but 

not the other academic classifications. There was no significant effect or noticeable descriptive 

differences for ethnic society integration. Mean and SD values for integration by classification 

are presented in Table 9 and Figure 7. 

 

Table 9 

Means and SDs for DSI and ESI by Academic Classification 

 

Variable Academic 

Classification 

M SD 

Dominant Society Integration Freshman 2.850 .43 

Sophomore 2.805 .45 

 Junior 2.969 .39 

 
Senior 

Graduate 

3.045 

2.966 

.42 

.47 

Ethnic Society Integration Freshman 3.513 .42 

Sophomore 3.452 .35 

 Junior 3.480 .41 

 
Senior 

Graduate 

3.473 

3.446 

.31 

.39 

 

 
 

Figure 7. Means of integration type by academic classification  
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The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses pertaining to the length of time in the U.S. are 

shown in Table 7, and revealed a significant (p < .001) main effect for length of time in the U.S., 

and for ethnic society integration (p= .001) respectively. Post-hoc Tukey's HSD tests showed 

that athletes in the U.S. for the first year (M = 3.53, SD = .34) reported significantly more ethnic 

society integration (p < .05) than athletes in the US 1-3 yrs (M = 3.48, SD = .37, d = .14), 5-7yrs 

(M = 3.48, SD = .28, d = .16), and 3-5yrs (M = 3.47, SD = .36, d = .17). The comparison of first 

year (M = 3.53, SD = .34) to athletes in the U.S. 7-10yrs (M = 3.41, SD = .44, d = .31) showed 

moderate and potentially meaningful mean differences, while athletes in the U.S. more than 

10yrs (M = 2.79, SD = .93, d = 1.06) showed a large effect size and noticeable different means. 

All other comparisons were not significant (p > .05).   

Considering, dominant society integration, the length of time in the U.S. comparisons 

were not significant. International student-athletes in the US 7-10yrs (M = 3.23, SD = .28) 

reported more dominant society integration than athletes in the US for 5-7yrs (M = 3.08, SD = 

.34, d = .48), 3-5yrs (M = 2.97, SD = .43, d = .72), 7-10yrs (M = 2.97, SD = .5, d = .72), 1-3yrs 

(M = 2.91, SD = .43, d = .88) and, first year (M = 2.83, SD = .43, d = 1.10). These comparisons 

although nonsignificant revealed moderate to large effect sizes that were potentially meaningful. 

The third sub-hypothesis stated that length of time in the U.S. would result in decreased 

levels of ethnic society integration and increased levels of dominant society integration. This 

hypothesis was partially supported by the data analysis. The ANOVA indicated a significant (p < 

.05) overall time in the U.S. and ethnic society integration effect while there was a non-

significant effect for dominant society integration. International student-athletes in the U.S. for 

their first- year reported higher ethnic society integration than international athletes in their 1-3
rd

 

yr, 5-7yr, 3-7yr, 7-10yr, and greater than 10 years. The by length of time integration dimensions 
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(see Table 10) descriptively followed the hypothesized trend, (i.e., there was an increase of the 

dominant society integration and a decrease of the ethnic society integration over time). Mean 

and SD values by length of time are presented in Table 10 and Figure 8. 

 

Table 10 

Means and SDs for DSI and ESI by Length of Time in the U.S. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                       

     

 Figure 8. Means of integration type by length of time in the U.S. 

The analysis for sport type (see Table 7) revealed a nonsignificant (p > .24) main effect 

for sport type, and nonsignificant (p > .05) length of time in the U.S. effect for each of the 
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Variable Length of Time M SD 

Ethnic Society Integration First Year 3.534 .336 

1-3yrs 3.481 .366 

 3-5yrs 3.472 .362 

 5-7yrs 3.475 .281 

 7-10yrs 3.409 .436 

 >10yrs 2.792 .926 

    

Dominant Society Integration First Year 2.834 .425 

 1-3yrs 2.914 .432 

 3-5yrs 2.967 .429 

 5-7yrs 3.081 .339 

 7-10yrs 2.943 .499 

 >10yrs 3.229 .281 
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integration dimensions separately. Descriptively and nonsignificantly, individual sport 

participants reported mean differences that showed trivial effect sizes with respect to dominant 

society integration (M = 2.92, SD = .43 vs. 2.89, SD = .44, d = .07), and ethnic society 

integration (M = 3.52, SD = .33 vs. 3.46, SD = .41, d = .16) when compared to team sports 

participants.  

The fourth sub-hypothesis which stated that team sport athletes would show lower ethnic 

society integration than individual sport athletes was not supported by the data analysis. The 

ANOVA indicated a nonsignificant (p > .05) overall sport-type effect and nonsignificant effects 

for each of the integration dimensions separately. The by sport type means of the integration 

dimensions (see Table 11) did not descriptively fit the hypothesized trend,  with team sport 

athletes reporting higher ethnic society integration and lower dominant society integration than 

individual sport athletes. These descriptive differences were trivial. Mean and SD values for 

team and individual sports are presented in Table 11 and Figure 9. 

 

Table 11 

     Means and SDs for DSI and ESI by Sport Type  

 

Variable Gender M SD 

Dominant Society Integration Team 2.89 .435 

Individual 2.92 .428 

Ethnic Society Integration Team 3.52 .329 

Individual 3.46 .405 

 

 
           Figure 9. Means of integration type by sport type 
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Hypothesis 3 

The third hypothesis (which consists of several sub-hypotheses) pertains to acculturation 

orientation patterns with respect to gender, academic classification, length of time in the US, and 

sport type. It stated that (a) female international student-athletes will show a more of an 

integrated acculturation pattern than male international student-athletes, (b) seniors would show 

more of an integrated acculturation orientation and freshman would show more of a separated 

orientation, (c) more time in the US, will show increasing levels of an integrated orientation, and 

(d) team sport athletes will report more integration than individual sport athletes. To test these 

hypotheses a crosstab analysis was performed on each item (life area) of the Acculturation, 

Habits, and Interests Multicultural Scale for Adolescents (AHIMSA) as dependent variable.  

Gender, academic classification, length of time in the US, and sport type were independent 

variables, separately. A χ2
 tests was used the test the significance level of the four possible 

answer choices across the life areas represented by each question. 

The first sub-hypothesis stated that female athletes will show more of an integrated 

acculturation pattern than males. The crosstab analysis (see Table 12) revealed that male and 

female athletes do not differ each from the other on the life area components related to 

acculturation with the exception of fitting in best (p < .02) and food eaten (p < .027). The sample 

distribution of the fitting in best responses reported that 49% showed an integrated orientation 

and 42.2% reported a separated orientation. Out of 172 responses, females were more integrated 

than males in the life area of fitting in best (53.1% vs. 42.8%) and out of 148 responses males 

were more separated than females (51.4% vs. 36.2%) (See Figure 10).   

 The sample distribution of the food eaten responses reported that 50.4% showed an 

integration orientation, 44.4% showed a separated orientation, 2.8% showed an assimilated 

orientation and 2.3% showed a marginalized orientation. 
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Figure 10. Distribution of acculturation pattern by gender for the life area, ‘fit in best’. 

 

The differences between males and females for the integration (50.7% vs. 50%) and 

separation (44.1% vs. 44.9%) orientations were very minor (See Figure 11). Therefore, the first 

sub-hypothesis not supported by the data. 

    

 Figure 11. Distribution of acculturation pattern by gender for the life area, ‘food eaten’. 

 

Descriptively, but not significantly, the distribution of acculturation patterns, broken 

down by gender, (see Table 12), however, followed the hypothesized trend. Females reported 

more integration than males in all of the life areas examined with the exception of favorite TV 

show (36.2% vs. 37%). Additionally, males reported more separation than females in all of the 

life areas investigated.  

 

0

20

40

60

Assimilation Separation Integration Marginalization

Male Female

0

20

40

60

Assimilation Separation Integration Marginalization

Male Female



49 

 

Table 12.  

Distribution of Acculturation Patterns by Gender (N and %) and χ2
 tests 

 

 

Life Areas 

 United States 

(Assimilation) 

Origin 

(Separation) 

Both 

(Integration) 

Other 

(Marginalization) 

  

 Gender N % N % N % N % χ2 P 

1.Comfort 

with 

people 

Male 3 2.20 51 37.0 80 58.0 4 2.9 
3.99 .263 

 Female 4 0.90 58 27.2 142 66.7 9 1.9 

            

2.Friends 

are from 

Male 
4 2.90 75 54.3 54 39.1 5 3.6 

4.67 .323 

 Female 13 1.50 96 47.5 92 45.5 11 5.4 

1.Comfort 

with 

people 

Male 3 2.20 51 37.0 80 58.0 4 2.9 3.99 .263 

3.I fit in 

best with 

Male 6 4.30 71 51.4 59 42.8 2 1.5 
9.85 .020 

Female 12 5.60 77 36.2 113 53.1 11 5.2 

            

4.Favorite 

music 

Male 30 21.7 33 23.9 67 48.6 8 5.8 

7.04 .071 Female 
57 26.8 32 15.0 

11

8 
55.4 6 2.8 

            

5.Favorite 

TV show 

Male 62 44.9 21 15.2 51 37.0 4 2.9 
1.18 .758 

Female 103 48.4 25 11.7 77 36.2 8 3.8 

            

6.Holidays 

celebrated 

Male 5 3.60 56 40.6 76 55.1 1 0.7 

3.10 .376 Female 
7 3.30 85 40.0 

11

3 
53.0 8 3.8 

            

7.Food 

eaten 

Male 7 5.10 62 44.9 69 50.0 0 0.0 

9.15 .027 Female 
3 1.40 94 44.1 

10

8 
50.7 8 3.8 

            

8.Way I 

do things 

Male 6 4.30 76 55.1 55 39.9 1 0.7 
4.81 .186 

Female 3 1.40 114 53.5 90 42.3 6 2.8 
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The second sub-hypothesis stated that seniors would show more of an integrated 

acculturation orientation and freshman would show more of a separated orientation. The 

distribution of acculturation patterns, broken down by academic classification, (see Table 13) 

revealed that there were significant differences between the academic classifications in the life 

area components of comfort with people(p < .0001), friendships(p < .002), holidays celebrated(p 

< .001), and way I do things(p < .006). The sample distribution of the comfort with people 

responses reported that 63.1% showed an integrated orientation and 31.1% reported a separated 

orientation. Out of 221 responses, seniors were more integrated than freshman, juniors, 

sophomores and graduate students (70.5% vs. 67.4%, 60.8%, 59.2%, and 50% respectively) (See 

Figure 12).  

 

Figure 12. Distribution of acculturation pattern by academic classification for the life area, 

‘comfort with people’. 
 

The sample distribution of the friendships responses reported that 49.1% showed a 

separation orientation and 41.7% showed an integrated orientation. Out of 172 responses, 

freshmen were more separated than sophomores, seniors, juniors and graduate students (59.6% 

vs. 53.9%, 42.6%, 42.22%, and 40.9% respectively) (See Figure 13).  
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Figure 13. Distribution of acculturation pattern by academic classification for the life area, 

‘friendships’. 
 

The sample distribution of the holidays celebrated responses reported that 53.7% showed 

an integration orientation, and 40.3% showed a separated orientation. Out of 188 responses, 

seniors were more integrated than graduate students, juniors, sophomores and freshman (70.5% 

vs. 59.1%, 58.8%, 46.1%, and 41.6% respectively) (See Figure 14). 

 

Figure 14. Distribution of acculturation pattern by academic classification for the life area, 

‘holidays celebrated’. 
 

 Finally, the sample distribution of the the way I do things responses reported that 54% 
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responses, sophomores were more separated than freshman, juniors, graduate students, and 

seniors (67.1% vs. 64%, 47.1%, 45.5%, and 37.7% respectively) (See Figure 15).  

 

Figure 15. Distribution of acculturation pattern by academic classification for the life area, ‘the 
way I do things’. 
 

Descriptively, but not significantly, the distribution of acculturation patterns, broken 

down by academic classification, (see Table 13), however, followed the hypothesized trend for 

five of the eight life areas examined. As a result, the second sub-hypothesis was partially 

supported by the data. 

 

     Table 13 

     Distribution of Acculturation Patterns by Academic Classification (N and %) and χ2
 tests 

 
   United States 

(Assimilation) 

Origin 

(Separation) 

Both 

(Integration) 

Other 

(Marginalization) 

  

Life Areas Academic 

Classification 

N % N % N % N % χ2 p 

1.Comfort with 

people 

Freshman 1 1.1 26 29.2 60 67.4 2 2.2 

45.29 .0001 

Sophomore 0 0.0 28 36.8 45 59.2 3 3.9 

Junior 2 2.0 37 36.3 62 60.8 1 1.0 

Senior 0 0.0 13 21.3 43 70.5 5 8.2 

Graduate 4 18.2 5 22.7 11 50.0 2 9.1 

            

2.Friends are from Freshman 2 2.2 53 59.6 32 36.0 2 2.2 

30.325 .002 

Sophomore 2 2.6 41 53.9 32 42.1 1 1.3 

Junior 5 4.9 43 42.2 46 45.1 8 7.8 

Senior 3 5.0 25 41.7 30 50.0 2 3.3 

Graduate 5 22.7 9 40.9 6 27.3 2 9.1 

            

0

20

40

60

80

Assimilation Separation Integration Marginalization

Freshman Sophomores Juniors Seniors Graduate Students



53 

 

Table 13 - continued 

 
  United States 

(Assimilation) 

Origin 

(Separation) 

Both 

(Integration) 

Other 

(Marginalization) 

  

Life Areas Academic 

Classification 

N % N % N % N % χ2 p 

            

3.I fit in best with Freshman 3 3.4 35 39.3 49 55.1 2 2.2 

8.461 
.748 

 Sophomore 3 3.9 32 42.1 39 51.3 2 2.6 

 Junior 5 4.9 47 46.1 44 43.1 6 5.9 

 Senior 4 6.6 25 41.0 30 49.2 2 3.3 

 Graduate 3 13.6 8 36.4 10 45.5 1 4.5 

           

4.Favorite music Freshman 14 15.7 20 22.5 53 59.6 2 2.3 

9.76 .637 

 Sophomore 20 26.3 14 18.4 40 52.6 2 2.6 

 Junior 27 26.5 18 17.6 51 50.0 6 5.9 

 Senior 18 29.5 9 14.8 31 50.8 3 4.9 

 Graduate 8 36.4 4 18.2 9 40.9 1 4.5 

            

5.Favorite TV show Freshman 33 37.1 17 19.1 38 42.7 1 1.1 

16.716 .161 

 Sophomore 35 46.0 11 14.5 26 34.0 4 5.3 

 Junior 49 48.0 15 14.7 34 33.3 4 3.9 

 Senior 36 59.0 3 4.9 20 32.8 2 3.3 

 Graduate 12 54.5 0 0.0 9 40.9 1 4.5 

            

6.Holidays celebrated Freshman 3 3.4 48 53.9 37 41.6 1 1.1 

32.338 .001 

 Sophomore 1 1.3 39 51.3 35 46.1 1 1.3 

 Junior 2 2.0 36 35.3 60 58.8 4 4.0 

 Senior 3 4.9 13 21.3 43 70.5 2 3.3 

 Graduate 3 13.6 5 22.7 13 59.1 1 4.5 

            

 

7.Food eaten 

Freshman 2 2.2 45 50.6 40 44.9 2 2.2 

6.262 .902 

Sophomore 2 2.6 36 47.4 36 47.4 2 2.6 

Junior 3 2.9 43 42.2 55 53.9 1 1.0 

Senior 2 3.3 21 34.4 36 59.0 2 3.2 

Graduate 1 4.5 10 45.5 10 45.5 1 4.5 

            

8.Way I do things Freshman 1 1.1 57 64.0 29 32.6 2 2.2 

27.584 .006 

Sophomore 2 2.6 51 67.1 23 30.3 0 0.0 

Junior 2 2.0 48 47.0 48 47.0 4 4.0 

Senior 2 3.3 23 37.7 36 59.0 0 0.0 

Graduate 2 9.1 10 45.4 9 40.9 1 4.5 

 

 

 

The third sub-hypothesis stated that the more time in the U.S. will show increasing levels 

of an integration acculturation orientation. The distribution of acculturation patterns, broken 

down by length of time in the U.S., (see Table 14) revealed that there were significant 

differences in the life area components of comfort with people(p < .0001), friendships(p < 
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.0001), favorite music (p < .009), holidays celebrated(p < .0001), and way I do things(p < .008). 

Additionally, the life area of favorite TV show (p < .069) tended towards significance. The 

sample distribution of the comfort with people responses reported that 63.4% showed an 

integrated orientation and 30.9% reported a separated orientation. Out of 222 responses, athletes 

in the U.S. for their first year were more integrated than those in the U.S. more than 10yrs, 3-

5yrs, 1-3yrs, 5-7yrs, and 7-10yrs (71.7% vs. 66.7%, 64.1%, 60.1%, 60%, and 36.4% 

respectively) (See Figure 16).  

 

 

 

Figure 16. Distribution of acculturation pattern by length of time in the U.S. for the life area, 

‘comfort with people’. 
 

The sample distribution of the friendships responses reported that 48.9% showed a 

separation orientation and 41.7% reported an integrated orientation. Out of 171 responses, 

athletes in the U.S. for their first year were more separated than those in the U.S. 1-3yrs, 7-10yrs, 

3-5yrs, and 5-7yrs, (57.6% vs. 52.3%, 45.5%, 39.7%, and 20% respectively) (See Figure 17).  
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Figure 17. Distribution of acculturation pattern by length of time in the U.S. for the life area, 

‘friendship’. 
 

The sample distribution of the favorite music responses reported that 52.9% showed an 

integrated orientation, 24.6% reported an assimilated orientation, and 18.6% reported a separated 

orientation. Out of 185 responses, athletes in the U.S. for their first year were more integrated 

than those in the U.S. 3-5yrs, 1-3yrs, 5-7yrs, more than 10yrs and 7-10yrs (62% vs. 56.4%, 

49.7%, 40%, 33.3%, and 18.2% respectively) (See Figure 18).  

 

            

Figure 18. Distribution of acculturation pattern by length of time in the U.S. for the life area, 

‘favorite TV’. 
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The sample distribution of the holidays celebrated responses reported that 54% showed 

an integrated orientation and 40.3% reported a separated orientation. Out of 189 responses, 

athletes in the U.S. more than 10yrs were more integrated than those in the U.S. 3-5yrs, 1-3yrs, 

7-10yrs, and 5-7yrs (83.3% vs. 66.7%, 54.9%, 54.5%, 41.3%, and 40% respectively) (See Figure 

19). 

 

Figure 19. Distribution of acculturation pattern by length of time in the U.S. for the life area, 

‘holidays celebrated’. 
 

 The sample distribution of the way I do things responses reported that 54% showed a 

separation orientation and 41.4% reported an integrated orientation. Out of 189 responses, 

athletes in the U.S. for their first year were more separated than those in the U.S. 1-3yrs, 3-5yrs, 

5-7yrs, 7-10yrs, and more than 10yrs (67.4% vs. 54.9%, 42.3%, 40%, 36.4% and 33.3% 

respectively) (See Figure 20). 

 

Figure 20. Distribution of acculturation pattern by length of time in the U.S. for the life area, 

‘way I do things’. 
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Descriptively, but not significantly, the distribution of acculturation patterns, broken 

down by length of time in the U.S., (see Table 14), showed an opposite tendency to that 

hypothesized. Athletes in the U.S. for their first year reported being the most integrated in the 

life areas of comfort with people, fit in best with, music, and TV. Additionally, athletes in the U.S. 

7-10yrs reported a separation orientation for the comfort with people and music life areas. As a 

result, the second sub-hypothesis was not supported by the data. 

Table 14 

 Distribution of Acculturation Patterns by Length of Time in the U.S. (N and %) and χ2
 tests 

 

  United States 

(Assimilation) 

Origin 

(Separation) 

Both 

(Integration) 

Other 

(Marginalization) 

  

Life Areas Length 

of Time 

N % N % N % N % χ2 P 

1.Comfort with 

people 

1st Yr 
0 0.0 24 26.1 66 71.7 2 2.2 

70.773 .0001 

 1-3yrs 0 0.0 57 37.3 92 60.1 4 2.6 

 3-5yrs 2 2.6 20 25.6 50 64.1 6 7.7 

 5-7yrs 2 20.0 1 10.0 6 60.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 1 9.1 6 54.5 4 36.4 0 0.0 

 10yrs 2 33.3 0 0.0 4 66.7 0 0.0 

            

2.Friends are 

from 

1st Yr 2 2.2 53 57.6 33 35.9 4 4.3 

42.392 .0001 

1-3yrs 5 3.3 80 52.3 62 40.5 6 3.9 

 3-5yrs 3 3.8 30 39.7 39 50.0 5 6.4 

 5-7yrs 3 30.0 2 20.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 2 18.2 5 45.5 4 36.4 0 0.0 

 10yrs 2 33.3 0 0.0 4 66.7 0 0.0 

 
 

          

3.I fit in best 

with 

1st Yr 2 2.2 35 38.0 52 56.5 3 3.3 

20.984 .1370 

1-3yrs 6 3.9 71 46.4 71 46.4 5 3.3 

 3-5yrs 5 6.4 31 39.7 38 48.7 4 5.1 

 5-7yrs 1 10.0 4 40.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 2 18.2 4 36.4 5 45.5 0 0.0 

 10yrs 2 33.3 2 33.3 2 33.3 0 0.0 

 
 

          

4.Favorite music 1st Yr 18 19.6 14 15.2 57 62.0 3 3.3 

30.979 .0090 

1-3yrs 42 27.5 29 19.0 76 49.7 6 3.9 

 3-5yrs 19 24.4 11 14.0 44 56.4 4 5.1 

 5-7yrs 1 10.0 4 40.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 2 18.2 7 63.6 2 18.2 0 0.0 

 10yrs 4 66.7 0 0.0 2 33.3 0 0.0 
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Table 14 - continued 

   United States 

(Assimilation) 

Origin 

(Separation) 

Both 

(Integration) 

Other 

(Marginalization) 

  

Life Areas Length 

of Time 

N % N % N % N % χ2 
p 

5.Favorite TV 

show 

1st Yr 32 34.8 19 20.7 40 43.5 1 1.1 

23.774 .0690 

1-3yrs 72 47.1 21 13.7 53 34.6 7 4.6 

 3-5yrs 41 52.6 5 6.4 29 37.2 3 3.8 

 5-7yrs 6 60.0 0 0.0 3 30.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 9 81.8 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 0.0 

 10yrs 4 66.7 0 0.0 2 33.3 0 0.0 

            

6.Holidays 

celebrated 

1st Yr 3 3.3 50 54.3 38 41.3 1 1.1 

44.584 .0001 

1-3yrs 1 0.7 66 43.1 84 54.9 2 1.3 

 3-5yrs 4 5.1 19 24.4 52 66.7 3 3.8 

 5-7yrs 2 20.0 3 30.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 1 9.1 3 27.3 6 54.5 1 9.1 

 10yrs 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 83.3 1 16.7 

            

7.Food eaten 1st Yr 1 1.1 45 48.9 44 47.8 2 2.2 

18.131 .2560 

1-3yrs 5 3.3 69 45.1 78 51.0 1 0.7 

3-5yrs 4 5.1 32 41.0 39 50.0 3 3.8 

 5-7yrs 0 0.0 6 60.0 3 30.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 0 0.0 2 18.2 8 72.7 1 9.1 

 10yrs 0 0.0 1 16.7 5 83.3 0 0.0   

            

8.Way I do 

things 

1st Yr 2 2.2 62 67.4 26 28.3 2 2.2 

31.336 .0080 

1-3yrs 2 1.3 84 54.9 64 41.8 3 2.0 

 3-5yrs 2 2.6 33 42.3 43 55.1 0 0.0 

 5-7yrs 1 10.0 4 40.0 4 40.0 1 10.0 

 7-10yrs 1 9.1 4 36.4 5 45.5 1 9.1 

 10yrs 1 16.7 2 33.3 3 50.0 0 0.0 

          

 

The fourth sub-hypothesis stated that team sport athletes would show more of an 

integration orientation than individual sport athletes. The crosstab analysis (see Table 15) 

revealed that there was no difference between team sport athletes and individual sport athletes in 

any of the life area components related to acculturation. As a result, the fourth sub-hypothesis 

was not supported by the data. 

Descriptively but non-significantly, the distribution of acculturation patterns, broken 

down by sport type, (see Table 15), followed the hypothesized trend. Team sport athletes 
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reported a more integrated orientation in the life areas of friends (43.9% vs. 40.5%), fit in best 

(51.2% vs. 48.2%), favorite music (56.9% vs. 50.4%), holidays celebrated (59.3% vs. 50.9%), 

food eaten (56.1% vs. 47.4%), and way I do things (43.1% vs. 40.4%). Alternatively, individual 

sport athletes reported more integration than team sports in the areas of comfort with people 

(64% vs. 61.8%) and favorite TV show (37.7% vs. 34.1%).  

 

Table 15 

 Distribution of Acculturation Patterns by Sport Type (N and %) and χ2
 tests 

 
   United States 

(Assimilation) 

Origin 

(Separation) 

Both 

(Integration) 

Other 

(Marginalization) 

  

Life Areas Sport Type N % N % N % N % χ2 p 

1.Comfort with people Individual 4 1.8 68 29.8 146 64.0 10 4.4 1.386 .709 

Team 3 2.4 41 33.3 76 61.8 3 2.4 

 
 

          

2.Friends are from Individual 12 5.3 110 48.2 92 40.5 13 5.7 2.914 .572 

Team 5 4.1 61 49.6 54 43.9 3 2.4 

 
 

          

3.I fit in best with Individual 12 5.3 94 41.6 109 48.2 11 4.9 3.832 .280 

Team 4 3.3 54 43.9 63 51.2 2 1.6 

 
 

          

4.Favorite music Individual 63 27.6 39 17.1 115 50.4 11 4.8 4.602 .203 

Team 24 19.5 26 21.1 70 56.9 3 2.4 

            

5.Favorite TV show Individual 108 47.4 28 12.3 86 37.7 6 2.6 1.815 .612 

Team 57 46.3 18 14.6 42 34.1 6 4.9 

            

6.Holidays celebrated Individual 9 3.9 96 42.1 116 50.9 7 3.1 2.853 .415 

Team 3 2.4 45 36.6 73 59.3 2 1.6 

            

7.Food eaten Individual 6 2.6 108 47.4 108 47.4 6 2.6 2.921 .404 

Team 4 3.3 48 39.0 69 56.1 2 1.6 

            

8.Way I do things Individual 8 3.5 126 55.3 92 40.4 2 0.9 6.635 .084 

Team 1 0.8 64 52.0 53 43.1 5 4.1 

 

Hypothesis 4 

The fourth hypothesis (which consists of several sub-hypotheses) pertains to perceived 

social support with respect to gender, academic classification, length of time in the U.S. and 

sport type. It stated that (a) female athletes would show more perceived social support than male 
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international student-athletes, (b) seniors would report more perceived social support than 

freshman, (c) more time in the US, would result in increasing levels of perceived social support, 

and (d) team sports athletes would show higher levels of perceived social support than individual 

sport athletes. To test these hypotheses, a MANOVA was performed first using the Team, 

Family, and Friends social support networks from the Multidimensional scale of Perceived 

Social Support (MPSS) as dependent variables, and gender, classification, length of time and 

sport type as the independent variables. Secondly, an ANOVA was conducted on each of the 

social support dimensions separately. The main effects, which pertain to the hypotheses, are 

reported Table 16.  

Table 16 

MANOVA Results for Perceived Social Support 

Effect Wilks' λ  df F p δ 2
 

Perceived Social Support Scale (MPSS)          

    Gender Overall .995  3, 347 .593 .620 .005 

                             Team   1, 349 .412 .522 .001 

        Friends  1, 349 1.131 .288 .003 

        Family  1, 349 .087 .768 .000 

    Academic Classification Overall .981 3, 343 .554 .88 .006 

                             Team   4, 345 .422 .79 .005 

        Friends  4, 345 .348 .85 .004 

        Family  4, 345 .034 .99 .000 

    Length of Time Overall .959 3, 342 .959 .50 .014 

       Team  5, 344 .680 .64 .010 

        Family  5, 344 .219 .95 .003 

       Friends  5, 344 1.432 .21 .020 

    Sport Type Overall .998 3, 347 .279 .84 .002 

                             Team   1, 349 .011 .917 .000 

        Friends  1, 349 .346 .557 .001 

        Family  1, 349 .000 .995 .000 
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The analysis revealed a nonsignificant (p > .05) overall main effect for gender, and 

nonsignificant gender effects for each of the perceived social support dimensions separately. 

Descriptively and nonsignificantly, males reported mean differences that showed trivial effect 

sizes with respect to perceived team support (M = 5.74, SD = 1.22 vs. M = 5.64, SD = 1.34, d = 

.08), friend support (M = 5.96, SD = 1.11 vs. M = 5.91, SD = 1.12, d = .05), and family support 

(M = 6.30, SD = 1.03 vs. M = 6.17, SD = 1.06, d = .12) when compared to females. The 

descriptive data was non-significant (p > .05) and trivial, therefore, it cannot be generalized to 

the population represented by this sample.  

The analysis did not to support the first sub-hypothesis which stated that female athletes 

would report more perceived social support than male student-athletes. The main effect and 

ANOVA indicated nonsignificant gender differences for each of the dimensions investigated.  

The by gender means of the social support dimensions (see Table 17) revealed a trend that was 

opposite to the hypothesized trend, however the differences were trivial. Mean and SD values for 

both variables are presented in Table 17 and Figure 21. 

 

Table 17 

Means and SDs for Perceived Social Support Scale by Gender (n = 352) 

 
Variable Gender M SD 

Team Male 5.735 1.22 

Female 5.639 1.34 

Friends Male 5.959 1.11 

Female 5.909 1.12 

Family Male 6.297 1.03 

Female 6.170 1.06 

 

The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses pertaining to academic classification (see Table 16) 

revealed, respectively, a nonsignificant (p > .05) main effect for academic classification, and 

nonsignificant effect for each of the perceived social support dimensions separately. 
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Figure 21. Means of perceived social support by gender 

Descriptively, and nonsignificantly, graduate students (M = 6.31, SD = .69) reported trivial 

effect sizes with respect to family support when comparing freshman (M = 6.29, SD = 1.23, d = 

.02), sophomores (M = 6.24, SD = .97, d = .08), seniors (M = 6.21, SD = .92, d = .12), and 

juniors (M = 6.13, SD = 1.07, d = .20). Considering, friend support, graduate students (M = 5.99, 

SD = .87) also reported meaningless effect sizes when comparing juniors (M = 5.95, SD = 1.07, d 

= .04), sophomores (M = 5.93, SD = 1.05, d = .06), freshman (M = 5.91, SD = 1.22, d = .08), and 

seniors (M = 5.91, SD = 1.20, d = .08). Additionally, the mean comparisons related to team 

support revealed trivial effect sizes when comparing juniors (M = 5.79, SD = 1.08) to graduate 

students (M = 5.77, SD = .84, d = .02), seniors (M = 5.69, SD = 1.28, d = .08), freshman (M = 

5.61, SD = 1.56, d = .13) and sophomores (M = 5.57, SD = 1.33, d = .18).  

The second sub-hypothesis, which stated that seniors would report more perceived social 

support than freshman, was not supported by the data analysis. The ANOVA indicated 

nonsignificant academic classification differences overall and for each of the dimensions 

investigated.  The means of the social support dimensions, compared by academic classification 

(see Table 18) did not follow the hypothesized trend and any differences reported were 
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nonsignificant and trivial. Mean and SD values for the variables are presented in Table 18 and 

Figure 22. 

 

Table 18 

Means and SDs for Perceived Social Support by Academic Classification 

 

Variable Academic Classification M SD 

Team Freshman 5.607 1.56 

Sophomore 5.569 1.33 

Junior 5.789 1.08 

Senior 

Graduate 

5.693 

5.773 

1.28 

.84 

Friends Freshman 5.910 1.22 

Sophomore 5.931 1.05 

Junior 5.946 1.07 

Senior 

Graduate 

5.906 

5.989 

1.20 

.87 

Family Freshman 6.292 1.23 

Sophomore 6.240 .97 

Junior 6.128 1.07 

Senior 

Graduate 

6.213 

6.307 

.92 

.69 

          

                     

                Figure 22. Means of perceived social support by academic classification 
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The MANOVA and ANOVA analyses pertaining to the length of time in the U.S. (see 

Table 16) revealed, respectively, a nonsignificant (p > .05) main effect for length of time in the 

U.S., and nonsignificant (p > .05) effects for each of the perceived social support dimensions 

separately. Considering perceived team support, the length of time in the U.S. comparisons were 

not significant (p > .05). Athletes in the U.S. for 1-3yrs (M = 5.81, SD = 1.12) reported more 

perceived team support than athletes in the U.S. more than 10yrs (M = 5.67, SD = .56, d = .16), 

in the first year (M = 5.60, SD = 1.52, d = .15), and 3-5yrs (M = 5.56, SD = 1.45, d = .19).  These 

comparisons were nonsignificant and revealed effect sizes that were trivial in magnitude. 

Alternatively, the comparison of athletes in the U.S. 1-3yrs (M = 5.81, SD = 1.12) to athletes in 

the U.S.  5-7yrs (M = 5.33, SD = .49, d = .56) and 7-10yrs (M = 5.52, SD = .89, d = .28) was also 

nonsignificant and revealed moderate/medium effect sizes that were potentially meaningful. In 

addition, all the comparisons with respect to friend support were not significant. Only trivial 

effect sizes were observed when comparing athletes in the U.S. for 1-3yrs (M = 6.03, SD = 1.0) 

to athletes in the U.S. 3-5yrs (M = 5.97, SD = 1.14, d = .05), and the first year (M = 5.82, SD = 

1.25, d = .18). The comparison of athletes in the U.S. 1-3yrs (M = 6.03, SD = 1.0) to athletes in 

the 5-7yrs (M = 5.55, SD = .88, d = .51), 7-10yrs (M = 5.27, SD = 1.5, d = .59), and more than 

10yrs (M = 5.83, SD = .74, d = .22) was nonsignificant although moderate/medium effect sizes 

were observed that were potentially meaningful. Finally, the comparisons with respect to family 

support were not significant with trivial mean differences between athletes in the U.S. for 3-5yrs 

(M = 6.25, SD = 1.01) compared to athletes in the first year (M = 6.23, SD = 1.21, d = .02), and 

1-3yrs (M = 6.23, SD = .99, d = .02). Athletes in the U.S. for 3-5yrs (M = 6.25, SD = 1.01) 

compared to athletes in the U.S. more than 10yrs (M = 6.08, SD = .34, d = .22), 5-7yrs (M = 6.00, 
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SD = .62, d = .30), and 7-10yrs (M = 6.00, SD = 1.20, d = .23) revealed mean differences and 

effect sizes that were potentially meaningful. 

The third sub-hypothesis which stated that more time in the U.S. would show increasing 

levels of perceived social support was not supported by the data. The main effect and ANOVA 

indicated nonsignificant length of time differences for each of the dimensions investigated.  The 

means of the social support dimensions (see Table 19) did not follow the hypothesized trend, i.e., 

athletes in the U.S. 1-3yrs reported the highest social support in two of the three dimensions, 

while athletes in the U.S. 5-7yrs and 7-10yrs reported the lowest social support in all three 

dimensions investigated. Mean and SD values for both variables are presented in Table 19 and 

Figure 23. 

 

Table 19 

Means and SDs for Perceived Social Support Scale by Length of Time in the U.S. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Length of Time M SD 

Team 
First Year 5.601 1.52 

1-3yrs 5.807 1.12 

 3-5yrs 5.561 1.45 

 5-7yrs 5.325 .49 

 7-10yrs 5.523 .89 

 >10yrs 5.667 .56 

Friends First Year 5.823 1.25 

 1-3yrs 6.028 1.00 

 3-5yrs 5.974 1.14 

 5-7yrs 5.550 .88 

 7-10yrs 5.273 .1.50 

 >10yrs 5.833 .74 

Family First Year 6.226 1.21 

 1-3yrs 6.230 .99 

 3-5yrs 6.250 1.01 

 5-7yrs 6.000 .62 

 7-10yrs 6.000 1.20 

 >10yrs 6.083 .34 
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The analysis of revealed a nonsignificant (p > .05) overall main effect for sport type and 

non-significant effects (p > .05) for each of the dimensions separately (see Table 16). 

Descriptively, and nonsignificantly, team sport participants reported mean differences that 

showed trivial effect sizes with respect to perceived team support (M = 5.69, SD = 1.16 vs. 5.67, 

SD = 1.36, d = .02) and friend support (M = 5.97, SD = 1.09 vs. 5.90, SD = 1.13, d = .06). 

Additionally, team sport athletes and individual sport athletes reported similar levels of 

perceived family support (M = 6.22, SD = 1.18 vs. 6.22, SD = .97, d = 0).  

 

       

Figure 23. Means of perceived social support by length of time in the U.S. 

 

The fourth sub-hypothesis which stated that team sport athletes will show higher levels of 

perceived social support than individual sport athletes was not supported by the data analysis. 

The main effect and ANOVA indicated nonsignificant (p > .05) sport-type differences for each 

of the dimensions investigated.  The means of the perceived social support dimensions, broken 

down by sport type (see Table 20) followed the hypothesized tendency with team sport athletes 

reporting higher perceived social support than individual sport athletes in two of the three 
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measured dimensions however the differences reported were very minor. Mean and SD values 

for both variables are presented in Table 20 and Figure 24. 

 

 

Table 20 

Means and SDs for Perceived Social Support Scale by Sport Type  

 

                     

Variable Sport Type M SD 

Team Team 5.69 1.16 

Individual 5.67 1.36 

Friends Team 5.97 1.09 

Individual 5.90 1.13 

Family Team 6.22 1.18 

Individual 6.22 .97 

 

 

 

                    
 

                

         Figure 24. Means of perceived social support by sport type 
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DISCUSSION 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine how specific demographic variables (gender, 

academic classification, length of time in the U.S., and sport type) are associated with the 

acculturation process among Florida international student-athletes. The acculturation process was 

assessed introspectively, and consisted of acculturation stress, integration, acculturation patterns, 

and perceived social support. The demographic variables considered for this study were gender, 

academic classification, length of time in the United States, and sport type. These demographic 

variables have been examined using non-athletes in previous studies revealing mixed, and 

sometimes conflicting, results. Hence, these demographic variables were considered appropriate 

for the current study aiming to explore them as valuable acculturation markers. 

Gender 

Based on the preliminary hypothesis, it was predicted that gender differences would be 

identified/observed to be associated with the change in the acculturation processes. As 

hypothesized, similar outcomes have been demonstrated with Costa Rican High school students 

(Castro, 2003) and five groups of students at Australian universities (students from USA, Japan, 

Korea and Hawaii in Australian Universities (Kashima, Yamaguchi, Kim, Choi, Gelf &, Yuki, 

1995). Although gender is the most widely examined demographic predictor on a broad range of 

criteria, its influence on the acculturation process was found to be mixed.  Some studies have 

revealed greater psychological dysfunction in women (Nwadiora & McAdoo, 1996), and more 

adaptation problems related to femininity (Ward, 2001). In contrast, Boski (1990, 1994) reported 

poorer adjustment in men than women. Males’ more pronounced competitive nature led to the 

assumption that male athletes would show more sensitivity to identity (Watts, 1996), and more 

expression of negative attitudes than females (Phinney, Ferguson, & Tate, 1997). Based on these 
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studies, it was expected that the male international student-athletes would report more 

acculturative stress than female international student-athletes, and respond with a more ethnic 

society cultural integration than female international student-athletes. In addition, female 

international student-athletes were expected to report a more integrated acculturation orientation 

and more perceived social support than male international student-athletes. 

An overall significant gender effect was seen on acculturation stress, but non-significant 

effects for integration, acculturation patterns or perceived social support were revealed. 

However, the mean values descriptively followed the hypothesized tendency for stress, 

integration, and acculturation patterns while an opposite direction was reported for social support 

(see Table 21). 

Table 21 

Study’s Variable Summary for Gender 

 
Variable Significance Effect Size 

 Yes No Hypothesized Trend 
(Potentially) 

Meaningful 

Not Meaningful 

Acculturation Stress     
 

Acculturation Integration 
 

 

 

 
 

Acculturation Patterns 
 

   
 

Perceived Social Support 
 

 

 
 

 

 

There were significant overall differences reported for acculturation stress by gender, 

however none of the individual acculturation stress dimension comparisons across gender were 

significant. Descriptively but not significantly, males reported slightly more situational, 

attitudinal, and familial stress but less environmental stress than females. Males were expected to 

show more stress attributed to their competitive nature (Watts, 1996) and independent self-

definition (Kashima et al., 1995). Males were less inclined to adopt the superficial behaviors, 
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attitudes and interactions of the dominant culture (Stephenson, 2000) as a result of their 

individualistic and autonomous nature (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 

There were no significant differences reported for acculturation integration, acculturation 

patterns, perceived social stress or any of the individual dimensions. Despite the differences 

reported by previous researchers related to gender and culture (e.g., Nwadiora & McAdoo, 1996; 

Ward, 2001; Boski 1990, 1994), results pertaining to gender differences in the current 

investigation were not significant and the descriptive trends were minimal. There are two 

possible explanations to the non-significant gender differences in the current study. First, in the 

university environment psychological change (i.e., perceptions of self- and identity 

development), of males and females is similar (Proios et al., 2012). Therefore, male and female 

collegiate student-athletes would be expected to report similar psychological changes. Moreover, 

these changes are part of the acculturation process, and thus perhaps explain the non-significant 

gender differences observed.  

Secondly, athletic identity (the degree with which the athletic role is identified) is a 

primary aspect of the self-concept (Brewer et al., 1993) relevant to identity development. 

Although defined in terms of the masculine identity (Smith & Waddington, 2006), athletic 

identity is not specific to males, as females tend to adopt the athletic identity as a result of sport 

participation (Malcom, 2006). Additionally, in previous studies, athletic identity differences 

between male and female student-athlete participants were not observed (Murphy et al., 1996). 

Support for these results were also reported in a qualitative study where female athletes were 

interviewed (Young, 1997). It was concluded that female athlete attitudes were similar to those 

of males. Thus, it is possible that these reported similarities in attitude and identity are also 
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reflected in the current study where both male and female participants reported similar attitudes, 

cultural identities and adjustments to their new culture. 

Academic Classification and Length of Time in the United States 

Acculturation is a fluid process that results from the interaction within and among 

different cultures over time (Rivera-Sinclair, 1997; Zea, Asner-Self, Birman, & Buki, 2003). 

Therefore, it was predicted that academic classification and the length of time that an 

international student-athlete spends in (and is exposed to) the dominant culture would affect the 

extent of the acculturation experience (Padilla et al., 1985). The predictors, length of time in the 

U.S. and academic classification, were examined and reported individually. These two variables 

mirror each other as they both reflect, in theory, the exposure to the new culture. As a result, the 

similarity of the results and its conceptualization allow for these two categories to be discussed 

together.   

For academic classification, it was hypothesized that there would be (a) low acculturation 

stress for freshman followed by an increase as athletes move to their sophomore and junior years 

and a decrease in stress during the senior year, (b) seniors would show more dominant society 

integration and freshman would show more ethnic society integration, (c) seniors would show 

more of an integrated acculturation orientation and freshman would show more of a separated 

orientation, and (d) seniors would report more perceived social support than freshman. For 

length of time in the U.S., it was hypothesized that more time would (a) result in increasing 

levels of acculturation stress, then a decrease as time increases (bell curve), (b) show decreasing 

levels of ethnic society integration and increasing levels of dominant society integration, (c) 

show increasing levels of an integrated orientation, and (d) result in increasing levels of 
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perceived social support. These hypotheses reflect how academic classification and length of 

time in the U.S. is expected to affect acculturation. 

Significant overall results for academic classification and length of time in the U.S. were 

reported for acculturation stress and acculturation integration. However, the overall results for 

acculturation patterns and perceived social support were not significant. The descriptive data 

followed the hypothesized tendency for academic classification with the exception of perceived 

social support, for which there were no descriptive differences found. The descriptive data 

followed the hypothesized tendency for length of time in the U.S. with the exception of 

acculturation patterns and perceived social support which reported tendencies opposite to 

expected (see Table 22). 

Table 22 

Study’s Variable Summary for Academic Classification and Length of Time in the U.S. 

 

Variable Significance Effect Size 

 Yes No Hypothesized Trend 
(Potentially) 

Meaningful 

Not Meaningful 

Academic Classification      

Acculturation Stress      

Acculturation Integration      

Acculturation Patterns  
 

   

Perceived Social Support  
 

   

      

Length of Time in the U.S.      

Acculturation Stress      

Acculturation Integration      

Acculturation Patterns  
   

 

Perceived Social Support  
 

  
 

 

There were significant overall results for academic classification and length of time in the 

U.S. for acculturation stress. Further investigation of the acculturation stress dimensions revealed 
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significant differences of attitudinal stress for both academic classification and length of time in 

the U.S. None of the other individual stress dimensions were found to be statistically significant. 

However the descriptive data followed the patterns of adjustment across time (Oberg, 1960; 

Rempel, 2011). Specifically, there was an increase in stress between the freshman and 

sophomore years, depicting movement from the honeymoon to the crisis phase. Additionally, 

sophomores and juniors reported the most stress, identifying the crisis phase. Acculturation is 

defined as a behavioral and attitudinal change (Marin, 1992; Kurtines & Miranda, 1980) which 

explains the significant differences between freshman (i.e., honeymoon) and juniors (i.e., crisis) 

which were observed only in the attitudinal stress dimension. Finally, there was a decrease in 

stress for graduate students, showing the movement from crisis to adjustment. The theory of re-

entry (Ward, 2001) can be considered here, where the acculturating individual is preparing to 

return home.  

There were significant overall results for acculturation integration for both academic 

classification and length of time in the U.S. In addition, there were significant differences for the 

individual integration dimensions. Dominant Society Integration (DSI) was significant for 

academic classification and Ethnic Society Integration (ESI) was significant for length of time in 

the U.S. Senior student-athletes were significantly more dominant society integrated than 

freshmen with a moderate to strong effect size (d = .47). Athletes who have been in the U.S. one 

year were found to be more ethnically integrated than athletes in the US more than 10yrs with a 

strong effect size (d = 1.06). The significant change in society integration over time can be 

accounted for by the fluidity of the acculturation process (Ryba, Shinke, & Stambulova, 2009) 

reacting to changes in the acculturating group. Considering the two-dimensional approach to 

acculturation, there is a process of integration over time between acculturating individuals and 
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the dominant society (Rivera-Sinclair, 1997) explaining the movement from ESI to DSI and vice 

versa. 

The overall result for acculturation orientation was non-significant for both academic 

classification and length of time in the U.S. The individual life areas however reported 

significant differences. For academic classification, comfort with people, friendships, holidays 

celebrated, and the way I do things were significant. For length of time in the U.S, the significant 

life areas were, comfort with people, friendships, favorite music, holidays celebrated, and the 

way I do things. Surprisingly, the life areas, comfort with people and music was opposite to the 

expected trend, that is, athletes in their first year were more integrated than athletes in the U.S 7-

10yrs. The impact of globalization, where cultural boundaries are blurred (Ryba, 2012), is a 

plausible explanation for the overall non-significant results which revealed opposite tendencies. 

In addition, the bi-directional nature of acculturation and the belief that as an international person 

acculturates he/she do not necessarily “lose” their culture, but rather learn to integrate 

successfully in both their own culture (Rivera-Sinclair, 1997; Castro, 2003). As a result, 

international student-athletes now have the ability to exist in more than one culture, as a result of 

technology and ease of travel (Ryba, 2012). Even further, when individuals have the opportunity 

to travel often to and live in multiple countries (Castles, 2003), the theory of transnationalism 

would play a role. This would cause the acculturation process may be less linear and predictable, 

as shown in these results.  

There were no significant overall or individual dimension differences reported for 

perceived social support for academic classification or length of time in the U.S. The descriptive 

data did not show notable mean differences for academic classification. In addition, the 

descriptive data did not follow the expected trend for length of time in the U.S. Athletes in the 
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U.S. 1-3yrs reported the highest social support in the team and friend dimensions, and athletes in 

the U.S. 5-7yrs and 7-10yrs reported the lowest social support in all three dimensions 

investigated. These unexpected results can be attributed to student-athlete support services 

programs (e.g. NCAA Champs/Life Skills program). These programs were created with specific 

objectives such as meeting the changing needs of student athletes and promote diversity and 

inclusion among student-athletes (NCAA, 2008). These programs may have served as 

informational support, emotional support, companionship and foster familiarity to guide student-

athletes through the acculturation process. The reduced social support reported by athletes who 

were in the U.S. longer can be attributed to the re-entry literature. That is, athletes who are 

expected to return home experience re-association and re-alignment (Ryba, 2012) to the once 

familiar culture of origin which can mimic the initial acculturation process.  

Sport Type 

The increased level of support that is available and inherent in team sports can serve to 

circumvent many of the issues that arise as part of the acculturation process (Suarez-Orozco et 

al., 2008). Thus, it was hypothesized that team sport participants would show less acculturative 

stress, a more dominant society cultural integration, an integrated acculturation pattern, and more 

perceived social support than individual sport participants.  

However, there were no significant differences between team and individual sport 

participants reported for acculturation stress, acculturation integration, acculturation patterns and 

perceived social support. The only significant difference was on the situational/social 

acculturation stress dimension. Specifically, team sport participants were more susceptible to 

situational/social acculturation stress than individual sport participants. This finding can be 

attributed to the social pressure to conform to the group norms in the team sport environment 
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(Benson, Eys, Surya, Dawson, Schneider, 2013). In addition, the hypothesized tendencies for 

acculturation stress and integration were not followed, while the hypothesized tendencies for 

acculturation patterns and perceived social support were followed (See Table 23). 

 

Table 23  

Study’s Variable Summary for Sport Type 

 
Variable    Significance Effect Size 

 Yes No Hypothesized Trend 
(Potentially) 

Meaningful 

Not Meaningful 

Acculturation Stress      

Acculturation Integration      

Acculturation Patterns      

Perceived Social Support      

 

A plausible explanation for the non-significant differences found could be related to the 

conceptualization of team and individual sports at the collegiate level. At this level team and 

individual sports are constructed similarly. In the collegiate level, athletes in individual sports 

compete as a team unit, such as in golf, tennis, and track and field. Therefore, even if athletes 

perform individually, their performance, training and preparation is a team effort. Considering 

both individual and team sports as team units by international student-athletes, this adds another 

level of human interactions which are inherently complex (Spiegler & Guevremont, 2003). The 

lack of significance reported by sport type can be therefore further explained by the co-existing 

group development constraints that exist at the team level (Goldenberg & Goldenberg, 2007). 

Finally, the athlete status whether as an individual or as a team, may ease and or cover the 

processes of cultural adaptation (Berry, 1997).  
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Limitations 

Many of the findings were statistically nonsignificant. This may have been a result of 

several limitations. The two major categories of limitations identified include the design of the 

study, and the multidimensionality of the culture research and the acculturation process. 

Most of the studies on acculturation have been retrospective in their design (Bachner, 

Zeutchel & Shannon, 1993; Schinke & Hanrahan, 2009), and this examination was no exception. 

Hence, either the incorporation of a longitudinal design or focus research on a specific 

transitional stage may be useful to cohesively investigate the acculturation phenomenon. 

Additionally, acculturation and cultural studies have traditionally been investigated utilizing 

qualitative methodology. This approach is most common because of the difficulty in revealing 

the human dynamic of culture and the lived experience. Despite this, the hypotheses in the 

present study were tested by using a quantitative method; adapting questionnaires and 

approaching the data as generalizable, theory driven, psychologically differentiable and 

externally valid.  

The number of athlete responses from each cultural group were not sufficient to make 

assumptions for each group. As a result, the data were examined as one large group. This 

strategy emerged as a limitation when considering that the acculturation experience and the 

variables that affect it vary greatly cross-culturally (Pointhowsky et al., 2000; Rempel, 2011). 

Although there have been general themes of cultural adaptation as discussed previously, there is 

still not a clearly defined pathway with respect to the personal and individual experience and 

representation of cultural displacement (Rempel, 2011).  

The perceived difference from one culture to another anticipates a greater intensity of the 

cultural adjustment and transition (Rudmin, 2003b). Therefore, the perception of similarity or 

difference between the acculturating group and the host group contributes to the way 



78 

 

acculturation is experienced within the mainstream culture (Phinney, 1992). The contexts of 

cultural distance were not attended to in this investigation. The responses in this study came from 

a sample of international student-athletes that hailed from many different cultures, walks of life, 

perceptions of the world, and most importantly, various amounts of cultural distance. This lack 

of specificity in the data analysis allowed for further inconsistencies in the results.  

Conclusion 

There is much disparity in the research regarding culture. This poses a challenge to the 

definition and identification of specific attributes that contribute to acculturation (Ryba, Shinke, 

& Stambulova, 2009; Shi-xu, 2002) Even ‘culture’ becomes more difficult to define as the 

parameters continue to change (Williams, 1983; Faist, 2000). 

The diversity and cultural background of the groups that sport psychology professionals 

work within show increased global mobility, transnationality, and changing social relations 

(Ryba, 2012). There is also a change in the practitioner and client dichotomy, as both the 

practitioner and client groups grow in cultural understanding and exposure. Therefore, when 

considering adjustment research, there are many within and across culture differences (Andersen, 

1993) that need to be attended to. Understanding how these differences affect the acculturation 

process will help progress the field of cultural sport psychology and equip practitioners and 

researchers with pertinent information necessary to teaching and helping acculturating athletes. 

In the midst of compelling arguments in favor of cultural specificity it must also be noted 

that emphasizing differences can also cause adverse reactions (Scott, 1994). It was concluded 

that the need for mutual understanding and belonging (Fiske, 2000) defined the effective practice 

of dealing with the acculturation process. This presents a perfect formula, albeit organic that 

includes ‘intergroup relations, positive attitudes, and effective communication’ (Fiske, 2000) that 
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will foster and aid continued integration for the acculturating person and the group into which 

they are acculturating. 

Future Directions 

Comparing the ‘knowledge boundaries of human behavior in two or more cultures is the 

definition of cross-cultural psychology’ (Matsumoto & Jones, 2009, p. 323). The interactional 

context in which acculturation occurs is also important to consider when attempting to explore 

acculturation (Rempel, 2011; Rohmann, Piontkowski, & van Rondenborgh, 2008). There have 

been many studies in the last decade calling for further research and some even answering this 

call in the discipline of cultural psychology (Andersen, 1993; Butryn, 2002; Gill, 1994, 2007; 

Martins, Mobley, & Zizzi, 2000; Si, Duan, Li, & Jiang, 2011; Shinke, 2011, 2013; Terry, 2009;). 

The authors of these studies recognized the need for increased attention to the delivery of service 

to diverse clients, the effectiveness of the service delivery and the competences of professionals 

providing the service.  

The complexity of acculturation and its processes makes it a topic rich in research 

possibilities from multiple angles. In order to simplify the investigation of acculturation, a 

nuanced approach adjusting for the many variations among migrants and their circumstances 

may have more applicability and generalizability to the populations that are affected by 

acculturation processes (Chirkov, 2009). Therefore a longitudinal investigation of the 

experiences of international student-athletes as they matriculate through their acculturation 

process would hold much merit in this field. 

The benefit of research in this area is that it has many applied implications and research 

avenue possibilities. This is true because consultants and student-athlete support professionals 

working with international student -athletes can encounter and be challenged by working with 
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those who are experiencing acculturating stress (Poyrazli et al., 2004) and its variations. The 

symptoms, complaints, and maladjustments that international student-athletes express may be 

attributable to their level of acculturation, incidences of acculturative stress, and the acculturation 

pattern that they are experiencing.  

The ability to recognize differences and be effective with different cultural groups is 

cultural competence (Martin & Vaughn, 2007). This is an important area of research that 

includes an investigation of the sport psychology professionals’ reactions and ability to 

effectively work in multicultural environments (Martin & Vaughn, 2007). Putting professionals 

in a position to critically reflect on their own biases, and assumptions about client culture would 

enlighten many applied questions regarding consulting. Research in this area would unearth the 

“socio-cultural positioning, values, and assumptions” (Ryba, 2012, p. 2) that sport psychology 

professionals have leading to cultural competency guidelines that will increase the effectiveness.  

Understanding the acculturation patterns may also help practitioners tailor the way sport 

psychology skills are approached and distributed with an awareness of the acculturating 

population. The translation of sport psychology skills according to Si and Lee (2007) is difficult 

because some skills may work for one group but be inappropriate for another. Investigating a 

means by which practitioners may bridge the culture gap when teaching sport psychology skills 

to international student-athletes would help advance the field.  

The student-athletes’ adaptation to the new culture to ensure high quality performance in 

athletic and academic performance can both be very expensive financially, for the sponsoring 

institution, club or country and costly to the mental and physical health of the student-athlete 

(Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001). A comparison of cultural adjustment with athletic 
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performance and injury literature to investigate the links is yet another interesting avenue that 

can be created from this research as a platform (Ryba, 2012).  

The results of the collegiate level culture inquiries can also be used to further inform elite 

international sports. This is assumed because elite athletics include international travel for 

competition, training, and many even temporarily relocate for athletic advancement and 

returning to their home cultures to compete (Ryba, 2012). These transitions may mirror the 

collegiate experience or be magnified as a result of the training intensity, competitive level and 

reduced permanency of the exposure among other mitigating factors.  
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL MEMORANDUM
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APPENDIX B 
 

CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX C 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

1) Where were you born? 

Country:     Continent: 
 

2) Where did you grow up? 

Country:    Continent: 
 

3) At what age did you move to the U.S.? 

_______ 
 

4) Did you attend a U.S. High school?   

() Yes   () No 
 

5) What is your gender?   

() Male  () Female: 
 

6) How old are you? 

_______ 
 

7) What is your race? 

() Asian/Pacific Islander  () Black (Not Hispanic) () Hispanic or Latino        

() White (Not Hispanic) () Other ____________ 
 

8) How long have you been in the U.S.? 

_______ 
 

9) What is your current educational level? 

() Freshman    () Sophomore  () Junior  () Senior  
 

10) Have you travelled to the U.S. prior to enrolling in college? 

() Yes   () No 

If yes…for what reason? 

() Vacation    () Competition  () Sport Camp  () Other ______________ 
 

11) How often do you travel to your home country? Per year 

() 1 () 2 () 3  () 4  () 5  () 6 
 

12) What sport do you primarily participate in at college? 

() Baseball () Basketball  () Football  () Football  () Golf                        

() Gymnastics/Cheer () Soccer () Softball  () Swimming/Diving   () Tennis  

() Track and Field 
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APPENDIX D 

AHIMSA 

 

Acculturation, Habits & Interests Multicultural Scale for Adolescents Acculturation Scale  

Many people in the United States have ancestors who came from another country. Families come 

to the U.S. at different times. Maybe you and your parents moved to the U.S. Maybe your 

parents came to the U.S. when they were kids. Or maybe just you did. 

  

Select the answer that best matches your responses to each of the following statements… 

 

Response Options 

The United States The country my family is from Both Neither 

    

 

1. I am most comfortable being with people from...  

2. My best friends are from...  

3. The people I fit in with best are from...  

4. My favorite music is from...  

5. My favorite TV shows are from . . .  

6. The holidays I celebrate are from...  

7. The food I eat at home is from...  

8. The way I do things and the way I think about things are from...  
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APPENDIX E 

SMAS 

 

Stephenson Multi-group Acculturation Scale (SMAS)  
 

Below are a number of statements that evaluate changes that occur when people interact with others of different 

cultures or ethnic groups.  

For questions that refer to "COUNTRY OF ORIGIN" or "NATIVE COUNTRY," please refer to the country from 

which your family originally came.  

For questions referring to "NATIVE LANGUAGE," please refer to the language spoken where your family 

originally came.  

 

1. I understand English, but I'm not fluent in English.  
2. I am informed about current affairs in the United States.  

3. I speak my native language with my friends and acquaintances from my country of origin.  

4. I have never learned to speak the language of my native country.  

5. I feel totally comfortable with (Anglo) American people.  
6. I eat traditional foods from my native culture.  

7. I have many (Anglo) American acquaintances.  

8. I feel comfortable speaking my native language.  

9. I am informed about current affairs in my native country.  

10. I know how to read and write in my native language.  

11. I feel at home in the United States.  

12. I attend social functions with people from my native country.  

13. I feel accepted by (Anglo) Americans.  

14. I speak my native language at home.  

15. I regularly read magazines of my ethnic group.  

16. I know how to speak my native language.  

17. I know how to prepare (Anglo) American foods.  

18. I am familiar with the history of my native country.  

19. I regularly read an American newspaper.  

20. I like to listen to music of my ethnic group.  

21. I like to speak my native language.  

22. I feel comfortable speaking English.  

23. I speak English at home.  

24. I speak my native language with my spouse or partner.  

25. When I pray, I use my native language.  

26. I attend social functions with (Anglo) American people.  

27. I think in my native language.  

28. I stay in close contact with family members and relatives in my native country.  

29. I am familiar with important people in American history.  
30. I think in English.  

31. I speak English with my spouse or partner.  

32. I like to eat American foods.   

Response Options 

False Partly False Partly True True 
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APPENDIX F 

SAFE 

 

Situational Attitudinal, Familial, Environmental Acculturative Stress Scale 

 

Response Options 
1 2 3 4 5 

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 

 

1. Because I am different, I do not get enough credit for the work I do. 

2. I often feel ignored by people who are supposed to assist me. 

3. I often feel that people actively try to stop me from advancing. 

4. Many people have stereotypes about my culture or ethnic group and treat me as if they are 

true. 

5. In looking for a job, I sometimes feel that my ethnicity is a limitation. 

6. I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes about or put down people of my ethnic 

background. 

7. I have more barriers to overcome than most people. 

8. Because of my ethnic background, I feel that others often exclude me from participating in 

their activities. 

9. It bothers me when people pressure me to assimilate. 

10. People look down upon me if I practice customs of my culture. 

11. Loosening the ties with my country is difficult. 

12. It bothers me that I cannot be with my family. 

13. I often think about my cultural background. 

14. It is hard to express to my friends how I really feel. 

15. I have trouble understanding others when they speak. 

16. I don't have any close friends. 

17. People think I am unsociable when in fact I have trouble communicating in English. 

18. I don't feel at home. 

19. It bothers me that family members I am close to do not understand my new values. 

20. Close family members and I have conflicting expectations about my future. 

21. My family does not want me to move away but I would like to. 
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APPENDIX G 

MSPSS 

 

Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support 

 

We are interested in how you feel about the following statements. Read each statement carefully. 

Indicate how you feel about each statement.  

 

Response Options 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Strongly 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Mildly 

Disagree 
Neutral 

Mildly 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Very 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

1. There is a coach who is around when I am in need. (Co) 

2. There is a teammate with whom I can share my joys and sorrows. (T)  

3. My family really tries to help me. (Fam) 

4. I get the emotional help and support I need from my family. (Fam) 

5. I have a coach who is a real source of comfort to me. (Co) 

6. My friends really try to help me. (Fr) 

7. I can count on my friends when things go wrong. (Fr) 

8. I can talk about my problems with my family. (Fam) 

9. I have friends with whom I can share my joys and sorrows. (Fr)  

10. There is a teammate in my life who cares about my feelings. (T) 

11. My family is willing to help me make decisions. (Fam) 

12. I can talk about my problems with my friends. (Fr) 

13. My coach really tries to help me. (Co) 

14. My teammates really try to help me. (T) 

15. I get the emotional help and support I need from my teammates. (T) 

16. I get the emotional help and support I need from my coach. (Co) 
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