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(ABSTRACT) 

The nature of the adjustment process for international students, upon initial 

enrollment in American colleges and universities, has not been adequately described by 

researchers. The most accepted model used to describe the adjustment process is the 

U-Curve model (Lysgaard, 1955 ~ Oberg, 1960) even though research has not shown 

much empirical support of this model. 

Juffer's (1983) Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory II (CSAI II) was used to 

examine the adjustment process of first semester Virginia Tech graduate students from 

the People's Republic of China and India. A pre-test, post-test design was used to 

examine differences among Chinese and Indian graduate students. Four subscale 

dimensions and total dimension measuring between culture shock and cultural adjustment 

were analyzed. 

There were no significant differences between Chinese and Indian graduate 

students in the pre-test scores and the change scores. There were significant differences 

on the Control of Emotions and Physical Well-Being dimensions in the post-test scores. 

The results of the remaining dimensions for the post-test scores were not significant. 

These results revealed that, at the onset, graduate students from China and India 

are at similar adjustment levels. However, after approximately three months, Chinese 

students may exhibit more problems with their emotions and their physical well-being. 

Overall, however, it seems that the examination of individual rather than group differences 

may be the best way to more effectively understand the adjustment process of international 

students. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The international student population on America's college campuses continues to 

grow (Parr, Bradley & Bingi, 1992). With this increasing population, it is crucial that 

institutions of higher education prepare themselves to meet the special needs of 

international students. Considering the diversity of incoming international students, 

preparation may not be an easy task. Students' cultural and demographic backgrounds, 

knowledge of the English language and self-awareness can influence their adjustment to 

American colleges and universities. Although many factors come into play in cross

cultural adjustment, it is probable that all international students will face some degree of 

stress and disorientation during their adjustment to the American culture (Oberg, 1960). 

Culture shock, a term introduced by Oberg (1960), occurs when individuals 

experience change in their familiar environment (Bennett, 1977). The changes in 

environment and loss of familiar signs and symbols, such as how to address others and 

how to express oneself, often cause anxiety in international students (Oberg, 1979). 

International students experience some degree of culture shock, in their adjustment, 

depending on each individual's background and knowledge. Lysgaard (1955) was the first 

to describe the cuIVilinear relationship between adjustment and time as aU-shaped 

relationship. Oberg (1960) took the U-shaped relationship further and delineated a four

stage model of adjustment, known as the U-Curve. He also coined the phrase" culture 

shock. II According to Oberg, international students feel comfortable in their host country 

upon completion of the adjustment process (1979). 

In the first stage of the U-Curve model, international students experience 

fascination with the new environment. However, once they encounter difficulties, they 

feel rejection and may begin to show such symptoms such as excessive association with 
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their home country, obsessiveness with cleanliness, anxiety, or depression (Oberg, 1960). 

These are all symptoms of the second stage of adjustment, referred to as culture shock 

(Oberg, 1960). The particular symptoms and their intensity and time span all vary among 

individuals. However, once international students pass through the culture shock stage, 

they typically begin to accept their new environment. They adapt to the new culture and 

view it simply as another way of living (Oberg, 1979). Upon completion of the 

adjustment process, most international students can operate in their new surroundings 

without feeling the anxiety and depression that they felt earlier. 

Statement of the Problem 

Knowledge of the adjustment process, particularly the stage of culture shock, may 

lessen the anxiety of the overall process for international students. Knowledge about 

international students is sometimes marked by incoherence, inconclusiveness, and 

prejudice (Althen, 1983). The framework for this knowledge rose from the post-World 

War n era. At that time, America was ahead of all other countries in economic and 

technical strength and the idea prevailed that all people would benefit from exposure to 

American education and technology (Althen, 1983). In addition, the number of 

international students attending American universities was small, thus making it difficult 

for educators to understand how to best selVe those students' needs (Althen, 1983). 

Today, many of the post World War n circumstances do not exist. The influx of 

international students, has drastically increased. These international students commonly 

experience mild to severe cases of culture shock in the adjustment process. The culture 

shock experience may inhibit the academic performance of international students. It may 

even cause some international students to return to their home country (Oberg, 1960). A 

more complete understanding of this dynamic is needed if colleges and universities plan to 

effectively assist international students in their adjustment to the American culture. 
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Educators can help international students in their overall adjustment. Providing a 

supportive and understanding environment is crucial, particularly during the culture shock 

stage. It is probable that international students will perform closer to their potential when 

they have minimal anxiety and stress. They will also be happier and more comfortable 

with their environment. 

Research Hypotheses 

This research examined group differences between international graduate 

students from India and the People's Republic of China ( China) in their first 

semester at Virginia Tech. The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory was 

distributed to these students at the beginning of the Fall semester and again at the 

end to observe any differences over time. The statistical test employed the null hypothesis 

form. Therefore, this research was guided by the following research hypotheses: 

1. There are no significant differences in the four pre-test summed sub scale 

adjustment scores and the total pre-test summed adjustment scores, as measured by the 

Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (eSAI) between the Indian and Chinese graduate 

students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

2. There are no significant differences in the four post-test summed subscale 

adjustment scores and the total summed adjustment scores, as measured by the CSA!, 

between the Indian and Chinese graduate students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

3. There are no significant differences in the four subscale change scores and total 

adjustment change scores, as measured by the pre-test and post-test adjustment scores of 

the CSA!, between Indian and Chinese international graduate students in their first 

semester at Virginia Tech. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are clarified. 

Adjustment: The process of adapting to a new and different environment. 

Culture: A system of knowledge that is shared by a large group of people and serves as a 

definition for the boundaries of that group (Gundykunst, 1991; Hall, 1977) 

Culture shock: The anxiety that international students face when their environment 

changes and they lose all their familiar signs and symbols (Oberg, 1960) reflected in the 

second stage of the U-Curve model, where most adjustment problems occur. 

International students: Students coming from different cultural and geographical 

locations outside the continental United States that are holding student visas. 

Limitations of Study 

Initially, there were several limitations to the research effort. The sampling was 

limited to international students at Virginia Tech from the geographical areas of India and 

the People's Republic of China. These groups were chosen because they are the largest 

two international subpopulations at Virginia Tech. Thus, international students from 

other areas and backgrounds were excluded, limiting the generalizability of the results to 

other international subpopulations. Other colleges and universities were also excluded, 

limiting the generalizability to other institutions. 

The language bamer was another potential problem. Even if the participants 

spoke English fluently, they may have had trouble with semantics. These problems may 

have influenced the responses of the participants. 

The methodology, which will be explained in detail in Chapter three, entails a pre

test, post-test design. Threats to internal validity are inherent in this design. First of all, 

history and maturation of the participants cannot be controlled. Secondly, the same test 

format was used. What the participants learn during the pre .. test may have effected their 
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post-test responses. Lastly, it is unclear whether or not the length of time between the 

test administrations was enough to expect any significant changes in the participantst 

responses. 

A final limitation is the timing of the administration of the pre-test. International 

graduate students at Virginia Tech arrive sporadically. Some may have more time to 

adjust to the culture before taking the inventory than others. 

Significance of the Study 

The adjustment process for international students needs to be examined further. 

The U-Curve model (Lysgaard, 1955 ; Oberg, 1960), although widely accepted, seems to 

lack empirical support. Little has been done to document that an individual is actually 

experiencing culture shock or to measure the severity of the problems associated with it 

(Benson, 1978 ; Juffer, 1983). With so many components of adjustment to examine, it is 

difficult to pinpoint a completely comprehensive model to describe the process. There are 

many influential factors in the adjustment process including academic knowledge, 

language problems, fonnation of relationships with faculty and peers, questioning of 

values and customs, and integration of cultural differences. These factors, along with 

international students' cultural backgrounds, need to be examined further. Since 

international students arrive in America with different life experiences, it is important that 

group differences be examined and taken into account. 

Virginia Tech has a large international graduate student population, currently 

about 1500 students. The infonnation generated by this research may be helpful to 

educators at Virginia Tech. It may provide knowledge about how to deal with and better 

serve the international student population, particularly those students from India and 

China. 
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The research may also be helpful for many international students from China and 

India. Understanding and awareness of the common adjustment patterns, feelings, 

concerns, and stresses may serve to alleviate the intensity of the symptoms. This 

knowledge and awareness may better prepare these groups of international students to 

face their adjustment problems. 

Organization of the Paper 

This paper is organized in to five chapters. Chapter one included the background 

and significance of the study. Chapter two is a review of the literature and research 

relevant to the research question. The methodology of this study is discussed in Chapter 

three. Chapter four contains the results of the research. The final chapter consists of 

conclusions and implications of the results that may be particularly relevant to higher 

education. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This review of the literature relevant to the research begins with a basic discussion 

of culture and communication. Next, the phenomenon of culture shock is defined in 

depth. After defining culture shock, several models, including Oberg's U-Cwve model 

(1960), describing the adjustment process of international students will be discussed. 

Signs of culture shock are then reported, followed by other common adjustment concerns 

and issues. Finally, there is a brief discussion of significant results from previous 

administrations of the Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAI)(Juffer, 1983), the 

inventory used in this study. 

Culture 

Culture is defined as a system of knowledge that is shared by a large group of 

people (Gundykunst, 1991). According to Hall (1977), there are three characteristics of 

culture. First of all, culture is innate, not learned. Secondly, the various aspects of 

culture are intertwined, meaning that if you touch a culture in one place everything else is 

affected. Finally culture is shared by a specific group and serves as a definition for the 

boundaries of that group (Hall, 1977). 

Most people tend to define culture through language. Although langua.ge is 

frequently used to describe culture, it is actually very limited and does not a.dequately 

explain all the facets that constitute culture (Hall, 1977). Non-verbal systems are more 

closely tied with culture, and individuals must look beyond language, to these non-verbal 

frameworks, if they are to fully understand the complexity of culture. 

Cultural exploration usually begins with the annoyance of being lost in cross

cultural communication (Hall, 1977). All people have the right to communicate (Harms 

& Richstad, 1978). It is also impossible not to communicate because it is impossible not 
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Richstad, 1978). It is also impossible not to communicate because it is impossible not to 

behave (Condon & Yousef, 1976). This again shows that communication is mainly non

verbal because behaviors are often unspoken. In addition to being unspoken, 

communication occurs largely out of peoples' awareness (Condon & Yousef, 1976). 

Speech, tone of voice, gestures, and writing are a few of the obvious verbal 

communication methods. However, many other primary message systems that are non

verbal, such as patterns of association, territoriality, and temporality come into playas 

well (Hall, 1957). 

Situational frames or dialects, personalities, and behaviors that are appropriate in 

certain situations are the smallest units of a culture that can be analyzed, taught, and 

transmitted (Hall, 1977). These situational frames include behaviors such as greeting, 

working, loving, cooking, serving, and eating. Learning culturally specific situational 

frames are very helpful in communicating across cultures; however, these behaviors are 

not easily learned. To accept them, individuals must restrict or expand their own 

situational frames (Hall, 1977). 

Culture Shock 

/ Most individuals experience some degree of loss and disorientation during changes 

/ in their familiar environment that require adjustment (Bennett, 1977). Culture shock is the 
'-~ 

loss and disorientation that individuals adjusting to living in a culture other than their own 

experience. The definition extends to include the anxiety that results from losing all 

familiar signs and symbols of social intercourse (Oberg, 1979). Culture shock is a 

universal phenomenon, thought to be endemic in all overseas travel (Lundstedt, 1963). 

To adjust to a new culture, individuals must form entirely new role behaviors. At 

the outset of cross-cultural adjustment, frustration and anxiety commonly arise because 

the normal ways these individuals orient themselves to everyday life have been altered. 
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For example, Americans' views on minor items such as when to shake hands, when to tip, 

how to introduce people, and how to accept or reject invitations change when they leave 

their culture and enter a new one (Smith & Luce, 1979). International students coming to 

America experience similar frustrations with situations alien to their normal frame of 

reference, when adjusting to the American culture. 

Everyone who enters a new culture will face these unfamiliar cues. Several models 

have been used to describe the stages of cultural adjustment. The U-Curve model 

(Lysgaard, 1955 ; Oberg, 1960) model is the most widely used although other models 

have been formed to describe the adjustment differently. 

Models of Adjustment 

U-Curve Models of Adjustment 

Lysgaard's research. Lysgaard (1955) was the first to propose a predictable and 

cmvilinear relationship between adjustment and time. He interviewed 200 Norwegians 

who had spent time in the United States. Most of the participants were engaged in 

academic work. 

Lysgaard (1955) found that adjustment is a time process. He stated that: 

Very generally, adjustment seems to have been 'good' among 

those who stayed in America less than six months, also 'good' 

among those who stayed there more than eighteen months, 

while those who left America after a stay from six to eighteen 

months seem to have been 'less well' adjusted. (p. 49) 

L
He found a typical U-shaped relationship reflecting good initial adaptation, followed by an 

adjustment 'crisis', and finally a new achievement of good adaptation (Lysgaard, 1955). 

Oberg's (1960) Model. The adjustment process is often described through Oberg's 

(1960) U-Curve model (See Figure I). The U-Curve (1960) model, in following on 
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Figure 1. U-Curve Model of Culture Shock 
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Lysgaard's (1955) research, suggested that international students go through specific, 

predictable stages in their adjustment process. Oberg, an anthropologist, was the first to 

term the bottom of the U-Curve 'culture shock' (Jufi'er, 1983). 

In the first stage, international students are very excited and everything is good 

(Cold Water, 1987). The newness of the situation is empowering to them. This stage is 

often called the honeymoon or spectator stage (Lundstedt, 1963 ; Oberg, 1979). In the 

first stage, international students are fascinated. They typically stay in hotels and associate 

with nationals who speak their language and individuals who are polite and gracious to 

international travelers (Oberg, 1960). The honeymoon stage can last from one to two 

days or even up to six months. 

When international students have to cope seriously with real life situations, the 

second stage of adjustment begins (Oberg, 1960). At this stage of adjustment, culture 

shock occurs. Everything is bad to the international student. They characteristically 

become very aggressive and hostile toward American students and American culture 

(Oberg, 1960). Problems usually occur in this stage because reality breaks the fascination 

of the first stage. 

As international students get more involved in the American culture, they realize 

that more knowledge, both verbal and non-verbal, is not only needed for survival, but is 

also expected of them (Reiff, 1986). The second stage is described by Oberg (1960) as 

the If crisis in the disease." During this stage, international students see their hosts as 

insensitive and unsympathetic. International students tend to band together, expressing 

overly positive attitudes toward their home countries and overly negative attitudes toward 

their host country (Oberg, 1979). 

Interventions of interaction, involvement, and reassurance by faculty and staff are 

crucial in this stage because students who do not get through culture shock tend to leave 
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the country feeling very hostile toward the host culture (Oberg, 1979 ; Reiff, 1986). 

Typically, students who overcome the culture shock stage remain in the country, while 

students who do not, often leave (Oberg, 1960). 

International students who overcome the culture shock of the second stage will 

enter into the final stages of the U-Curve model. In the final stages, international students 

learn how to integrate the good and the bad into a more realistic frame of reference. They 

have succeeded in gaining knowledge of the language and have opened up to the new 

cultural environment (Oberg, 1960). At the third stage, the recovery stage, international 

students take on the attitude that the adjustment is their problem and they have to deal 

with it themselves (Oberg, 1979). The students gain a sense of humor about their situation 

and can joke about their difficulties. 

After the recovery stage, international students enter into the acceptance stage. At 

this stage, international students' adjustments are complete (Oberg, 1979). The students 

integrate the customs of the host country and the customs of their home country. They 

can operate in their new surroundings without feeling anxious. 

Extension ofU-Curve. Gullahorn and Gullahorn (1963) extended the 

U-Curve (Oberg, 1960) to the W -Curve. The extension included the international 

students' reentry to their home countries. International students' socialization to the host 

countries' environment causes them to acquire some expectations of that new environment 

(Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1963). As a result of this, international students tend to 

experience adjustment problems similar to those experienced upon arrival in the host 

country when they return to their home countries. International students often discover 

that their patterns of expectations and values have changed from their exposure and 

adjustment to the new environment (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1963). This phenomenon is 
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parallel to the culture shock the individual experienced upon adjustment to the new 

environment. It is referred to as re-entry shock (Gullahom & Gullahom, 1963). 

Other U-CUIVe type models. Other researchers have also prescribed to the U

CUIVe model of cross-cultural adjustment. Torbiom (1982) and Garza-Guerrero (1974), 

although describing a similar adjustment over time models, renamed the stages and looked 

at the processes a little differently. Torbiom (1982) described the U-CUIVe model \Vith 

the tourist stage, followed by the culture-shock stage. The third stage was known as the 

conformist stage, and the final stage was named the assimilation phase. Garza-Guerrero 

(1974) described the U-CuIVe as a process moving from a cultural encounter, to 

reorganization, and finally to a new identity. 

Also, a study on undergraduate Americans studying abroad (Golden, 1973) found 

evidence of a U-CUIVe type model. Golden (1973) evidenced culture shock at the 

beginning of the study abroad, followed by depression in December, and an improvement 

in mood over the holiday. A worsening of the mood followed after the break until mid

semester when almost all had made strong relationships within their group and with some 

natives, helping them to feel comfortable in the environment and with the language. At 

this time the study abroad students gained a new appreciation of the host culture (Golden, 

1973). 

Other Models of Adjustment 

Although the U-CUIVe models of adjustment are the most widely accepted, other 

researchers have described the cross-cultural adjustment process differently. 

Adler's (1975) Transitional Experience Model. Adler, although agreeing with the 

concept of the U-CUIVe adjustment process, believed that the U-CUIVe models disregarded 

many of the more encompassing changes in identity which occurred during the culture 

shock process (Adler, 1975) He made no attempt to attach time sequences to the stages 
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of his Transitional Experience Model (Adler, 1975). He sought to conceptualize an 

overall growth experience model (Juffer, 1983). The model revolves around how 

individuals view differences. 

The first stage of the Transitional Experience Model is known as the Contact 

stage. At this point, initial contact is made with another culture while individuals are still 

integrated with their own culture (Adler, 1975). Excitement and happiness over the new 

situation is common. Differences are not really examined, only similarities. 

The second stage, Disintegration, occurs when differences become apparent. 

Confusion and disorientation are common at this stage (Adler, 1975). Students often 

become frustrated and feel different and isolated from others. Reintegration, the third 

stage, begins with a strong rejection of the host culture. Both similarities and differences 

are rejected through stereotyping, evaluation, and generalization (Adler, 1975). Hostility 

is common and individuals tend to band together with others from their own culture for 

security. 

The fourth stage of the adjustment process is the Autonomy stage. At this point 

increased sensitivity and the gaining of skill and understanding of the host culture begin 

(Adler, 1975) Individuals can relax, partake in new situations, and understand other 

people comfortably. Especially important at this stage are the growth of flexibility and 

more appropriate coping skills (Adler, 1975). 

The final stage of adjustment is the Independence stage. Here individuals are fully 

able to accept and draw knowledge from cultural differences and similarities (Adler, 

1975). Individuals exhibit higher levels of trust and are also more expressive, humorous 

and creative. Most importantly, individuals are capable of undergoing further transitions 

at this point and can find new ways to explore the diversity of others (Adler, 1975). 
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Development of Intercultural Sensitivity. Bennett (1986) proposed another stage 

model to describe the adjustment process. Bennett's (1986) model is called the 

development of intercultural sensitivity. Each stage in the model represents a distinct way 

of experiencing difference (Bennett, 1986). 

At the first stage, denial, individuals recognize either no cultural difference or 

broad categories of difference. Ignorant questions are common at this stage. At the 

second stage, defense, differences are seen as threatening. Hostility toward a particular 

group, negative stereotyping, and assumptions of cultural superiority are indicative of the 

defense stage (Bennett, 1986), 

Cultural differences are recognized in the next two stages. In the third stage, 

minimization, cultural differences are buried under cultural similarities. Acceptance, the 

fourth stage, entails a deeper recognition and respect of differences, but lacks any further 

exploration of these differences. Acceptance represents a shift from ethnocentrism to 

ethnorelativism. This means that individuals' views shift from seeing difference as a thing 

to seeing difference as a process (Bennett, 1986). 

In the final two stages, adaptation and integration, individuals learn to adapt and 

integrate their thinking and behavior within an intercultural context. Empathy is an 

important skill at these levels. Bennett's (1986) model enables administrators to 

objectively determine an individual's intercultural sensitivity. One benefit of Bennett's 

(1986) model is that it not only fits for international students, but also for individuals 

within the host culture. 

Symptoms of Culture Shock 

Culture shock is seen as a response to stress by emotional and intellectual 

withdrawal (Lundstedt, 1963) (See Appendix A). Some common symptoms of culture 

shock are excessive hand washing and excessive concern about water, food, and bedding 
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(Oberg, 1979). A fear of physical contact is often noted. Students experiencing culture 

shock may often stare absent-mindedly. They become angry over minor frustrations and 

concerned over minor aches and pains (Oberg, 1979). Most of all, they report a longing to 

be back home in a comforting environment. 
-------~~-----------

Although culture shock seems to happen to everyone who has a cross-cultural 

experience, the symptoms play themselves out differently in every international student. 

Some students exhibit few of the symptoms, while others may exhibit many or all of 

them. Also, the intensity of the symptoms and their duration are dependent upon the 

individuals. 

The culture shock phenomenon can take place in many forms. International 

students with ethnocentric values and rigid personality traits usually have harder times 

adjusting to new cultures (Lundstedt, 1963). The main determinants of the severity of 

culture shock seem to be the individuals' flexibility of role behavior, and the individuals' 

sensitivity in recognizing cues for appropriate behavior (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1963). 

To get through the adjustment process, international students must change their attitudes 

toward the environment because the environment itself does not change (Oberg, 1960). 

Adjustment Concerns and Issues 

Although international students come from a variety of cultures and geographic 

locations, they share similar adjustment concerns upon arrival at American universities. 

Parr, Bradley, and Bingi (1992) discussed areas of concern for international students. 

Separating from families, adjusting to cultural differences, finances, and school are four 

maj or adjustment issues. 

Cultural differences include learning how to interpret and respond to aspects of the 

American character, such as assertiveness, competitiveness, and understanding how 
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Americans think. International students must also learn to adapt to American norms 

without compromising their own cultural norms (Parr, Bradley & Bingi, 1992). 

The major financial concerns expressed are obtaining adequate financial aid and 

finding work-study opportunities. Finding an advisor and understanding lectures are the 

primary academic concerns. The research also specifies finding practical necessities, such 

as housing, food, and a place of worship, as the area of least concern for international 

students (Parr, Bradley & Bingi, 1992). 

These concerns were again verified in a study done by Quirino and Ramagem 

(1985). Results showed that 32% of international students cited language proficiency as a 

problem and 22% cited cultural adaptation. Additionally, 14% named housing as a 

concern, 6% were worried about financial support, and another 6% voiced concerns about 

academic preparation (Quirino & Ramagem, 1985). 

English language difficulties caused much concern to international students. 

Listening comprehension became a problem in the classroom. English programs, as a 

whole, failed to teach American idiomatic expressions, such as "makeup testll or "pOp 

quiz" (Antantaitia, 1988). Problems in testing skills, word choice, and writing styles were 

also common. 

The movie Cold Water (1987) featured inteIViews with international students at 

American universities. Most students inteIViewed admitted to having trouble in the areas 

of friendships and relationships. They described Americans as superficial, private, and 

blunt. Many felt that American students were insensitive and ignorant of international 

students' needs (Cold Water, 1987). In addition, international students felt alienated 

because American students did not seem to reach out to them. It was common for 

international students to bond together in order to combat this alienation (Dodge, 1990). 
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Cross-cultural issues in residential settings were addressed as well. Eisen (1986) 

believed that obstacles to language comprehension, dietary laws and customs, and 

approaches to socializing and entertainment were the main problems in intercultural 

residential settings. Language proficiency was frequently taken for granted by 

administrative and residence staff members when, in fact, international students did not 

always completely comprehend English (Eisen, 1986). Dietary customs were also an area 

of difference. Both staff members and dorm residents themselves had strong tendencies 

to propose activities geared toward the interests of a narrow, mainstream American 

audience (Eisen, 1986), F or example, most activities in residence halls revolved around 

social gatherings, with which many international students were not comfortable. 

A final important point to remember when dealing with adjustment issues of 

international students is that differences in background and geographical home regions 

must also be taken into account. For example, research has found that the greater the 

differences between a student's home culture and the host culture, the more difficulty the 

student will have in adjusting to the latter (Schram & Lauver, 1988). This implies that 

programs need to be tailored to particular target groups to match students with their 

specific needs. 

Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory 

F ormation of Instrument 

The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAI) was formed in an attempt to 

address the fact that very little empirical work had been done to document the culture 

shock experience (Juffer, 1983). Adler's (1975) Transitional Experience model was the 

basis for the instrument formation. The CSAI was presented to evaluate the affective, 

behavioral, and trait aspects of international adjustment (Juffer, 1983). The scale of the 

instrument measured students' position on a continuum between culture shock and 
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successful cultural adjustment. It also measured four other related dimensions relating to 

feelings of control of the environment, getting along with others, and emotional and 

physical well-being. 

The instrument was not designed to place subjects in any particular stage, but to 

place them along a continuum between culture shock and cultural adjustment (Juffer, 

1983). The overall score showed the overall adjustment process while the four subscale 

scores indicated areas where potential adjustment problems were occurring at the time of 

measurement (Juffer, 1983). In this study, the continuum of scores was looked at in 

relation to the U-Curve model. This was done because U-Curve models continue to be 

the most widely used when referring to culture shock. 

Significant Results of Previous Administrations 

Although previous administrations of the Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory did 

not specifically address group differences, as does this research, some of the significant 

overall results are highlighted here. 

1. International students from Asian cultures were 

less adjusted than their Western counterparts. 

2. International students who had lived or traveled 

in other countries before coming to America were more 

culturally adjusted. 

3. Sex and age were not related to degree of cultural 

adjustment. 

4. Students with a higher self-perceived English ability 

were more culturally adjusted. 

5. Graduate students experienced a slightly higher 

degree of cultural adjustment. (Juffer, 1983) 
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The results also found other factors that were significantly related to culture shock 

adaptation. These factors included number of American friends and acquaintances, 

expectations of life in America, and orientation to life in America. Also, personality type, 

time exposed to American media, and amount of time spent talking with Americans, were 

significantly related to the culture shock adjustment (Juffer, 1983). 

Conclusion 

Adjusting to a new culture is an anxiety producing process. International students 

must question, challenge, and adapt their cultural backgrounds and their verbal and non

verbal communication patterns upon arrival in America (Hall, 1977). The degree to which 

culture shock play itself out in the adjustment process vary per each international student. 

Models, such as the U-Curve (Lysgaard, 1955 ; Oberg, 1960), the Transitional Experience 

Model (Adler, 1975), and the Development of Intercultural Sensitivity Model (Bennett, 

1986) are different attempts at describing the complex adjustment process. 

These models provide some framework into which the concerns and issues of 

international students may fit. However, it is difficult to fit such diverse experiences into 

stage models because of all of the variables present when dealing with international 

students. 

Knowledge and awareness of the adjustment process may also lessen the anxiety 

of culture shock. The different life experiences of international students from around the 

world make it even more important to examine group differences. Also, the models 

which predict the adjustment process need to be further assessed. It is quite possible that 

these models do not fit for all international student groups, making it necessary to find 

more appropriate ways to deal with these different groups. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

This chapter will explain the methods used to answer the research hypotheses. 

First the three research hypotheses will be restated. Next the design of the study and the 

instrumentation is discussed. This discussion includes a review of the Culture Shock 

Adaptation Inventory (CSAI), its scales and psychometric properties. After describing the 

survey, the actual procedures for obtaining data, such as defining the sample and 

distribution and follow-up of the surveys are explained. Finally, this chapter describes 

how statistical analysis is used on the data obtained to answer the three research 

hypotheses. 

Research Hypotheses 

The statistical test employed the null hypothesis form. Therefore, this research 

was guided by the following research hypotheses: 

1. There are no significant differences in the four pre-test summed subscale 

adjustment scores and the total pre-test summed adjustment scores, as measured by the 

Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAI) between the Indian and Chinese graduate 

students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

2. There are no significant differences in the four post-test summed subscale 

adjustment scores and the total summed adjustment scores, as measured by the CSAI, 

between the Indian and Chinese graduate students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

3. There are no significant differences in the four sub scale change scores and total 

adjustment change scores, as measured by the pre-test and post-test adjustment scores of 

the CSAI, between Indian and Chinese international graduate students in their first 

semester at Virginia Tech. 
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Design of Study 

This study employed a quantitative and descriptive research method to examine the 

adjustment patterns of Chinese and Indian international graduate students at Virginia 

Tech. A survey, the Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAI) (Juffer, 1983) was 

administered in a pretest-posttest design. The purpose of the survey was to collect data 

to make comparisons between the adjustment patterns of international students from India 

and China. Differences between the Chinese and Indian students were investigated by 

comparing the summed scores of the total and the four subscale scores. The differences 

were examined through the summed pre-test, post-test and change scores. 

China and India, the home countries of the international students in the research 

were the two independent variables in this research. Other independent variables were 

considered in the demographic section of the instrument, however these variables were not 

used in the statistical analysis of the data. The dependent variables were the total and 

sub scale scores obtained for the Chinese and Indian graduate students on the pretest and 

posttest, as measured by the CSAI. The treatment was the international students' 

interaction with environment at Virginia Tech. 

Instrumentation 

The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAI) (See Appendix B) was a paper 

and pencil instrument containing two sections. The first section asked questions about 

things that international students were feeling or thinking about their stay in America 

(Juffer, 1993). This section included 120 items on which respondents were asked their 

level of agreement on a four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = 

disagree, 4 = strongly disagree). The questions in this section assessed the individuals' 

placement on a continuum from severe culture shock to cultural adaptation on four 

subscales and a total scale. 
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The second section of the questionnaire requested background information from 

the students. This section included 13 items. The information found in this section will be 

used mainly for future research, since the only independent variable being investigated in 

this research was country of origin. 

Scales in the CSAI 

The instrument was designed to assess the participants' placement on a bipolar 

continuum reflecting the cross-cultural adaptation process (Juffer, 1983). The two poles 

were the Culture Shock (CS) pole and the Culturally Adapted (CA) pole. Low scores 

indicated that the respondent was experiencing "culture shock" while high scores indicated 

that the respondent was If culturally adapted. tt Several of the items were reverse coded 

(see Appendices C,D,E,F). 

Four subscales were present in the inventory. These subscales also reflected the 

cross-cultural adaptation process. The first subscale dimension, described in appendix C, 

was the Control of Environment scale (CE scale). This dimension measured the control 

the respondents felt in their new environment. The second subscale dimension can be 

viewed in appendix D. The Getting Along with Others scale ( GA scale) assessed the 

degree to which the respondents were compatible with others from the new culture. The 

third subscale reflected the student's Emotional Well-Being (E scale) or how emotionally 

stable the respondents felt (See Appendix E). The fourth subscale, described in appendix 

F, reflected whether or not the respondents felt physically safe and healthy. This scale was 

called the Physical Well Being (P scale). All test items were generated to reflect the two 

poles and four sub scale dimensions. 

Psychometric Properties 

The CSAI was the result of over ten years and three generations of test 

development. A pilot test was conducted in 1982. The CSAI, I was developed from the 
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results of the pilot test. The second revision, CSAI. II was developed based on the results 

of the CSAI, 1. 

Reliability. The overall reliability of the CSAI. I. was estimated at .92. The CSAI, 

II reliability data was improved to .95 overall (Juifer, 1985). The reliability estimates for 

the four subs cales improved as welL The CE subscale reliability increased from .53 to .74 

and the GA subscale the reliability increased from .76 to .83. The reliabilities of the E and 

P scales increased from .81 to .83 and from .70 to .81 respectively (Juffer, 1985). 

Interscale correlations. A comparison between the subscale intercorrelations and 

reliability estimates proved the uniqueness of the subscales. The reliability estimates of the 

subscales exceeded their subscale to subscale intercorrelations, indicating that the scales 

were relatively distinct constructs (Juffer, 1985). All four scales were low to moderately 

intercorrelated at the -.03 to .50 levels (Juifer, 1983). 

Content validity. The content validity was measured by a panel of judges who 

reviewed, evaluated, and edited the instrument for (a) appropriateness of content, (b) 

appropriateness of item categorization within the two by four (2 X 4) grid (two poles by 

four subscales), ( c) limited English proficient students, (d) bias, and ( e) offensiveness 

(Juffer, 1985). 

Construct validity. Construct validity was investigated by comparing subscale 

intercorrelations and reliabilities. Analysis of variance procedures were used to examine 

these relationships with nine hypothesized independent variables to see whether other non

hypothesized significant relationships existed in culture shock (Juifer, 1985). It was found 

that the subscales contributed to the assessment of the underlying meta-construct of 

culture shock adaptation (Juffer, 1985). 
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Participants 

The participants of this study included graduate students from China and India 

who were entering Virginia Tech in Fall 1993. These groups were chosen because they 

were the largest international subpopulations at Virginia Tech. The sample included all of 

the international graduate students from China and India who were beginnjng their studies 

in the Fall and whose addresses were obtained by September 3, 1993. 

This deadline was formed because of the variability of the arrival of the 

international students at Virginia Tech. The deadline was set at two weeks after the 

beginnjng of classes. This was to give ample time for the international students to find 

residence and report their addresses to the university. As of June 1993, 123 students from 

China and 189 students from India were offered admission at Virginia Tech. These 

numbers did not reflect the actual number of students from India and China who actually 

arrived here to attend Virginia Tech in the Fall. Approximately one-third of those 

students who were admitted actually attended Virginia Tech. The population was 

estimated at around 100 participants with approximately 50 from each group. 

Procedures 

Approval from the author of the Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory, IT was 

obtained. Approval was also given by the Human Subjects Committee at Virginia Tech. 

Participation in the study was voluntary and confidential. During Virginia Tech1s 

International Student Orientation program, students from India and China received an 

initial letter (see Appendix G) describing the purpose of the survey and asking for their 

participation. This orientation program was held August 18 through 20, 1993. The Indian 

and Chinese student organizations were contacted so that they were aware of the study 

and could provide names of students who may not have attended the orientation. The 
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Cranwell International Center was also utilized as a base to contact international students 

from these subpopulations. 

Obtaining Addresses 

The first step after contacting the students was to obtain their addresses. Upon 

arrival many of the international students were living in temporary housing. It was 

expected that it would take some time for the students to find permanent residence. 

Again, this is why the September 3, 1993 deadline was set. 

Indian and Chinese students who attended the international student orientation 

were given an index card when they received the introductory letter. On this index card, 

they were asked to put their permanent residence, if known. If they did not yet have 

permanent residences, they were asked to give their temporary residence phone number so 

that they could be contacted periodically to see if they had found permanent housing. 

International students arrived at Virginia Tech very sporadically during August, 

1993. Due to the variability of their arrival times, other ways to collect addresses were 

necessary. The Chinese and Indian student organizations were used as sources to find 

addresses. In addition, a file was kept of all students stopping by the Cranwell 

International Center for information. This file contained even more names and addresses 

of new Chinese and Indian students. When the addresses were obtained, via the index 

cards, organizations or files, they were entered into a data base so that mailing labels could 

be made for survey distribution. 

Pre-Test 

Distribution. The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAJ) (See Appendix B) 

was distributed to the international students whose addresses were obtained by September 

3. The surveys were mailed, along with a cover letter, detailed in Appendix H, to all of 

the participants in the second week of September, 1993. Each survey had a three-digit 
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code number which could identify the respondent. 

The cover letter asked for the student's participation. It also ensured 

confidentiality concerning the results. Participants were asked to return the survey in a 

pre-addressed, pre-stamped envelope. 

Follow-up. Approximately one week after the initial distribution, a reminder letter 

(See Appendix I) was sent out. The letter asked subjects to return their survey and to pick 

a new one up at the Cranwell International Center or contact the writer to have a new one 

sent to them if they had misplaced the original survey. At this time, students who did not 

wish to participate were asked to contact the researcher. 

For a second follow-up, participants who did not decline from participation or 

were identified by the coding system as not returned were contacted by telephone. This is 

one reason why the surveys were coded. It served as a method to record the individual 

respondents. The participants were ensured of the confidentiality of this coding procedure 

in the cover letter. The coding procedure was also used because all respondents were 

entered in a drawing for a gift certificate at a local eating establishment. No further 

follow-up occurred after the telephone call. 

Post-Test 

Distribution. The second distribution of the CSAI occurred during the fourth 

week of November, 1993. The same survey format detailed in appendix B was used. 

Also, an identical cover letter, with only the date changed, was disttibuted (See Appendix 

H). Although this distribution was over the Thanksgiving break, many of the international 

students were still in Blacksburg. Students were also studying for finals after the break so 

it was decided that the break would be an appropriate time. Also, according to the 

U-Curve model, international students reach the second stage of adjustment, culture 

shock, after about three months. For the most part, the same students who received the 
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pre-test received the post-test. Exceptions will be discussed in the results chapter. The 

same survey collection methods were employed. 

Follow-up. The follow-up procedures for the post-test were similar to the follow

up procedures for the pre-test. A similar reminder note, with the date changed, was 

mailed to participants. The second follow-up again consisted of phone calls to non

respondents. 

Statistical Analysis 
Reliability 

Reliability coefficients for the Culture Adaptation (CA)- Culture Shock (CS) scale 

(total score) and the four subscales (Control of Environment - CE, Getting Along with 

Others - GA, Emotional Well-Being - E, and Physical Well-Being - P) were calculated by 

using Chronbach's Coefficient Alpha formula. This formula was chosen because it is used 

for multiply scored items, such as the CSAI (Ary, 1990). This determined the consistency 

and stability between measurements on both the total and subscale scores. 

Scoring Procedures 

Calculating scores. The total scores were calculated by summing the raw scores 

and dividing the sum by the total number of responses to reveal an average or mean 

summed score. This procedure was done separately for the raw scores of the Chinese and 

Indian students. Four subscale scores were calculated in the same manner, using items for 

that particular subscale (See Appendices C, D, E, F). 

The total summed score and four sub scale summed scores were calculated from the 

raw scores on the pre-test and again on the raw scores of the post-test for both Chinese 

and Indian students. The pre-test and post-test scores were matched so that change 

scores could be calculated. Respondents returning both the pre-test and the 

post-test were used in the change score calculations. A total change score 
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was calculated by subtracting the pre-test total summed score from the post -test total 

summed score. Four sub scale change scores were calculated for each group in the same 

manner on the items making up individual sub scales. 

Research hypothesis 1. Research hypothesis 1 was answered by calculating the 

total summed score and the four sub scale summed scores for the pre-test responses of 

both the Chinese and Indian graduate students. A series of five t -tests were used to 

compare the total summed scores of the groups and each of the four pairs of sub scale 

summed scores. The differences were tested at the established probability level of. 05. 

Research hypothesis 2. Research hypothesis 2 was answered by calculating the 

total summed score and the four sub scale summed scores for the post-test responses of 

both the Chinese and Indian graduate students. A series of five t-tests was used to 

compare the total summed scores of the groups and each of the four pairs of subscale 

summed scores. The differences were tested at the established probability level of .05. 

Research hypothesis 3. Research hypothesis 3 was answered by calculating a total 

change score and four subscale change scores for the Chinese and Indian respondents. 

These scores were obtained through subtracting the total summed score and four subscale 

summed scores for the pre-test from the total summed score and four subscale summed 

scores for the post-test. Five t-tests were used to compare the total change scores of the 

groups and each of the four pairs of subscale change scores. The differences were tested 

at the established probability level of .05. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Chapter four presents the results of the research. First the return rate and usable 

responses are described for the pre-test and the post-test. Next the actual sample is 

described through different independent variables. The statistical analysis includes a 

discussion of the total and four sub scale dimensions reliabilities, followed by the results of 

the t-tests between the Chinese and Indian groups. Again, these are described for both the 

pre-test and post-test administrations and for the calculated change scores. The results of 

the hypotheses tests are then presented. Finally, the chapter ends with a brief discussion 

of the overall adjustments of both groups. 

Return Rate 

Pre-Test 

The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory was mailed to 103 potential participants, 

identified through the procedure for obtaining addresses described in chapter three. 

Surveys were sent to 46 (45%) Chinese students and 57 (55%) Indian students. Seventy 

surveys were returned, yielding a return rate of 68%. Chinese respondents comprised 

51 %(36 returned) and Indian respondents comprised 49% (34 returned) of this return rate. 

These numbers reflected a 78% return rate for the Chinese respondents and a 60% return 

rate for the Indian respondents. 

The return rate needed to be decreased further since many of the respondents 

surveys were not usable. Many of the respondents had already spent a significant amount 

of time in the United States. Some were transfer students and others had just lived in this 

country for a significant amount of time. For the purposes of this study, only new 

international students were used in the data analysis. Several of the original respondents' 
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data were deleted so that all data were reflective of respondents who were in the country 

or at Virginia Tech for 12 weeks or less. 

In the data analysis, 55 total usable respondents' scores were examined. This 

usable sanlple reflected 79% of the return rate. The studied group contained 23 Chinese 

students (64% of the return rate for Chinese respondents) and 32 Indian students (94% of 

the return rate for Indian respondents). The overall percentage of analyzed surveys was 

42% Chinese and 58% Indian. 

Post-Test 

The total number of surveys mailed for the post-test was considerably smaller than 

those sent for the pre-test. Several respondents who received the pre-test survey asked 

not to participate because they felt that they had been in the country too long. Also, some 

of the students actually were not at Virginia Tech. They were on file as potential students, 

for the pre-test, but did not come to Virginia Tech and, therefore, were deleted from the 

mailing list for the post-test. 

The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory was mailed for a second time to 

respondents who had been in America for a long period of time, for use for future data, 

but again they were deleted from the actual sample population. These scores may be 

helpful for researchers examining culture shock over longer periods of time. Surveys were 

mailed to 90 potential post-test participants. They were sent to 38 (42%) Chinese 

students and 52 (58%) Indian students. Fifty-nine surveys were returned, yielding a return 

rate of 66%. Chinese respondents comprised 46% and Indian respondents comprised 54% 

of the return rate. These numbers reflected a 71% return rate for the Chinese and a 62% 

return rate for the Indian students. 

The cut-off for time spent in America was set at below 22 weeks for the post-test. 

In the study 45 total respondents (76% of the original return rate) were examined. This 
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usable response group was comprised of 18 Chinese students (67% of the return rate for 

Chinese respondents) and 32 Indian students (94% of the return rate for Indian 

respondents). The overall usable percentage of respondents was 40% Chinese and 60% 

Indian. 

Description of the Sample 

Each group was described through four variables. These variables included time 

spent in the United States, gender, attendance at formal orientation sessions, and time 

spent in other countries. The descriptions for the orientation attendence and the time 

spent in other countries reflected the pre-test scores. The gender and time spent in the 

United States reflected both pre-test and post-test scores. 

Pre-test 

Time in United States. The pre-test sample consisted of 55 usable respondents, 23 

Chinese and 32 Indians. All respondents had been in the United States less than 12 weeks 

and at Virginia Tech less than 10 weeks. The majority of the Chinese respondents were in 

the United States for 3 or 4 weeks when they received the survey. In this subpopulation 

the range of weeks in the United States was 3 to 12. Most of the Indian respondents 

received the survey in their 4th or 5th week in the United States. The number of weeks in 

the United States ranged from 1 to 10 for the Indians sampled. 

Gender. The gender break-down of the pre-test respondents may be seen in Table 

1. Of the 55 pre-test respondents 42 (76%) were male and 13 (24%) were female. The 

Chinese sample contained 7 (30%) females and 16 (70%) males. The group of Indian 

respondents contained a total of6 (19%) females and 26 (81%) males. 

Orientation attendance. When asked about attendance at formal orientation 

sessions, 13 Chinese students (52% of Chinese sample) and 14 Indian students (44% of 

Indian sample) attended a formal orientation session in the United States. Only 1 Chinese 
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Table 1 

Distributions of Respondents by Gender 

Number (Percent of Usable Sample) 

Chinese Indian 

Gender 

Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test 

Men 16 (29%) 13 (29%) 26 (47%) 24 (53%) 

Women 7 (13%) 5 (11%) 6 (11%) 3 (7%) 

Total 23 (42%) 18 (40%) 32 (58%) 27 (60%) 
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student (4% of Chinese respondents) and 4 Indian students (12% of Indian respondents) 

attended formal orientation sessions in their home country. Three of the Indian 

respondents (9% of Indian respondents) attended orientation sessions in both the United 

States and in their home country. One Chinese respondent (4% of Chinese respondents) 

actually attended an otientation session in a 3 rd country. Some of the respondents did not 

attend any formal orientation session. This group comprised was of 8 Chinese (35%) and 

10 Indians (31%) (See Table 2). 

Living or visiting in other countries. Table 3 shows the number of respondents 

who had lived in or visited other countries before their studies at Virginia Tech. Most of 

the sample had never lived in or visited another country prior to coming to study in the 

United States. Of the Chinese respondents, 16 (70%) had never visited (stayed less than 

one month) in another country. Twenty (63 %) of the Indian respondents had also never 

visited another country prior to coming to the United States. Only 3 of both the Indians 

(9%) and Chinese (13%) had lived in (stayed for more than one month) another country, 

other than the United States 

Post-Test 

Time in United States. The post-test sample consisted of 45 respondents. Eighteen 

were Chinese and 27 were Indian. All had been in the country between 12 and 22 weeks. 

Most of the Chinese respondents were in the United States for 16 weeks when they 

responded to the post-test. The majority of the Indian respondents had been in the 

country for 14 or 15 weeks. 

Gender. Of the 45 post-test respondents 37 (82%) were male and 8 (18%) were 

female. In the Chinese sample there were 5 women (28%) and 13 (72%) were men. The 

Indian sample consisted of3 (11%) women and 24 (89%) men (See Table 1). 
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Table 2 

Number of Respondents Who Attended Formal Orientation Sessions 

Type of 
Orientation 

No orientation 

Orientation in 
home country 

Orientation in 
U.S.A. 

Orientation in 
both home 
country and 
U.S.A. 

Orientation in 
3rd country 

Number (percent of Sample) 

Chinese Indian 

8 (14%) 10 (18%) 

0(0%) 1 (2%) 

13 (24%) 14 (25%) 

0(0%) 3 (5%) 

0(0%) 1 (2%) 

Five respondents (9% or sample) did not respond to this item 

35 

Total 

18 (33%) 

1 (2%) 

27 (49%) 

3 (5%) 

1 (2%) 



Table 3 

Number of Respondents Who Had Lived in or Visited* Other Countries 

Number of 
Countries 

None 

1 

2 

3 

4 or more 

Chinese 

Visited 

16 

6 

o 

o 

o 

Lived-in Visited 

19 20 

3 5 

1 2 

o 2 

o o 

*Considered a visit if under 1 month and lived-in if over 1 month 

36 

Indian 

Lived-in 

28 

3 

1 

o 

o 



Statistical Analysis 

Reliability 

Pre-test. Chronbach's Coefficient Alpha reliability was determined for each of the 

four subscales and the total scale. Some of the original reliabilities were then refined by 

removing survey items which significantly lowered the reliability estimates. This was done 

only after examining the test items to see if they could appropriately removed. For 

example, item number 52 (CEll) read, "I feel comfortable driving a car in American 

traffic." This item was omitted by many of the respondents because it did not apply to 

them since they did not drive here. Another item that was immediately omitted from the 

reliability calculations was item 68 (GAI9). This item was not on the actual survey so no 

data were collected for it. 

Table 4 shows the original and refined reliabilities for the pre-test items. The 

original reliability coefficient of the Control of Emotions (CE) scale was.69. It was 

increased to .87 by removing items 3 (CEI), 49 (CEIO), 52 (CEll), 55 (CEI2), and 

60 (CEI4). For the Getting Along with Others (GA) scale, the reliability was increased 

from .81 to .84 by omitting items I (GAl), 18 (GA6), and 68 (GA19). Items 25 (E6), 

50 (EI0), and 92 (E26) were removed to increase the Emotional Well-Being (E) scale 

reliability from .84 to .90. The Physical Well-Being (P) scale reliability went from .77 to 

.80 by removing items 19 (P7) and 44 (P12) .. The total scale reliability (CA-CS scale) 

was not refined as it was .93. 

Post-test. Table 5 shows the original and refined reliabilities for the post-test 

items. The CE scale reliability increased from .71 to .84 by removing items 3 (CEl), 23 

(CE3), 24 (CE4), 52 (CEll), 60 (CEI4), and 76 (CEI7). On the GA scale, items 18 

(GA6), 32 (GAI2), and 68 (GA19) were omitted to increase the reliability estimate from 

.82 to .84. The E scale estimate was .94. No refinement was necessary for this scale on 
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Table 4 

Reliability Estimates for Scales on Pre-Test 

Scale 

Control of 
Emotions (CE) 

Getting Along 
with Others (GA) 

Emotional 
Well-Being (E) 

Physical 
Well-Being (P) 

Total Scale 

Original 
Reliability 

.69 

.81 

.84 

.77 

.93 

Refined 
Reliability 

.87 

.84 

.90 

.80 

38 

Items 
Omitted 

3,49,52,55,60 

1,18,68 

25,50,92 

19,44 



Table 5 

Reliability Estimates for Scales on Post-Test 

Scale 

Control of 
Emotions (eE) 

Getting Along 
with Others (GA) 

Emotional 

Original 
Reliability 

.71 

.82 

Well-Being (E) .94 

Physical 
Well-Being (P) 

Total Scale 

.81 

.97 

Refined 
Reliability 

.84 

.84 

.82 

39 

Items 
Omitted 

3,23,24,52, 
60,76 

18,32,68 
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the post-test. The estimate for the P scale increased from .81 to .82 through the omission 

of item 44 (PI2). The total scale reliability remained at .97. 

Change scores. In the analysis of change score differences, survey items that were 

removed in the reliability refinement process for both the pre-test and the post-test were 

omitted in the calculations. These included items 3 (CEI), 52 (CEll) and 60 (CE14) on 

the CE scale, items 18 (GA6) and 68 (GA19) on the GA scale, and item 55 (PI2) on the P 

scale. Reliability estimates were not performed for the change scores because of the high 

variability within and between group scores. They were also not performed because 

change scores were not reflective of the changes per item, but of the changes between the 

total summed scores and sub scale summed scores for the pre-test and post-test. 

Discussion on reliabilities. The sub scale reliabilities found on the Culture Shock 

Adaptation Inventory II items in this research were lower than the reliability estimates 

found in the Juffer's (1983) original research. The original reliability estimates, as 

recorded in chapter three, showed the subscales to be quite reliable without sub scale 

refinement. One reason for these differences was that the sample population in this study 

was about half the size of the sample analyzed in the previous research. A larger number 

of respondents may have increased the estimates. It may also be possible that some sort of 

cultural bias may have effected the reliabilities. In the previous administrations, many 

groups of international students were tested, not just two in particular. It may be that the 

narrowing of the respondent's home country to examine group differences could have 

effected the reliability estimates. 

T -Test Results 

Pre-test. Five t-tests were computed on the adjusted reliability estimate scores 

from the pre-test data. Group differences were examined for each of the four subscales 
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and the total scale. No significant group differences were found on any of the scales (See 

Table 6). 

Post-test. Five t-test were computed on the adjusted reliability estimate scores 

fromm the post-test data. Group differences were examined for each of the four subscales 

and the total scale. Significant group differences on the Control of Emotions (CE) scale 

were found (See Table 7). The Chinese respondents had a significantly lower mean score 

of36.3, compared to the Indian respondents mean score of39.4, indicating that the 

Chinese experienced significantly more trouble feeling in control of their new 

environment. Group differences also were found on the Physical Well-Being (P) scale. 

The Indian respondents had a higher mean score of 77.2, compared to the Chinese 

respondents mean score of 72.2, indicating that the Chinese students did not feel as 

physically safe and healthy as the Indian students. According to the U-Curve model, the 

Chinese students placed lower on the curve than the Indian students (culture shock) with 

respect to physical well-being and control of emotions. 

No significant group differences were found on the GA scale or the E scale. There 

also were no differences between the Chinese and Indian respondents on the total scale 

measuring cultural adaptation to culture shock. 

Change scores. A matching procedure was necessary to obtain accurate change 

scores. Only respondents who returned both the pre-test and the post-test were used, 

since they could be matched. Respondents who responded to only one or the other were 

omitted from the analysis as there was no basis to compare changes. Overa1136 pairs of 

scores were analyzed. Eighteen pairs were used from both the Chinese and Indian 

populations. The change scores were obtained by subtracting the pre-test summed scores 

from the post-test summed scores on the total scale and four subscales. 
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Table 6 

Pre-Test T -Test Results for Chinese and Indian Students 

Group 

Chinese (n=23) Indian (n=32) 

Scale M SD M SD 

Control of 38.3 4.8 4l.7 9.0 
Emotions (CE) 

Getting Along 62.7 7.1 63.7 16.9 
with Others (GA) 

Emotional 88.1 9.9 91.4 23.2 
Well-Being (E) 

Physical 65.2 7.9 69.4 16.1 
Well-Being (P) 

TOTAL 
Culture Shock (CS)- 254.4 24.2 266.1 61.0 
Culture Adaptation 
(CA) 

42 

t-test 
value 

-l.788 

- .275 

- .707 

- 1.281 

- .986 

p 

.08 

.79 

.48 

.21 

.33 



Table 7 

Post-Test T-Test Results for Chinese and Indian Students 

Group 

Chinese (n=18) Indian (n=27) 

M SD M SD 
Scale 

Control of 36.3 4.0 39.4 6.3 
Emotions (CE) 

Getting Along 65.0 4.4 67.5 8.2 
with Others (GA) 

Emotional 97.7 10.4 100.5 17.6 
Well-Being (E) 

Physical 72.2 6.2 77.2 7.5 
Well-Being (P) 

TOTAL 
Culture Shock (CS) - 271.0 21.6 285.0 36.1 
Culture Adaptation 
(CA) 

* significant at p = < .05 

43 

t-test 
value 

-2.064* 

-1.481 

- .660 

-2.425* 

-1.590 

p 

.045 

.15 

.51 

.02 

.12 



Five t-tests were computed on change scores. Differences were examined for each of the 

four subscales and the total scale. No significant group differences on any of the scales 

were found (See Table 8). 

Research Hypotheses 

Research Hypothesis 1 

The analysis of the pre-test scores revealed no significant differences between the 

groups. These results supported null-hypothesis number one which stated that there would 

be no differences between overall and sub scale adjustment scores of the Chinese and 

Indian graduate students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

Research Hypothesis 2 

The post-test scores revealed the Chinese students had significantly more problems 

feeling in control of their environment and feeling physically safe and healthy. Research 

hypothesis number two stated that there would be no significant differences in the overall 

and sub scale adjustment scores of the Chinese and Indian graduate students in their first 

semester at Virginia Tech. It was accepted for the overall Culture Shock - Cultural 

Adjustment scale, and the Getting Along with Others (GA) and Emotional Well-Being (E) 

dimensions. However, research hypothesis number two was rejected for the Control of 

Emotions (CE) and Physical Well-Being subscales. 

Research Hypothesis 3 

The analysis of the change scores revealed no significant differences between the 

groups. These results supported null-hypothesis number three which stated that there 

would be no differences between overall and sub scale adjustment change scores of the 

Chinese and Indian graduate students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

44 



Table 8 

Change Score T -Test Results for Chinese and Indian Students 

Group 

Chinese (n= 18) Indian (n=18) 

M* SD M SD 
Scale 

Control of 2.2 3.3 5.7 14.4 
Emotions (CE) 

Getting Along 4.8 5.8 10.3 25.0 
with Others (GA) 

Emotional 3.2 10.6 6.3 30.9 
Well-Being (E) 

Physical 3.8 8.4 5.4 23.8 
Well-Being (P) 

TOTAL 
Culture Shock (CS) - 14.1 22.0 27.2 88.0 
Culture Adaptation 
(CA) 

t-test 
value 

-.845 

-.901 

- .397 

- .271 

-.612 

p 

.40 

.37 

.69 

.79 

.55 

* The mean of the change scores (M) was determined by subtracting the summed scores of the total scale 
and four subscales for the pre-test (see Table 6) from the summed scores of the total scale and four 
subscales for the post-test (see Table 7). 
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Overall Adjustment of Groups 

The summed scores for each of the groups were examined to observe other 

possible patterns. Some things are important to note in reviewing this data. First of all, 

these are not statistically signicant, they are just observations of changes in the means. 

Secondly, the summed scores were averages and they did not reflect the variablility of 

scores that was found. The standard deviations varied per item, but they were particularly 

high for the Indian respondents. The means and standard deviations can be seen in 

Appendix J. 

Chinese Respondents 

Pre-test. On the total scale between culture shock and cultural adjustment, the 

mean of the Chinese scores was 254.4. The total scale ranged from 115 to 460. When 

this number is converted to a 4 point scale, like the survey, the score of 254.4 would be 

equal to the score of 2.2, indicating that the Chinese scores indicated modest culture 

shock. The placement on the continuum for the four subscales was similar to that of the 

total scale. On the CE and GA scales, the average score, after conversion to the 4-point 

scale, were 2.4. On the P and E scales, the means showed modest cultural adjustment, at 

2.6 for both dimensions. Overall, the Chinese students were very close to the center of the 

culture shock - cultural adaptation poles continuum on the total scale and the four 

subscales. In some areas they were experiencing modest culture shock and in others 

modest cultural adjustment. 

Post-test. The average overall adjustment scores for the Chinese on the post-test 

was 270.9. When converted to the 4 point scale, this reflected a score of2.4. Although 

this number is higher than the pre-test average of 2.2, it is still shows modest culture 

shock. The mean score of the CE scale for the post-test remained at 2.4. For the GA 

scale, the mean increased to 2.5, directly in th center of the culture shock - cultural 
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adaptation continuum. The mean of the P scale increased to 2.8 and the mean of the E 

scale remained at 2.6, both, showing moderate cultural adjustment. In examining the 

means, the Chinese students, on average, exhibited either similar or slightly more culturally 

adjusted scores over time on the culture shock - cultural adaptation continuum. 

Indian Respondents 

Pre-test. On the continuum between culture shock and cultural adjustment, the 

mean of the Indian scores was 266.1 or 2.3 after conversion. The Indians, as did the 

Chinese, showed modest culture shock on average. The placement on the spectrum for 

the four subscales was similar to that of the total scale. The subscale means for the 

Indians were either directly in the center of the continuum or showed some degree of 

cultural adjustment. On the GA scale, the average score, after conversion to the 4-point 

scale, was 2.5 The mean of the CE scale was 2.6. On the P and E scales the means were 

2.8 and 2.7 respectively. The Indian students scores showed modest cultural adaptation 

on average for the total scale and four subscales. Their average scores, in general, were 

higher than the pre-test scores of the Chinese. 

Post-test. The Indian respondents' mean score on the total scale for the post-test 

increased to 284.6 or 2.5. The GA scale increased to 2.6, while the CE scale mean 

remained at 2.6. The E scale mean remained at 2.7 and the P scale mean increase to 3.0. 

So, as with the Chinese, the Indians in general either remained the same or scored slightly 

closer to the cultural adaptation end of the continuum. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH 

Purpose of Study 

The adjustment process for international students needs to be examined further. 

Today the U-Curve model is most commonly used to describe the adjustment process. 

The term 'culture shock,' coined by Oberg in 1960, described the symptoms and problems 

that international travelers experience at the lower part of the U-Curve. Oberg (1960) and 

others who prescribed to similar adjustment over time models, named the specific stages 

throughout the cultural adjustment process as the honeymoon or spectator stage, the 

hostility phase, or culture shock, the humor stage, and the acceptance stage. International 

students were considered to be culturally adjusted upon reaching the fourth stage. 

Although the U-Curve model of adjustment is widely accepted, the literature 

showed little empirical support for the model or in the arena of culture shock and the 

cross-cultural adjustment process (Benson, 1978 ; Juffer, 1983). There are many 

influential factors in the adjustment process including academic knowledge, language 

problems, formation of relationships with faculty and peers, questioning of values and 

customs, and integration of cultural differences. All of these factors, along with 

international students' cultural and family backgrounds, affect the adjustment process. 

With so many issues to examine, it is difficult to pinpoint a specific model to describe an 

exact adjustment sequence. Since international students come into America with different 

life experiences, it is important that group differences be examined and taken into account. 

Virginia Tech has a large international student population. This population 

consists of approximately 1500 students, 1300 of which are graduate students. The 

information generated by this research may be helpful to educators at Virginia Tech. It 

will give knowledge about how to deal with and better serve the international student 

48 



population, particularly those students from India and China. Understanding and 

awareness of the common adjustment patterns, feelings, concerns, and stresses faced by 

international students may enable educators to make more timely and effective 

intelVentions and give them the knowledge to create a more comfortable environment for 

international students. 

Research Hypotheses 

The statistical test employed the null hypothesis form. Therefore, this research 

was guided by the following research hypothesis: 

1. There are no significant differences in the four pre-test summed sub scale 

adjustment scores and the total pre-test summed adjustment scores, as measured by the 

Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (CSAI) between the Indian and Chinese graduate 

students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

2. There are no significant differences in the four post-test summed subscale 

adjustment scores and the total summed adjustment scores, as measured by the C SAl, 

between the Indian and Chinese graduate students in their first semester at Virginia Tech. 

3. There are no significant differences in the four sub cale change scores and total 

adjustment change scores, as measured by the pre-test and post-test adjustment scores of 

the CSAI, between Indian and Chinese international graduate students in their first 

semester at Virginia Tech. 

Methods 

The Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory (Juffer, 1983) was used to examine the 

culture shock phenomena. The instrument scores revealed scores on a continuum between 

culture shock and successful cultural adjustment. Four subscale scores indicated areas of 

potential problems or concern. The respondents, graduate students from China and India 

in their first semester at Virginia Tech, were SUlVeyed twice throughout the semester, at 
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the very beginning then again after the Thanksgiving break. This pre-test post-test format 

was used to determine if the adjustment over time model of the U-Curve (Oberg, 1960) 

accurately described the adjustment experiences of these students. 

Statistical Analysis 

The research hypotheses were tested by calculating calculating mean scores for the 

total scales and four subscales. Next t-test scores were calulated to examine differences 

between the Chinese and Indian groups. The pre-test data was used to test hypothesis 

number one. Hypothesis number two was tested through analysis of the post-test scores. 

The third hypothesis was examined by calculating the differences between the total and 

subscale means for the post-test and the pre-test and running t-tests on these change 

scores. 

Results 

T -test results 

Pre-test. The pre-test data were used to test research hypothesis one. The 

t-test results for the total scale and the four subscales revealed no significant difference 

between the Chinese and Indian respondents. Research hypothesis one was therefore 

accepted. 

Post-test. The post-test data was used to test research hypothesis two. Group 

differences were again examined, through t-test scores, for each of the four subscales and 

the total scale. Significant group differences were found on the Control of Emotions (CE) 

scale at a .05 probability level. The group differences were also significant for the Physical 

Well-Being (P) scale. No significant group differences were found on the Getting Along 

with Others (GA) or the Emotional Well-Being (E) subscales. There were also no 

differences between the Chinese and Indian respondents on the total scale measuring the 

continuum between cultural adaptation and culture shock. 
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Research hypothesis two was accepted with regard to the Getting Along with 

Others and the Emotional Well-Being subscales and the total adjustment scale. It was 

rejected, however, on the Control of Emotions and Physical Well-Being subscales. 

Change scores. The change scores were used to test research hypothesis three. 

Group differences were examined, through the calculation oft-test scores, for each of the 

four subscales and the total scale. No significant group differences were found. These 

results supported research hypothesis three. 

Conclusions 

Pre-Test 

The analysis of the pre-test scores revealed no significant differences between 

groups of Chinese and Indian students. Both groups started at Virginia Tech at similar 

adjustment levels. The groups exhibited modest culture shock and seemed to have similar 

problems and concerns upon arrival at graduate school at Virginia Tech. 

Post-Test 

The post-test scores revealed the Chinese students had significantly more problems 

feeling in control of their environment and feeling physically safe and healthy after three 

months at Virginia Tech. The Chinese students' problems, dealt mainly with feeling 

frustrated and uncomfortable understanding the overall American culture and interacting 

with Americans. Other problems dealt more with physical symptoms such as being more 

tired than usual, gaining or losing weight, worrying about getting sick, daydreaming, and 

feeling unsafe in their environment. These differences were evidenced after three months 

at Virginia Tech. 

No significant difference were noted with regard to other typical culture shock 

symptoms. For example, Chinese and Indian students had similar ideas about their 

interactions with others, particularly Americans. They also had similar comfort levels with 
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regard to being in another country. After three months at Virginia Tech, the overall 

adjustment patterns, as evidenced by the mean scores of the total scale, between the 

Chinese and Indian students were similar. 

Change Scores 

The analysis of the change scores revealed no significant differences between the 

groups. This means that over time, the actual differences between the changes that 

occurred within groups were not significantly different. 

Discussion 

Little support for the U-Curve model was found in this study. Actually, no 

support of the U-Curve was found beyond the post-test scores on the Control of Emotions 

scale. This scale was the only scale in which the post-test scores were actually lower than 

the pre-test scores, for both groups. Again these numbers do not reflect significant 

differences. However, this scale revealed the only significant support for the U-Curve in 

that the Chinese students did score significantly lower than the Indian students at this 

point. They also scored lower than they did on the pre-test. 

The remaining evidence actually contradicted the model. The average summed 

scores for all scales besides the Control of Emotions scale were higher, although not 

significantly, on the post-test than the pre-test. According to the means, respondents 

scored closer to the cultural adaptation pole on the continuum between the poles of 

culture shock and cultural adaptation, after three months at Virginia Tech. Again, it must 

be stressed that these numbers were not significant numbers, but even so they did not 

support the culture shock curve. 

This data showed that the students started lower on the curve and went up, while 

the model predicted that the respondents would start with higher positions on the curve 

(higher scores) and have lower curve positions (lower scores), during the post-test. 
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According to the accepted U-Curve model of adjustment (Lysgaard, 1955 ; Oberg, 1960) 

of adjustment, most problems occur around the three to four month period. Generally, 

more problems were evident for the Chinese and Indian graduate students at the onset of 

their studies at Virginia Tech. 

Also, although the Chinese scores were significantly lower on the Physical-Well 

Being scale, compared to the Indians, they were still higher than the group's subscale 

scores on the pre-test. Once again, it is important to note that the change scores were not 

significant. However with just an overview of the numbers, the Chinese did improve in 

their physical well-being, they just did not improve as much as the Indian students did. 

Perhaps examining group differences is not the most affective way to examine the 

adjustment process. There were really no significant patterns within groups or between 

groups. Differences were more likely to be found individually. This is evidenced by the 

wide distribution of standard deviations of the change scores (See Table 8). Therefore, 

attention to individual differences may be the best way to help with the adjustment, rather 

than focusing on group differences. 

Limitations 

The sample size was a major limitation in this study. As noted in the results, many 

of the respondents were deleted because they had been in the country for long periods of 

time. These deleted respondents lowered the amount of usable data. For such a 

complicated survey instrument, with five scales, many more respondents were needed to 

obtain more generalizable and accurate results. 

Along similar lines, the actual survey distribution was a limitation. Surveys were 

returned sporadically. They came back as early as one week and as late as five weeks 

after the distribution. Even within this five week timeframe for returning surveys, the 

variability between respondents' time in the United States varied from three to twelve 
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weeks for the pre-test and from twelve to twenty-two weeks for the post-test. Some sent 

the survey back quickly while others waited longer to respond. Although this type of 

return is expected with a survey, the variability in time may have had some effect on the 

results. A tighter control over the timeline may have shown stronger support for the 

U-Curve theory or more evidence of culture shock. 

The low number of respondents may have also affected the subscale reliabilities. 

Some of these reliabilities had to be adjusted somewhat, particularly for the Control of 

Emotions (CE) scale. This scale not only had the smallest number of items (21) originally, 

but it also had to have the most items removed to obtain a more acceptable reliability. 

This makes the use of the results from this particular subscale questionable. 

It is also unclear whether or not learning occurred between the pre-test and post

test administrations. Since the surveys were identical for both administration, the post-test 

responses may have been affected by the pre-test reading. Even though the scores showed 

increase towards cultural adjustment, although insignificant, it is uncertain if this was 

actual adjustment or just a learning effect from the pre-test reading 

Implications for Practice 

Although the majority of the results were not statistically significant, implications 

for practice by student affairs professionals can still be drawn. First of all, both Chinese 

and Indian students came to Virginia Tech at relatively similar starting points. This can be 

helpful for educators involved in the orientation of Chinese and Indian international 

graduate students. Educators can work closely with students of both groups, in a similar 

manner. The groups will most likely have similar concerns, problems and questions upon 

arriving at Virginia Tech. 

Some educators may question the fact that the Chinese and Indian students were at 

similar adjustment levels upon arrival at Virginia Tech. It is sometimes assumed that 
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Chinese students will have more trouble adjusting than Indian students, mainly because of 

language problems. In India most students are taught English in school. Also, the Indian 

education system is similar to the American education system. Even in luffer's (1983) 

study results showed that students from the orient would be less culturally adjusted than 

their western counterparts. Other research also confirmed that the greater the differences 

between a student's home culture and the host culture, the more difficulty the student will 

have in adjusting to the latter (Schram & Lauver, 1988). At least at the onset of study at 

Virginia Tech, this was not the case. However, after some time the Chinese students did 

exhibit more problems in certain areas. Some extra attention may be needed for Chinese 

students later in the semester, but actually the differences in overall adjustment were small 

It appears that educators must be more aware of individual differences than group 

differences. In other words, adjustment is a highly individualized process. It is important 

for educators to expect and respond to differences. To do this they must be aware of the 

actual problems and symptoms that may occur. This will enable them to recognize that 

the student's performance or attitude may be undergoing problems because they are 

experiencing some adjustment problems. 

Educators also need to encourage interaction. As the international students 

become more comfortable communicating, they will feel more in control of their 

environment. This must be encouraged for all groups, but it is specifically relevant to the 

Chinese population, as they expressed feelings of discomfort with overall environmental 

control, including communication. Allowing international students to talk about their 

feelings and concerns, and lending support may make the difference in the severity of the 

culture shock symptoms for individual students. Individual, rather than group, support 

may be the key here. 
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Implications also can be drawn for the students. If international students are 

educated about the adjustment process, if they learn to expect differences, they may feel 

more comfortable facing them. Also, if the students learn to relax their grip on their own 

culture and open up to new things, the adjustment may be quicker and smoother. To 

reiterate Oberg (1960), when an international student can accept the customs of the host 

country as just another way of living, their adjustment process is complete. 

Knowing that the process is normal may also make a difference to international 

students. If educators inform students that problems will occur, and that they are normal, 

the students may feel more comfortable talking about their concerns and feelings. If they 

can understand that other international students experience similar problems, they may feel 

some relief, and also some motivation to get through the problems. 

When and if culture shock occurs is not clear from these results. The results did 

not actually support the accepted U-Curve model. The Indian and Chinese respondents 

actually scored closer to the culturally adapted side of the continuum, during the time 

when the U-Curve predicted they would be experiencing more problems. Again, however, 

these results may be questionable. 

The fact that the U-Cwve model of adjustment was not supported by this research 

does not mean that culture shock does not occur. Rather, it suggests that the timing may 

be different. The process may be better described with models other than the typical 

U-Curve model. Adler (1975) and Bennett (1986) suggested other ways to view the 

adjustment process. Their models may not be as simple to follow or predict in that they 

do not see adjustment as a reflection of specific time frames, as do the U-Curve models. 

These models view the process as an overall growth process, more dependent on each 

individual's interaction with the culture and view of differences, rather than as a change 

overtime. 
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This research fits more closely into the mold of models based more individually 

than in particularly set time sequenced stages. It is therefore, crucial for educators to 

work closely with the international students, from the beginning, and to be constantly 

aware of changes in the students' work performance and attitudes. Problems can occur at 

any time in their stay, so awareness and taking action are important throughout the 

international students first semester at Virginia Tech. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

More generalizable and accurate results may be found through increasing the 

sample size. Even if the larger sample showed similar results, they would be much 

stronger results. The length of the survey required many more respondents than actually 

completed it. The sample used in analysis ended up being rather small. 

Also, it would be more effective to administer the survey in a class or group 

setting. This would insure that all students were taking it at the same time periods. It 

would also give some assurance to the final sample size as all students would respond. 

This research did not confirm the U-Curve timeframe of culture shock. A more 

rigid survey collection timeline may have also brought about different results. Surveys 

were collected for five weeks on both the pre-test and the post-test data. With this much 

time lag, it is hard to ascertain what actually happened within the groups since much room 

was left for variability. Perhaps culture shock occurs either earlier or later in the students' 

stay. It is therefore recommended that the pre-test be administered earlier on and the 

post-test be administered later on. Also, both should be distributed and returned in a more 

timely manner. 

The analysis of change scores was not an effective way to analyze the group 

results. The only thing they showed was that there was a great deal of variability within 

groups and individuals on how the scores changed. They were also very unreliable, as 

57 



again evidenced by the wide variability of the scores. The manipulation of actual scores 

may not be the best way to obtain any type of generalizable, accurate, or significant 

results. 

As mentioned previously, it may be time for educators to disregard the traditional 

ways of dealing with the adjustment process. It appears that the traditional U-Curve 

models may not fit best for today's graduate students. In future research, other models 

such as those presented by Adler (1975) or Bennett (1986) should be examined. They 

may not be as initially appealing since they do not follow a specific shape or timeline, 

however they seem to describe the individual adjustment process more accurately. 

Another recommendation is to examine the adjustment process through 

independent variables other than home country. Perhaps variables such as time spent 

traveling or living in other countries. This again, shows the importance of individual 

differences. 

Overall, it appears that adjustment is a highly individualized process. Therefore, 

individual differences should be examined rather than group differences. The previously 

mentioned models of Adler (1975) and Bennett (1986) seem to fit more closely with 

individual differences. Another possibility is to research adjustment in a qualitative rather 

than quantitative design. Even individuals coming from the same cultures have had many 

different life experiences that would make their adjustment process very different from 

another's. Overall, the examination of group differences did not reveal much about the 

adjustment process. Looking at individual differences, along different variables, may be 

more accurate than examining group differences. 
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Appendix A 

Symptomology of Culture Shock 

Unsuccessful performance of basic daily tasks 
Excessive washing of hands 
Fear of physical contact with anyone in host 

country 
Health and safety are over stressed 
Over concern about cleanliness of food. 

bedding. and dishes 
Use of alcohoVdrugs 

Anxiety 
Frustration 
Discomfort 
Frequent complaints 
Stress 
Insonmia 
Disorientation 
Strain 
Feelings of helplessness & dependence 
Fits of anger 
Refusal to learn language 
Excessive fear of being robbed, cheated, or 

injured 
Superior attitude toward people ofhost country 
Emotional & intellectual withdrawal 
Disorientation 
Distortion of reality 
Fatigue 
Tenseness 
Extreme irritability 
Depression alternating with elation 
Decline in inventiveness, spontaneity, and 

flexibility 
Difficulty in communicating feelings 
A great deal of time is spent contemplating 

how unfortunate one is 
Feelings of 'being different' 
Feelings of being rejected of1aughed at' 
Rejection of others from host culture 
Defensiveness 

Kristin A. JufTer, Ph.D 

Physical Symptoms 

Absent-minded, far-away stare 
Great concern over minor pains and skin 

eruptions 
Pejorative slang terms are used in 

vocabulary 
Work declines in quality 
Mild psychosomatic disorders 
"Home cooking" is craved 

Psychological Symptoms 
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Homesick 
Home is irrationally glorified 
Aggressive attitude 
Hostility toward host country 
Critical of host country 
Hypochondria 
Feelings of inferiority 
Misinterpretation of others' gestures, facial, 

expressions, & body language 
Customs or norms are not known 
The language is not known well 
Wish to talk to people 'who make sense' 
Apathetic 
Feelings ofloss 
Sense of isolation 
Loneliness 
Longing for an environment in which the 

gratification of important 
psychological & physical needs is 
predictable & less certain 

Psychological rigidity 
Hysterical reactions 
Self-doubt 
Feel like children 
Over interpretation of hosts' helpful 

suggestions as severe criticism 
Feelings of hopelessness with life in the host 

culture & strong desire to interact 
only with members of one's 
nationality 



AppendixB 

CULTURE SHOCK 
ADAPTATION INVENTORY, 

Second Edition 

CSAI, II 

@1984 Juffer 

PART A: 

When people travel and live in a country that is new to them, they often feel confused and 
alienated (anxious) for a while. This experience, called tlculture shock,tf is a normal way 
to feel while adjusting to a new culture. 

There are many difficulties and many adjustments to make when living in a new culture. 
People react and adjust to culture shock differently, but it is thought that all people who 
live in a second culture experience some degree of culture shock. 

the following statements mayor may not express things you are feeling and thinking. 
Please respond if you "strongly agree," "agree," "disagree," or "strongly disagree," with 
each of these statements according to how you have generally felt during the LAST 
WEEK. 

Please mark each statement. 

Ifa statement does NOT apply to you at all, please OMIT it. 

Please write your response on the line to the left of the question. You may use one of the 
four following responses: 

1 if you STRONGLY AGREE with the statement 
2 if you AGREE 
3 if you DISAGREE 
4 if you STRONGLY DISAGREE 

(please continue) 
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1 = Strongly Agree 2= Agree 3= Disagree 4=Strongly Disagree 

1. I can trust people here. 

2. I am more tired than usual. 

3. Some things are not convenient, but life is generally okay here. 

4. I have gone for medical treatment more often here, than I did in my country. 

5. I am not accepted well here by others. 

6. When I am with friends from my country, we like to talk: about how much better life is 
back home. 

7. I feel more in danger here than I did in my home country. 

8. I do not wony much here. 

9. I would prefer to be friends with people from my country than with Americans. 

10. I make social mistakes when rm with Americans. 

11. I think I understand Americans well. 

12. I wony that things may not be clean enough here. 

13. Because so many things are different here, I sometimes feel depressed. 

14. I feel frightened when I don't understand what people are saying. 

15. I am sick more often here than I was at home. 

16 I feel more comfortable with people from my own country than with Americans. 

17. I sometimes suffer from "gas" pains in my stomach or intestines. 

18. I think many American jokes are fwmy. 

19. I am gaining too much weight. 

20. I am looking forward to the day I will leave the U.S. 

21. I keep thinking about situations in which I have been embarrassed. 

22. I feel that I am very different from Americans. 

23. Coming here to live has been a worthwhile experience. 

24. I can go out on the streets here and know what is correct to do in almost any ordinary 
situation. 

(please continue on back) 
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1 = Strongly Agree 

__ 25. 

__ 26. 

__ 27. 

__ 28. 

__ 29. 

__ 30. 

__ 31. 

__ 32. 

__ 33. 

__ 34. 

__ 35. 

__ 36. 

__ 37. 

__ 38. 

__ 39. 

__ 40. 

__ 41. 

__ 42. 

__ 43. 

__ 44. 

__ 45. 

__ 46. 

__ 47. 

__ 48. 

2= Agree 3= Disagree 4= Strongly Disagree 

I feel happy and relaxed here. 

I celebrate my national and/or religious holidays here. 

When people speak English around me, I sometimes worry that they are talking aoout me. 

I like to dress like Americans. 

I do not enjoy talking with people who do not like living in the U.S. 

Since coming here, I am absent·minded (forgetful) more often than at home. 

It is as easy for me to start a conversation with an American as with someone in my own country 

I only rely on my friends from my country for help. 

In an emergency, I know an American who would take me to the hospital. 

I can usually predict how Americans are going to react to things. 

I have as many friends here as I did at home. 

I feel as healthy here as I did in my COWltry. 

There are too many new things to adjust to here. 

I feel that people are against me here. 

I was happier when I fIrst arrived here than I am now. 

I feel nervous in a crowd of Americans. 

I feel confused more often than I did at home. 

I worry more aoout getting sick than I did at home. 

I sometimes do not lUlderstand why Americans behave as they do. 

I feel comfortable when I walk alone. 

I feel self--confident here. 

I am usually in a good mood. 

Americans have most of the negative characteristics I thought they would have. 

I often feel homesick. 

(please continue) 
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I = Strongly Agree 

__ 49. 

__ 50. 

__ 51. 

__ 52. 

__ 53. 

__ 54. 

__ 55. 

__ 56. 

__ 57. 

__ 58. 

__ 59. 

__ 60. 

__ 61. 

__ 62. 

__ 63. 

__ 64. 

__ 65. 

__ 66. 

__ 67. 

__ 69. 

__ 70. 

__ 71. 

__ 72. 

__ 73. 

__ 74. 

2= Agree 3= Disagree 

I have changed to adapt to the American way of life. 

I prefer living here rather than back home. 

Sometimes I cry over "nothing ... 

I feel comfortable driving a car in American traffic. 

4= Strongly Disagree 

If I have the opportunity, I would like to return to the U.S. and spend more time here. 

I think about life back home a lot. 

Sometimes I pretend to understand Americans when they speak English when I really do not. 

I feel that Americans like me. 

I worry that I may get sick from drinking the water here. 

I feel that I understand the American life style now. 

I am depressed more often here than I was at home. 

I think my English is improving every month. 

I have gotten accustomed to American food. 

I sometimes do not understand what is going on here. 

I worry that someone might cheat me here. 

I enjoy American social gatherings. 

I get irritated more often now. 

I feel as safe here as I did at home. 

1 feel that I must tell the new arrivals from my country how bad it is here. 

I can laugh when something goes wrong here. 

I feel frustrated when I try to speak to others in English. 

I worry about being robbed here. 

Sometimes I forget who I really am. 

I daydream often. 

My eyes are sore more often now. 
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I = Strongly Agree 

__ 75. 

__ 76. 

__ 77. 

__ 78. 

__ 79. 

__ 80. 

__ 81. 

__ 82. 

__ 83. 

__ 84. 

__ 85. 

__ 86. 

__ 87. 

__ 88. 

__ 89. 

__ 90. 

__ 91. 

__ 92. 

__ 93. 

__ 94. 

__ 95. 

__ 96. 

__ 97. 

__ 98. 

__ 99. 

2= Agree 3= Disagree 4= Strongly Disagree 

Wlderstand what the annoWlcer says when I listen to American radio. 

I have enough privacy here. 

Sometimes I feel anxious. 

I am able to practice my religion here. 

I am losing too much weight. 

I worry about becoming "too Americanized." 

I am bored more often here than in my country. 

I am happy I decided to come here. 

I have at least one American friend who understands me (knows me well). 

I have nightmares (bad dreams) more often now. 

I have headaches more often than before. 

I worry that Americans may not understand me when I speak English. 

Since rve come here, I feel disaPJX)inted in myself more often. 

I am hesitant to talk to Americans. 

r often spend part of my free time with Americans. 

It makes me very sad and lonely to think about life back horne. 

I celebrate American holidays. 

If possible, I would return to my horne COWltry immediately. 

I feel Wlcomfortable here. 

I sometimes feel very miserable. 

The U.S.A. is similar to my country in more ways than I expected. 

I wake up at night feeling afraid sometimes. 

Some of my friends from my country enjoy life in America more than I do. 

I can' fmd food that I like. 

r don' really care if Americans like me or not. 

(please continue) 
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1= Strongly Agree 

__ 100. 

__ 10L 

__ 102. 

__ 103. 

__ 104. 

__ 105. 

__ 106. 

__ 107. 

__ 108. 

__ 109. 

__ 110. 

__ 111. 

__ 112. 

__ 113. 

__ 114. 

__ 115. 

2= Agree 3= Disagree 4= Strongly Disagree 

I sometimes feel "dizzy." 

The U.S.A is different from my country in more ways than I expected. 

Daily life is feeling more comfortable and normal to me now. 

I prefer to be by myself more often than I did in my home country. 

At mealtime, I often have no appetite and do not feel like eating. 

Americans like people from my country. 

I feel lonely more often here than I did in my own country. 

I have American friends that I will really miss when I leave. 

I wish I had decided not to come here. 

People have been too critical of me here. 

I think Americans are generally unfriendly. 

I am as happy here as I was in my home country. 

I don't really care what Americans think of me-I will live the way I want to. 

I feel frustrated more often here than at home. 

Sometimes I feel helpless and confused. 

Overall. I have learned many positive things about this country and its people. 

PLEASE ANSWER TIffiSE QUESTIONS REGARDING HOW YOU FELT wmLE 

__ 116. 

__ 117. 

__ 118. 

__ 119. 

__ 120. 

ANSWERING TIllS QUESTIONNAIRE 

I feel this questionnaire is worthwhile. 

I feel this questionnaire asked about things I have felt or experienced. 

I understood the English used in the questions. 

I could follow the directions easily. 

I answered the questions honestly 

END OF PART A 

(please continue on back) 
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PART B: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Please answer the following questions by circling or filling in the response which best describes yourself. 

121. What country are you from? _____ _ 

122. How many weeks have you been in the United States? ___ weeks 

123. How many weeks have you been at Virginia Tech? weeks 

124. Are you male or female? 

1) male 2) female 

125. Are you a transfer student? 

1) yes 2) no 

126. Did you participate in any formal orientation sessions to prepare you to live in the U.S. 

1) Yes, in my home country. 
2) Yes, in the U.S. 
3) Yes, both in my home country and the U.S. 
4) Yes, in a third country, not my home nor the U.S. 
5) No, I have not participated in any orientation sessions. 

127. How many other countries have you VISITED (staying less than one month) other than the U.S. 
and your home country? 

1) None 2) 1 country 3) 2 countries 
4) 3 countries 4) 4 or more countries 

128. How many other countries have you LIVED IN (staying more than one month) other than the U.S. 
and your home country? 

1) None 2) 1 country 3) 2 countries 
4) 3 countries 4) 4 or more countries 

129. My own evaluation of my overall English language ability and Virginia Tech's evaluation were: 

1) similar 2) A little different 3) Very different 

130. Today's date ____ _ 

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 

PLEASE ENCLOSE THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED 
AND DROP IT IN THE MAIL OR DELIVER IT TO THE 

CRANWELL INTERNATIONAL CENTER 
REMEMBER TO MAIL IT BACK SOON SO THAT YOUR NAME WILL BE ENTERED IN A 

DRAWING TO RECEIVE A GIFT CERTIFICATE TO A BLACKSBURG EATING 
ESTABLISHMENT 

Jutrer, K.A. (1984). Culture Shock Adaptation Inventory, II. Reprinted with permission from author. 
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CEI *3. 
CE2 13. 
CE3 *23. 
CE4 *24. 

CE5 30. 
CE6 *34. 
CE7 37. 
CE8 39. 
CE9 41. 
CEIO *49. 
CEll *52. 
CEl2 55. 

CEl3 *58. 
CEl4 *60. 
CE15 *64. 
CE16 *75. 
CE17 *76. 
CE18 86. 
CE19 *95. 
CE20 101. 
CE21 *105. 

Appendix C 

CSAI Sub scale Listing 

CE Scale (Control of Environment) 

Some things are not convenient, but life is generally okay here. 
Because so many things are different here, I sometimes feel depressed. 
Coming here to live has been a worthwhile experience. 
I can go out on the streets here and know what is correct to do in almost 
any ordinary situation. 
Since coming here, I am absent-minded (forgetful) more often than at home. 
I can usually predict how Americans are going to react to things. 
There are too many new things to adjust to here. 
I was happier when I first arrived here than I am now. 
I feel confused more often than I did at home. 
I have changed to adapt to the American way of life. 
I feel comfortable driving a car in American traffic. 
Sometimes I pretend to understand Americans when they speak English when 
I really do not. 

I feel that I understand the American life style now. 
I think my English is improving every month. 
I enjoy American social gatherings. 
I understand what the announcer says when I listen to American radio. 
I have enough privacy here. 
I worry that Americans may not understand me when I speak English. 
The U.S.A. is similar to my country in more ways than I expected. 
The U.S. A. is different from my country in more ways than I expected. 
Americans like people from my country. 

* These items are reverse coded. Statements with an asterisk (*) are designed to indicate cultural 
adjustment. Those statements without an asterisk (*) reflect the culture shock experience. 
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GAl *1. 
GA2 5. 
GA3 9. 
GA4 10. 
GAS *11. 
GA6 16. 

GA7 *18. 
GA8 22. 
GA9 *28. 
GAIO *29 
GAll *31. 

GAI2 32. 
GAI3 *33. 
GA14 *35. 
GAlS 38. 
GA16 43. 
GAI7 47. 
GAl8 *56. 
GA19 68. 
GA20 70. 
GA21 80. 
GA22 *83. 
GA23 88. 
GA24 *89. 
GA25 99. 
GA26 103. 
GA27 *107. 
GA28 109. 
GA29 110. 

AppendixD 

CSAI Subscales Listing 

GA Scale (Getting Along with Others) 

I can trust people here. 
I am not accepted well here by others. 
I would prefer to be friends with people from my country than with Americans. 
I make social mistakes when I'm with Americans. 
I think I understand Americans well. 
I feel more comfortable with people from my own country than with 
Americans. 
I think many American jokes are funny. 
I feel that I am very different from Americans. 
I like to dress like Americans. 
I do not enjoy talking with people who do not like living in the U.S. 
It is as easy for me to start a conversation with an American as with someone in 
my own country who is new to me. 
I only rely on my friends from my country for help. 
In an emergency, I know an American who would take me to the hospital. 
I have as many friends here as I did at home. 
I feel that people are against me here. 
I sometimes do not understand why Americans behave as they do. 
Americans have most of the negative characteristics I though they would have. 
I feel that Americans like me. 
Making American friends is difficult for me. 
I feel frustrated when I try to speak to others in English. 
I worry about becoming "too Americanized. H 

I have at least one American friend who understands me (knows me well). 
I am hesitant to talk to Americans. 
I often spend part of my free time with Americans. 
I don't really care if Americans like me or not. 
I prefer to be by myself more often than I did in my home country. 
I have American friends that I will really miss when I leave. 
People have been too critical of me here. 
I think Americans are generally unfriendly. 

* These items are reverse coded. Statements with an asterisk (*) are designed to indicate cultural 
adjustment. Those statements without an asterisk (*) reflect the culture shock experience. 
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El 6. 

E2 ·8. 
El 14. 
E4 20. 
E5 21. 
E6 ·25. 
E7 ·45. 
E8 ·46. 
E9 48. 
EIO ·50. 
Ell 51. 
El2 *53. 

El3 54. 
E14 59. 
E15 62. 
El6 65. 
E17 67. 
EI8 ·69. 
El9 72. 
E20 77. 
E21 81. 
E22 *82. 
E23 84. 
E24 87. 
E25 90. 
E26 92. 
E27 93. 
E28 94. 
E29 96. 
E30 97. 
Ell ·102. 
E32 106. 
E33 108. 
E34 111. 
E35 112. 
E36 113. 
E37 114. 
E38 *ll5. 

AppendixE 
eSAI Subscales Listing 

E Scale (Emotional Well-Being) 

When I am with friends from my country, we like to talk about 
how much better life is back home. 
I do not worry much here. 
I feel frightened when I don't understand what people are saying. 
I am looking forward to the day I win leave the u.s. 
I keep thinking about situations in which I have been embarrassed. 
I feel happy and relaxed. 
I feel self-confident here. 
I am usually in a good mood. 
I often feel homesick. 
I prefer living here rather than back home. 
Sometimes I cry over "nothing. " 
If I have the opportunity, I would like to return to the U.S. and spend 
more time here. 
I think about life back home a lot. 
I am depressed more often here than I was at home. 
I sometimes do not understand what is going on here. 
I get irritated more often now. 
I feel that I must tell the new arrivals from my country how bad it is here. 
I can laugh when something goes wrong here. 
Sometimes I forget who I real1y am. 
Sometimes I feel anxious. 
I am bored more often here than in my country. 
I am happy I decided to come here. 
I have nightmares (bad dreams) more often now. 
Since I've come here, I feel disappointed in myself more often. 
It makes me very sad and lonely to think about life back home. 
Ifpossible, 1 would return to my home country immediately. 
I feel uncomfortable here. 
I sometimes feel very miserable. 
I wake up at night feeling afraid sometimes. 
Some of my friends from my country enjoy life in America more than I do. 
Daily life is feeling more comfortable and normal to me now. 
I feel lonely more often here than I did in my own country. 
I wish I had decided not to come here. 
I am as happy here as 1 was in my home country. 
I don't really care what Americans think of me-I will live the way I want to. 
I feel fiustrated more often here than at home. 
Sometimes I feel helpless and confused 
Overall, I have learned many positive things about this country and its people. 

• These items are reverse coded. Statements with an asterisk (.) are designed to indicate cultural adjustment. Those statements without an 
asterisk (.) reflect the culture shock experience. 
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PI 2. 
P2 4. 
P3 7. 
P4 12. 
P5 IS. 
P6 17. 
P7 19. 
PS 26. 
P9 27. 

PIO *36. 
Pll 40. 
PI2 42. 
PI3 *44. 
PI4 57. 
PIS *61. 
PI6 63. 
PI7 *66. 
PIS 71. 
PI9 73. 
P20 74. 
P21 *7S. 
P22 79. 
P23 S5. 
P24 *91. 
P25 9S. 
P26 100. 
P27 104. 

Appendix F 

CSAI Subscales Listing 

P Scale (Physical W ell-Being) 

I am more tired than usual. 
I have gone for medical treatment more often here than I did in my country. 
I feel more in danger here than I did in my home country. 
I worry that things may not be clean enough here. 
I am sick more often here than I was at home. 
I sometimes suffer from "gas" pains in my stomach or intestines. 
I am gaining too much weight. 
I celebrate my national and/or religious holidays here. 
When people speak English around me, I sometimes worry that they are 
talking about me. 
I feel as healthy here as I did in my country. 
I feel nervous in a crowd of Americans. 
I worry more about getting sick than I did at home. 
I feel comfortable when I walk alone. 
I worry that I may get sick from drinking the water here. 
I have gotten accustomed to American food. 
I worry that someone might cheat me here. 
I feel as safe here as I did at home. 
I worry about being robbed here. 
I daydream often. 
My eyes are sore more often now. 
I am able to practice my religion here. 
I am losing too much weight. 
I have headaches more often than before. 
I celebrate American holidays. 
I can't find food that I like. 
I sometimes feel "dizzy." 
At mealtime, I often have no appetite and do not feel like eating. 

* These items are reverse coded. Statements with an asterisk (*) are designed to indicate cultural 
adjustment. Those statements without an asterisk (*) reflect the culture shock experience. 
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Appendix G 

August 18, 1993 

Dear Virginia Tech Student: 

Welcome to Virginia Tech. I hope your arrival went smoothly and that you are settling comfortably in 
Blacksburg. First, I wanted to introduce myself to you. My name is Sharon Ralston. I am a graduate 
student in the Department of Education. I am also working at the Cranwell International Center with 
Darlene Grega. 

Currently, I am working on my graduate thesis. In my research I will be examining culture shock and the 
adjustment process of international students at Virginia Tech. At this time, I am inviting you to 
participate in my research effort My research will focus specifically on the adjustment patterns of 
international students from India and China. 

The results of this survey will generate information that will be helpful to Virginia Tech administrators 
who work with international students, as well as future Virginia Tech international students. My hope is 
to obtain information which we, at the Cranwell International Center, may use to make the adjustment 
process more comfortable for entering international students. 

If you agree to participate, you will receive a survey in the mail in the second week of September, and 
again in the last week of November. The survey will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. All 
students who return a survey will be eligible to win a gift certificate to a Blacksburg eating establishment. 
All information will be confidential. Your name will not be used. 

Right now, I am aware that you are just settling in and may not even have a permanent residence. If you 
have a permanent residence and phone number, please write them on the attached index card and return it 
too me. If you do not, please leave your temporary address and phone number on the index card so that I 
can contact you. 

If you have any questions about this study, please contact either Sharon Ralston - 232-4762 or 
Darlene Grega - 231-6527. We will be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

I hope that you will agree to participate. Your participation may help us in making the adjustment 
process to Virginia Tech more comfortable for future international students. 
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Sincerely, 

Sharon A Ralston 

Darlene Grega 
Director, Cranwell 
International Center 



Appendix H 

September 7, 1993 

Dear Virginia Tech International Graduate Student: 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. 

The answers you provide are important to further our understanding of the culture shock adaptation 
experience. Your answers will help make Virginia Tech educators who work with international students 
more aware of international students' experiences. They also may help The Cranwell International Center 
at Virginia Tech in designing more effective orientation programs to assist international students. Your 
responses can make a difference, so please answer each item as honestly as possible. 

Please read the instructions for each part carefully and follow the directions. All answers should be 
recorded directly on the suney. The survey should take no more than 30 minutes to complete, but the 
information obtained will be critical to the success of the study. We urge you to complete the survey and 
return it by September 15, 1993. !fyour survey is received by September 15, your name will be entered 
in a drawing to win a gift certificate to a Blacksburg eating establishment. 

Place the completed suney in the enclosed pre-addressed envelope and drop it in a local mailbox. You 
may also return the survey to the Cranwell International Center if it is more convenient for you. 

Remember, this is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. Only your sincere, honest, personal 
responses are important. Because you will answer anonymously, you can respond as you truly feel. Your 
survey is coded with a three digit number in the upper right hand corner. This number is for follow-up 
purposes only. Also, the data will be available only to Sharon Ralston, Darlene Grega, and the author of 
the survey, Kristin Juffer, Ph.D. No one else will have assess to the data. 

The survey has two parts: 

PART A-

PARTB-

Asks questions about things you may be feeling or thinking now about your stay in the 
United States. 

Asks for some basic background information. 

!fyou have any concerns about the survey or any of the research, please call Sharon Ralston at 232-4762 
or Darlene Grega at 231-6527. The president of your international student organization supports this 
research as well. We will be happy to answer any questions you may have. Also, please contact us if you 
would like to receive the final results of the research. 

Thank you for your help, 

Sharon Ralston 

Darlene Grega 
Cranwell International Center, 

75 



Appendix I 

September 13, 1993 

Dear Virginia Tech International Student: 

Hi, we are sending you this postcard to remind you about the survey you received last 
week. Your responses are important to us because we value your feelings and opinions. 
We realize that you may have already 
completed and returned the survey. If you have already done this, we'd like to thank you. 

If you have not yet filled out the survey, we urge you to do so. Please contact Sharon 
Ralston - 232-4762 or Darlene Grega- 231-6527 if you have misplaced your surveyor 
have any other questions about it. 

Thanks for your help 

Sharon Ralston Darlene Grega 
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Appendix J 

Means and Standard Deviations of Items 

ITEM J'..ruMBER SCALE PRETEST PRETEST POSTTEST POSTTEST 
NUMBER MEAN (N=55) STOOEV MEAN (N=45) STODEV 

1 GA(I) 3.1 .39 3.1 .48 
2 P(1) 2.2 .97 2.3 .94 
3 CE(l) 3.1 .63 2.9 .57 
4 P(2) 3.5 .63 3.4 .50 
5 GA(2) 2.9 .54 2.9 .70 
6 E(1) 2.6 .80 2.6 .86 
7 P(3) 3.0 .64 3.0 .52 
8 E(2) 2.3 .67 2.1 .76 
9 GA(3) 2.9 .61 2.8 .60 
10 GA(4) 2.6 .70 2.5 .59 
11 GA(8) 2.3 .62 2.5 .59 
12 P(4) 3.1 .58 3.2 .67 
13 CE(2) 2.4 .89 2.6 .81 
14 E(3) 2.9 .75 3.0 .60 
15 P(5) 3.3 .54 3.3 .47 
16 GA(5) 2.2 .78 2.2 .59 
17 P(6) 2.9 .82 3.0 .74 
18 GA(6) 2.5 .78 2.5 .82 
19 P(7) 3.0 .60 3.2 .57 
20 E(4) 2.9 .77 2.8 .67 
21 E(5) 2.8 .62 2.8 .68 
22 GA(7) 2.1 .SO 2.0 .65 
23 CE(3) 3.7 .48 3.5 .55 
24 CE(4) 3.0 .77 3.0 .69 
25 E(6) 2.5 .72 2.3 .67 
26 P(27) 2.3 .70 2.1 .69 
27 P(8) 3.3 .70 3.4 .65 
28 GA(9) 2.4 .60 2.4 .66 
29 GA(IO) 2.3 .63 2.1 .62 
30 CE(S) 2.9 .65 2.8 .67 
31 GA(ll) 2.7 .79 2.6 .71 
32 GA(12) 2.9 .82 2.6 .69 

33 GA(13) 2.S .7S 2.5 .85 
34 CE(6) 2.3 .68 2.4 .54 
35 GA(14) 2.4 .89 2.5 .76 
36 P(9) 3.2 .63 3.2 .54 
37 CE(7) 2.1 .88 2.2 .68 
38 GA(15) 3.4 .54 3.2 .42 
39 CE(S) 2.9 .73 2.8 .73 
40 P(IO) 2.7 .74 2.8 .79 
41 CE(9) 2.6 .81 2.7 .SO 
42 P(ll) 2.4 1.06 2.7 .87 
43 GA(16) 2.5 .70 2.1 .73 
44 P(12) 2.7 .7S 2.9 .67 
45 E(7) 2.9 .68 2.9 .60 

46 E(8) 2.9 .65 3.0 .69 
47 GA(I7) 2.9 .60 2.6 .70 
49 CE(10) 2.6 .63 2.5 .70 
SO E(1O) 2.7 .68 2.2 .66 
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ITEM NUMBER SCALE PRETEST PRETEST POSTTEST POSTTEST 
NUMBER MEAN (N=55) STDDEV MEAN (N=45) STDDEV 

51 E(ll) 3.1 .73 3.0 .76 
52 CE(1I) 2.8 .96 2.9 .76 
53 E(12) 3.2 .63 2.9 .70 
54 E(13) 2.4 .77 2.3 .75 
55 CE(12) 2.6 .75 2.5 .85 
56 GA(18) 2.5 .60 2.6 .64 
57 P(13) 3.3 .84 3.3 .71 
58 CE(13) 2.6 .59 2.7 .54 
59 E(14) 2.8 .78 2.7 .83 
60 CE(14) 2.9 .63 2.8 .80 
61 P(14) 2.4 .84 2.6 .69 
62 E(15) 2.5 .75 2.4 .69 
63 P(15) 3.0 .66 2.9 .65 
64 CE(lS) 2.7 .72 2.6 .68 
65 E(16) 3.2 .52 3.0 .66 
66 P(16) 3.0 .61 3.0 .75 
67 E(17) 3.1 .72 3.1 .84 
68 GA(19) 
69 E(18) 2.7 .59 2.6 .66 
70 GA(20) 3.0 .82 3.2 .57 
71 P(17) 3.2 .66 3.0 .61 
72 E(19) 3.0 .89 3.1 .87 
73 P(18) 2.8 .94 2.8 .81 
74 P(19) 2.9 .86 2.7 .92 
75 CE(16) 3.1 .76 3.2 .75 
76 CE(17) 3.2 .56 3.3 .56 
77 E(20) 2.0 .74 2.1 .66 
78 P(20) 3.2 .52 3.0 .78 
79 P(21) 3.1 .52 3.1 .62 
80 GA(21) 3.1 .51 3.0 .45 
81 E(21) 2.8 .81 2.5 .84 
82 E(22) 3.1 .66 2.9 .74 
83 GA(22) 2.3 .73 2.6 .84 
84 E(23} 3.3 .72 3.2 .68 
85 P(22} 3.1 .78 3.1 .65 
86 CE(18) 2.8 .84 2.8 .68 
87 E(24) 2.9 .68 2.8 .65 
88 GA(23) 2.7 .80 2.7 .66 
89 GA(24) 2.1 .50 2.1 .49 
90 E(25) 2.7 .73 2.6 .90 
91 P(23) 2.5 .66 2.6 .70 
92 E(26) 2.0 .79 2.7 .84 
93 E(27) 3.0 .77 2.9 .73 
94 E(28) 2.7 .90 2.6 .91 
95 CE(19) 2.5 .71 2.4 .72 
96 E(29) 3.4 .63 3.2 .71 
97 E(30) 2.1 .71 2.0 .65 
98 P(24) 2.5 .82 2.8 .80 
99 GA(25) 2.6 .86 2.4 .91 
100 P(2S) 2.9 .87 3.0 .75 
101 CE(20) 2.3 .80 2.4 .70 
102 E(31) 3.0 .58 3.0 .52 
103 GA(26) 2.5 .74 2.5 .78 
104 P(25) 2.9 .81 3.0 .72 
105 CE(21) 2.5 .74 2.5 .64 
106 E(32) 2.5 .89 2.6 .73 
107 GA(27) 2.4 .74 2.4 .76 
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ITEM NUMBER SCALE PRETEST PRETEST POSTTEST POSTIEST 
NUMBER MEAN (N=55) STDDEV MEAN (N=45) STDDEV 

108 E(33) 3.2 .81 3.3 .58 
109 GA(28) 3.1 .59 3.0 .55 
110 GA(29 3.3 .53 3.2 .51 
111 E(38) 2.2 .72 2.4 .74 
112 E(34} 2.6 .84 2.3 .90 
113 E(3S) 2.7 .77 2.7 .73 
114 E(36) 2.4 .75 2.6 .75 
115 E(37} 3.4 .54 3.3 .56 
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