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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Participation in leisure activity enhances self-worth and provides partisipan
social opportunities for immediate enjoyment, excitement, and pleasuregiK[E999).
Leisure activity can also provide chances for participants to improve madtphgsical
health, give opportunities for social interaction, and increase life satsfd€hompson,
Sierpina, & Sierpina, 2000). Similarly, recreational activities and sportsgarovi
opportunities to interact with others and reflect on social aspects of tifeasstin,
1994). Further, participation in physical activities provides immense and diversiEde
and increased satisfaction (Clarkson, 1999).

According to the National Intramural Recreation Sports Association (NJRSA
2004), 80% of over 15 million college students in the United States participate in various
types of university and college recreational sport programs. Universitgrgtu
participate in university-sponsored extracurricular activities such ats sgames,
recreation, and other events outside of classroom settings. This means thatredtar
activities and campus recreation programs play an essential part of pretidiegt
experiences in college activities as well as an environment and opportuwritesial
interaction (Haderlie, 1987; NIRSA, 2004). Extracurricular activities tefeampus

events and activities not falling within the scope of the academic curricuhghstadent



participation is on voluntary basis. The out-of-classroom experiences were dound t
enhance students’ academic achievement; for example, when the hours of involvement in
intramural sports increase, students’ GPA increase (Light, 1990). Partinipattampus
recreation is one type of extracurricular activity that focuses on spdrisess activities
in the pursuit of leisure. Campus recreation programs play an essentialimielving
and integrating students into campus life.

According to Tinto’s (1993) interactionalist theory of student departure and
Astin’s theory of involvement (1984), students tend to persist in school and graduat
when they achieve greater social and academic integration and have igiedtement
in college life (Berger & Braxton, 1998; Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004; Milem
& Berger, 1997). Involvement in recreational programs promotes social inberagti
creating “opportunities for interaction, collaboration, and unification [whichasential
if campuses are to develop a sense of community” (Dalgarn, 2001, p. 66).

Social interaction, teamwork, and communication experiences are part of
participation in many recreational activities and programs. Resesufclued that
involvement in campus recreation programs enhances participants’ sendiebeiing:
skill acquisition, decision-making, leadership development, communication skelss str
management, educational outcomes, and tolerance of cultural differenties 1836;
Bryant, Banta, & Bradley, 1995; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Furthergedtedents
who have greater involvement in activities outside of the classroom have highal ove
satisfaction with their college life than those who have less involvemerin (AS84).

Light found that activity involvement and satisfaction positively correlatéa w

retention and persistence in school (1990). Campus recreation programs can cdatribute



student activity opportunities to accomplish these goals for college stuBeydst(et al.,
1995). Campus recreational facilities and programs help students to enharice socia
interaction (Stokowski & Lee, 1991; Todaro, 1993), reduce academic stress (Ragheb
McKinney, 1993), improve their learning performance (Moran, 1991), and minimize
social and racial barriers (Todaro, 1993). Overall, involvement in campus i@creat
programs positively associates with student educational success, socratiotedigher
level of satisfaction with the college experience, and greater levelenfiom (Artinger,
Clapham, Hunt, Meigs, Milord, Sampson, Forrester, 2006; Bradley, Phillipi & Bryant,
1992; Bryant & Bradley, 1993; Light, 1990; Tinto, 1993).

College life is a transition stage for any new student. Experiencessuch a
academic pressures, financial difficulty, loneliness, and health relateernsrace
general stressors for college students. International students expenerestress and
difficulty than domestic students when English is the student’s second language (Hay
& Lin, 1994; Wilton & Constantine, 2003). Researchers state that international students
experience adjustment difficulties such as homesickness, loss of fampyingda new
roles, problems with academic work, language capacity, money difficultienflatudy
skills, cultural differences, and lack of assertiveness, and experiencamxaty in the
new and unfamiliar cultural environment than domestic students (Alba & Nee, 2003;
Parr, Bradley & Bingi, 1992).

To participate in recreation activities is a way for college students¢veel
tension and academic stress (Haines, 2000). According to Iso-Ahola (1989), “one
mechanism for coping with the constant demands related to college life is through

participation in recreational activities, which has been shown to play an impoftaint



helping students balance and improve the quality of their life” (p. 38). Intenati
students may not adapt to the new environment well if they do not have enough
opportunities to interact with members of the college community outside of theolass
(Hayes & Lin, 1994). Campus recreation activities provide opportunities for coaraitt
social interactions with others, which assist in the adjustment process.

Researchers also found that minority (African American and Asian Aamdric
students ranked recreation programs and facilities as substantially moreambipery
important in their decision to attend and persist at an institution signifidagtier than
Caucasian students did. Minority students also reported having higher perceieis ben
as a result of their participation than Caucasian students, such as self-cenfidsepect
for others, friendships, problem-solving skills, stress reduction, sense of belomging, a
physical well-being (Bryant et al., 1995; Bradley et al., 1992). Overall, carapreation
involvement provides opportunities to assist student participants in developing a positive
self-concept and promote the integration process (Bryant et al., 1995).

Researchers have found that international students tend to socialize andchestablis
relationships with students who share same or similar backgrounds becaiase they
unfamiliar with the host culture (e.g., American culture) (Furnham & Alidt285).
Language proficiency has been found to be a significant factor in sociakctimerand
adjustment of international students (Schram & Lauver, 1988; Yeh & Inose, 2003).

Generally, individuals experience some degree of anxiety any time wéen th
interact or communicate with others (Turner, 1988). Researchers statediitvidtials
often experience intergroup anxiety before interacting with people froffeeedt

culture (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). International students in foreign cultures are



especially unsure about how to behave (i.e., uncertainty) and experience déealiagk

of security (i.e., anxiety) in the interaction (Gudykunst & Hammer, 1988).eiywiithin

an interaction involves feeling uneasy or apprehensive about what might happen (Stephan
& Stephan, 1985) when people interact. The level of anxiety (i.e., communication
apprehension) has been found to be related to individuals’ willingness to interact and
communicate with others (Barraclough, Christophel, & McCroskey, 1988).

Cultural differences have been utilized to explain the ways individuals from
different cultural backgrounds behave in different situations and how to interpnet othe
behaviors under these situations. Theoretical cultural dimensions are coestethin
similarities and differences across cultures (Hofstede, 1980). THegéniive
dimensions of culture (Hofstede, 1980; 1983; & 2001). They are power distance,
uncertainty avoidance, individualism, masculinity, and long-term orientatiéier&ces
along these dimensions can be used to operationalize cultural variability tonexemi
influence on human behavior across cultures.

Individualism-collectivism (I-C) is the major dimension of cultural vatigbi
isolated by researchers across disciplines to explain similamiieditierences in various
communication behaviors. According to Gudykunst (1997), communication and culture
are two concepts that mutually influence one another. The culture in whichdunalsri
grew up can influence their communicative behaviors, and the way they comtaunica
with each other can change the culture they share over time (Gudykunst, 1997).

Researchers found that self-construal mediates the influence oftinalcul
individualism-collectivism dimension on communication behavior, such as

communication styles (Gudykunst, Matsumoto, Ting-Toomey, Nishda, Kim, & Heyman,



1996; Singelis & Brown, 1995). Independent and interdependent self-construals have
been identified as the cognitive correlates of the cultural variabilitgmson of
individualism-collectivism (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kim et al., 1996), especially in
communication behaviors. Through an individual level approach, stereotypical cultural
distinctions can be minimized for each individual (Kim el al., 2001).

To examine cultural differences in personal interactions across I-n@ede
self-construal is suggested to be a better predictor of, and accounts for, mameevari
communication than does cultural individualism and collectivism (Gudykunst et al.,
1996; Singelis & Brown, 1995). Therefore, in this study, self-construal was applied to
examine the influence of cultural individualism-collectivism on the level ofeéyand
satisfaction with short-term interactions at a campus recreation e¢miberindividual
level.

Statement of the Problem

Research related to differences among people from various cultural and ethnic
backgrounds in leisure settings has steadily increased in recent yegds (©98;

Mannell, 2005). Researchers have identified cultural and ethnic differenae=ag) such
as leisure constraints (Tsai & Coleman, 1999), meanings, needs and motives (Toth &
Brown, 1997; Walker, Deng, & Dieser, 2001; Yuan & McDonald, 1990), preferences
(Shinew, Floyd, McGuire, & Noe, 1995), and behaviors (Floyd & Shinew, 1999).
Although some cultural research exists with regard to leisure relakesl fietle attention
has been paid to the impact of cultural differences on recreation involvemeiwtlpdyti

in campus recreation settings.



This study was focused on student experiences in campus recreation femmngs
multiple cultural standpoints. To understand cultural differences in expeigesttort-
term interactions existing in university campus recreation centers, thespurpthis
study was to examine how individualism-collectivism, forms of activityigpétion, and
activity participation patterns impact university students’ level of comafuditsatisfaction
with short-term interactions at a campus recreation center.

Significance of the Study

Past research on students’ university experiences have shown thatoeateati
sports play an important role in enhancing the quality of student and campus life,
improving academic performance, developing interpersonal relationships, andmgovidi
a living laboratory for developing and maintaining healthy, active lifestyiesng
members of the campus community (Barnett, 1990; Bloland, 1987; Matthew, 1984,
Shannon, 1987; Tillman, Voltmer, Esslinger, & McCue, 1996). Further, importance and
contributions of cross-cultural studies have been gaining more attention in social
psychology fields (Matsumoto, 2000). However, a lack of social psychologsmdnch
related to cultural differences in leisure exists (Mannell & Kleib®87; Todaro, 1993;
Walker, Deng, & Dieser, 2005). Further, students’ experiences in campugioecheae
received little attention from academics and researchers. Theulieedatectly related to
student experiences in campus recreation and cultural backgrounds is not sufficient.
Therefore, this study was designed to address differences in the leveifoftcand
satisfaction with short-term interactions among university students frotiplawultural

backgrounds participating in university-organized recreation.



Todaro (1993) addressed a lack of information about student involvement and
experiences in campus recreation and urged the leisure profession to puwareh res
enrich the field of study in campus recreation. Social interaction is one of jble ma
benefits of recreational activities. Burdge and Field (1972) suggesteghthat
understanding of “cultural similarities and differences of individuals andlsgroups”
would advance out knowledge of human behavior in recreation settings (p. 63). No
research has been conducted to discover whether cultural orientations haeatdiffer
impacts upon the level of comfort and satisfaction with involvement in short-term
interaction in campus recreation settings.

The significance of this research includes:

() Informing college and university campus recreation/leisure professiona
about possible differences in participation experiences, and the level of aandety
satisfaction with short-term interaction among students from differettrall
backgrounds when participating in university-organized recreation.

(2) Providing information to campus recreation and leisure service professionals
about the diversity of interaction experiences of participants from differgtural
backgrounds. The deeper the understanding, the more appropriate services/pragrams
be offered.

(3) Enriching the body of knowledge in the campus recreation and leisure fields.
The relationship between culture and extracurricular activitiesagonal experiences of
university students is largely unknown; therefore, this study will contributesto t

knowledge base.



Research Questions
The primary research question for this study was “how do the individualism-
collectivism cultural dimension, forms of activity participation (te@artnered, or
individual), and activity participation patterns (alone, or with friends, acquaesa or
strangers) impact college students’ levels of comfort and satisfadgtiomwolvement in
short-term interactions (greeting and involvement in two to three minute satival) at
a campus recreation center?”

The sub-questions and hypotheses for this research were as follows:

1. Was there a significant relationship between participants’ levels ofocbwith
involvement in short-term interactions (greeting and involvement patterns in 2
to 3 minute conversation) and frequency of visits to a campus recreation center?
Ho-1: There was no significant relationship between participants'sievel
comfort with involvement in short-term interactions and frequency @b\ a
campus recreation center.

2. Was there a significant relationship between the level of satisfactionhaitts s
term interactions (greeting and involvement patterns in 2 to 3 minute
conversation) and frequency of visits to a campus recreation center?

Ho-2: There was no significant relationship between the level of saitisfact
with short-term interaction and frequency of visit to a campus recreaticar.cent

3. Was there a significant relationship between participants’ independent-
interdependent tendencies scores, level of comfort, and level of satisfaction

with involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreation center?



Ho-3: There was no significant relationship between participants’ indepé
interdependent tendencies, level of comfort, and level of satisfaction with
involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreation center.

. Was there a significant difference among participants with differpestgf S-
C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Aletabn
frequency of visit to a campus recreation center?

Ho-4: There was no significant difference among participants witardift
types of S-C tendencies on frequency of visit to a campus recreation center.
. Was there a significant difference among participants with differpestgf S-
C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienaiadhe
level of comfort with short-term interactions at a campus recreationreéente
Ho-5: There was no significant difference among participants with elifter
types of S-C tendencies on the level of comfort with short-term interacitca
campus recreation center.

. Was there a significant difference among participants with differpestgf S-
C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienaiadhe
level of satisfaction in short-term interaction at a campus recreaticgreent
Ho-6: There was no significant difference among participants withrelifte
types of S-C tendencies on the level of satisfaction in short-term imnberat a
campus recreation center.

Did the level of comfort with involvement in short-term interaction at apeem
recreation center significantly differ between different forms ot agti

participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participationrpatte
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(alone, with acquaintance, with friend, with family)?

Ho-7: The level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions at a
campus recreation center did not significantly differ between differensfofm
activity participation and activity participation patterns.

8. Did the level of satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions at a
campus recreation center significantly differ between forms of activit
participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participatioenpestt
(alone, with acquaintance, with friend, with family)?

Ho-8: The level of satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactioas at
campus recreation center did not significantly differ between forms oftgctiv
participation and activity participation patterns.

9. Was there a significant relationship between the residency years of ticieaha
students in the United States, level of comfort, and level of satisfaction with
involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreation center?
Ho-9: There was no significant relationship between the residencyofears
international students in the United States, level of comfort, and level of
satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions at a campusaitemn
center.

Assumptions
Assumptions were acknowledged with respect to this research study, and included
the following:
1. The sum of each item from the individualism-collectivism cultural dimension

(Self-Construal Scales) was calculated. It is assumed that kitaddg data may be
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treated as interval data.
2. It was assumed that each participant engaged in some form of greetirgpend s
term interaction at a campus recreation center.
3. The sample used for this study was representative of their cultural baokigr
4. In completing the questionnaire, participants took the time to read and understand
what was asked before offering their honest opinions.
Delimitations
The investigator selected boundaries for the design of this study, and identified
delimitations to the generalizability and utility of findings:

1. The proposed study was at a large, public university in the Southern Plains, and
generalizations to students at other types of institutions may be limited.

2. This study was delimited to the quantitative analysis of short-term ititarac
(greeting and involvement in two to three minutes conversation) among
participants.

3. This study explored a limited range of interactions (e.g., greeting;tenort
conversation) at a university recreation center.

Limitation
A limitation that may affect the results of this study is as follow:
1. Non-response bias is always a concern in survey research. The resultstoiijis

are limited to those who accepted the invitation to participate in the study.
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Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, terms are defined as follows:
Activity Participation Pattern

Gudykunst and Shapiro (1996) compared interaction in three types of intercultural
relationships —those between friends, between acquaintances, and betweers sfrhage
result illustrated that the quality of communication was highest betweaddritollowed
by between acquaintances, and was lowest between strangers. In thiscstutly, a
participation pattern was defined as university students participatingvityaat a
campus recreation center with friends, with acquaintances, or with strangers.
Culture

Hofstede defined culture as “software of the mind” (1991, p. 4). According to his
concept, culture is a type of programming learned from the social environmenteCul
refers to “a collective programming of the mind, which distinguishes the nisrobene
group or category of people from another” (Hofstede, 1980. p. 13). According to
Hofstede (1991), national culture is the dominant mental program that predomretes i
country.
Cultural dimensions

Hofstede (1980) identified four cultural dimensions. They are Power Distance,
Uncertainty Avoidance, Individualism-Collectivism, and Masculinity/Femigi A fifth
dimension was added, which is Long- versus Short- term dimension (Hofstede, 2001).
Collectivism

Collectivism pertains to “societies in which people from birth onwards are

integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, which throughout people’s lifetimésusont
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to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51).
Collectivism is associated with “a sense of duty toward one’s group, intetpe
with others, a desire for social harmony, and conformity with group norms” (Tsjandi
1989). People from collectivist cultures tend to place group and relationshidicgials
and engage in behaviors that would show respect to, and likely please, important others
(Triandis, 1995).
High-context communication

A high-context (HC) communication or message is that which “most of the
information is either in the physical context or internalized in the person, whylditter
is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message” (Hall, 1976, p. 79). People from
collectivistic societies predominately use HC communication (Gudkunst, 1998;
Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1998).
Independent Self-Construal

Independent self-construal is defined as “a ‘bounded, unitary, stable’ seff that
separated from the social context. The constellation of elements composting an
independent self-construal includes an emphasis on (a) internal abilities, th@unght
feelings, (b) being unique and expressing the self, (c) realizing inttribltes and
promoting one’s own goals, and (d) being direct in communication” (Singelis, 1994, p.
581).
Individualism

Individualism refers to “societies in which ties between individuals are loose
everyone is expected to look after himself or herself and his or her immedidig fa

(Hofstede, 1991, p. 51). Individualism is associated with “independence, autonomy, self-
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reliance, uniqueness, achievement orientation, and competition” (Triandis, 1688 P
from individualist cultures are likely to focus on personal rather than group goal
(Triandis, 1995).
In-groups

In-groups are more important in collectivistic cultures than in individualisti
cultures. According to Triandis (1988), in-groups are “groups of people about whose
welfare one is concerned, with whom one is willing to cooperate without demanding
equitable returns, and separation from whom leads to discomfort or even pain” (p. 75),
such as family, tribe, coworkers, and nation (Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998).
Interdependent Self-Construal

Interdependent self-construal is defined as “a ‘flexible, variabletisaf
emphasized (a) external, public features such as statuses, roles, ke, (b)
belonging and fitting in, (c) occupying one’s proper place and engaging in appeopri
action, and (d) being indirect in communication and “reading others’ minds” (Singe
1994, p. 581).
Low-context communication

A low-context (LC) communication or message refers to that which is, “tee ma
of information is vested in the explicit code” (Hall, 1976; p. 70). People from
individualistic cultures predominately use LC communication (Gudkunst, 1998;
Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1998).
Recreational Sports

Recreational sports are sport activities in which individuals engage for thé pursui

of leisure or fitness. These sports include individual pursuits such as running aht weig
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lifting, as well as participation in recreational sport classes suabrabics. Recreational
sport programs are often labeled as campus recreation programs (Weese, 1997).
According to Byl (2002), the term “campus recreation” and “intramuraéstaed
interchangeably at many institutions. Therefore, in this study, the tmg teampus
recreation” and “intramurals” are equivalent.
Self-construal

Self-construal is conceptualized as “a constellation of thoughts, feelings, and
actions concerning one’s relationship to others, and the self as distinct frost other
(Singelis, 1994, p. 581). Self-construals influence and determine the very nature of
individual experience, including cognition, emotion, and motivation. Self-construal is
corresponds to the different aspects of self-concept in individualism and e@lacti
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Singelis, 1994; Triandis, 1995). Eastern cultures have
distinct conceptions of individuality that insist on the fundamental relatedness of
individuals to each other. Western cultures neither assume nor value such an overt
connectedness among individuals. In contrast, individuals seek to maintain their
independence from others by attending to the self and by discovering and exptressing
unique inner attributes (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
Short-term interaction

In this study, short-term interaction was defined as greeting (e.¢p™;Hetad
nod) and a two to three minute conversation between people at a campus recreation

center.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose of this study was to examine how individualism-collectivism, forms
of activity participation, and activity participation patterns impadegeal students’ levels
of comfort and satisfaction with short-term interactions at a campus tieareanter.
The first section of this chapter provides a review of selected litetatprevide a broad
overview of culture. Further, it concentrates on individualism-collectiaschthe
perspectives of communication and interaction, which was a construct of thisT$tady.
second part of this review examines selected literature on recreation rmedts|ef
campus recreation.

Culture

In the early 1950s, Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) reviewed more than 150
definitions of culture. They synthesized all the aspects or types of definititna
single, complete, and useful definition. They formulated the concept of culture as
follows:

Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behavior acquired

and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human

groups, including their embodiments in artifacts; the essential core of culture

consists of traditional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and edpecial
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Their attached value; culture systems may, on the one hand, be considered as
products of action, on the other as conditioning elements of further action. (p. 181)
However, anthropologists have continued to differ on the key concepts embedded
in “culture”. For example, Goodenough (1964) identified culture as a mental fraakyew
involving “models for perceiving, relating, and otherwise interpretihgigs, people,
behaviors, or emotions (p. 167). Keesing (1974) described culture as a system of behavior
patterns (e.g., technologies, economic and social patterns, religious)betigied in
one’s group). More recently, Triandis (1990) distinguished culture between wbjecti
culture, constituted by objects that can be touched or seen (e.g., roads, clothes, food,
buildings, and tools), and subjective culture, constituted by subjective responsed to w
is human-made (e.g., myths, norms, roles, values, beliefs, and attitudes).

Culture influences individuals’ feelings, beliefs, attitudes, responses to living
experiences, and interactions with others. Culture can be specified in norms, wtieh g
desirable behaviors for members of a culture; in roles, which individuals preskat i
social structure; and in values. Culture also constructs the way that peeplecinthe
world and themselves (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Schwartz, 1997; Triandis, 1995; Yum,
2004). It has a direct influence on behavior through creating and maintaining rulgs, whi
is critical to the development and continuance of personal relationships (Coon &
Kemmelmeier; 2001; Triandis, 2004). In addition, culture indirectly influences behavio
through shaping personality dispositions (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1994).
Culture is not a static entity, but it ever-evolving; what we commonly know as “the

generation gap” is a cultural difference as it refers to differayswof life and being for
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people who are raised in different periods of time. Language, time, and paade a
essential in determining the differences between one culture and anothedig;ri994).

As mentioned earlier, Hofstede defined culture as “collective progitagnoh the
mind” (1980, p. 13) and as “software of the mind” (1991, p. 4). Culture, according to
Hofstede (1983), is a collective programming that distinguishes the memloers of
group or category of people from another.

Through our experiences we become “mentally programmed” to interpret new

experiences in a certain way. It is that part of our conditioning that we share

with other members of our nation, region, or group.... Such cultural programs

are difficult to change. (Hofstede, 1983, p. 76)

Hofstede indicated that culture is learned and derived from the social
environment, rather than inherited (Hofstede, 1991). In Hofstede’s descrijiamed”
means that which is modified by the influence of culture (collective prognaghand
unique personal experiences. Hofstede (1983) stated that the cultural dimension model
broadly characterized national culture by the “average pattern of belteisahuies” (p.

78).
Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions

Hofstede (1980, 1991) examined responses on a series of employee attitude
surveys from 117,000 IBM employees across 67 countries over a six-year period (1967-
1973) and he originated four cultural variability dimensions in his study. The results of
his study indicated that the systematic differences among employseshses were

based on the nationality of the employees, rather than by education, gender, age, job

19



classification, or other demographic variable (Hofstede, 1980; 1991; HofstedxCgab|
2004).

Based on the results, Hofstede characterized four cultural dimensions ofInationa
cultures: Power Distance, Individualism-Collectivism, Masculinity-femty, and
Uncertainty-Avoidance (1991). More recently, Hofstede and his colleaguesiateatif
fifth dimension (Long- versus Short- term dimension). This fifth dimension waseder
from a study of students in 23 countries around the world, using a Chinese researchers’
values inventory questionnaire (Chinese Culture Connection, 1987; Hofstede, 2001).
Hofstede’s four cultural dimensions are related to business organizational walue
different cultures. The four cultural dimensions should be considered as anfarstal
attempt to compare cultures on a group level (Ting-Toomey, 199 five dimensions
are described as follows:

Power Distance

According to Hofstede (1991), power distance is a measure of a society’s
tolerance and preference for inequality (more or less) and hierarchical ipetween a
superior and a subordinate. Hofstede (1991) defined power distance as “the extent to
which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations within a country
expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (p. 28). Hofstede (1980)fsdgges
that cultural differences exist in the level of power inequality that pecpkgpafor
subordinate-authority relations.

Human inequality is inherent to every society, however, the way people deal with
it is different from country to country. Individuals in small power distance @adfwwuch

as Australia, Israel, and Denmark, have tendencies to value equal poweutiistsi,
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equal rights, equal relations, and equitable rewards and punishments based on
performance. On the contrary, people in large power distance societies, sugalaysdy
Mexico, and Arab countries, tend to accept unequal power distributions, hierarchical
rights, asymmetric role relations, and rewards and punishments based on age, rank,
status, titles, and seniority (Hofstede, 1991). Hofstede (2001) stated thatipeguedity
is “characteristic of a culture which defines the extent to which the lessfpbpersons
in a society accept inequality in the power and consider it as normal” (p. 98).
Hofstede (1991) demonstrated that the geographic latitude of a country (e.qg.,
higher latitudes being connected with a smaller power distance), populagde.giz
larger size being associated with a larger power distance), and weglthi¢ber
countries being linked to a small power distance) have impact on the power distance
dimension. Generally speaking, the concepts of power are more likely ttorefer
domination in low power distance societies negatively, compared to the concepieof pow
in high power distance societies, which is associated with kindness, nurturance, and
supportiveness. Individuals in small power distance cultures tend to consider equality of
personal rights as representing an ideal to strive toward in a system; tmdarfye
power distance cultures respect power hierarchy in any system as a fotalamag of
life (Spencer-Oatey, 1997).
Uncertainty Avoidance
Uncertainty avoidance is related to a society’s tolerance for unagréaid
ambiguity. This dimension indicates to what extent a culture’s memberstfesl| e
threatened by uncertain situations (e.g., novel, unknown, surprising, or unusual

circumstances) and the extent to which the members try to avoid thesiersstua
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(Hofstede, 1991). Individuals with a stronger uncertainty avoidance tendencieegper
greater feelings of threat and tend to avoid facing uncertain, novel sigiation

Weak uncertainty avoidance cultures (also called uncertainty-acceptioges)
encourage risk taking, whereas strong uncertainty avoidance cultures (alsodsow
uncertainty-avoiding cultures) prefer clear procedures and guidelinesatiray
members’ behaviors (Hofstede, 2001). For instance, family roles in stroagainty
avoidance family situations are clearly established and family ritdesxaected to be
followed closely, whereas family roles and behavioral expectations in wealaace
family situations are actively negotiated (Hofstede, 1991; 2001; Hofstdde(Zae,
2004; Ting-Toomey, 1999). Singapore, Jamaica, Denmark, Sweden, Hong Kong, and the
United States are examples of countries with a weak uncertainty avomtérdation;
Greece, Portugal, Guatemala, and Japan are examples of countriesongh str
uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1991). Hofstede (1991) explained that
historical/political change contexts and national wealth are two primagrsabat
influence the development of an uncertainty avoidance orientation.
Individualism-Collectivism

The individualism-collectivism dimension is concerned with the relationship of
the individual to the collective. Individualism refers to “societies in whichlietween
individuals are loose, everyone is expected to look after himself or herself andhérs or
immediate family” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51). Collectivism pertains to “societiesich
people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, which
throughout people’s lifetimes continue to protect them in exchange for unquestioning

loyalty” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51). In general, individualism emphasizes the impoafance
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individual identity over group identity, individual goals over group goals, and individual
needs over group needs. Individualism is associated with independence, personal
autonomy, self-efficiency, individual responsibilities, and uniqueness (Triandis, 1995).

In contrast, collectivism emphasizes the importance of the “we” identitytboge
“I” identity, group goals over individuals goals, and in-group needs over individual
desires. Collectivism is connected with interdependence, in-group harmony, a sense of
duty toward the group, and conformity with group norms (Triandis, 1995). Hofstede
(1991) reveals that national wealth, population growth, and historical roots impact the
development of people’s individualistic and collectivistic values. For instanedthye
urbanized, and industrialized societies are more individualistic oriented whgraced
to poorer, rural, and traditional societies, which are more collectivistic edient
Masculinity-Femininity

The masculinity-femininity dimension reflects the social roles agsatiaith
genders. Masculinity, according to Hofstede (1991), refers to “societidsch wocial
gender roles are clearly distinct (hamely, men are supposed to bevassautyh, and
focused on material success whereas women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and
concerned with the quality of life)” (p. 82). Femininity pertains to “sa&sein which
social gender roles overlap (i.e., both men and women are supposed to be modest, tender,
and concerned with the quality of life)” (Hofstede, 1991, p. 82). In masculine countries,
such as Japan, Australia, Italy, and Mexico, social gender roles atg disanct. Men
are supposed to be strong, assertive, tough, and focused on material succeas; wher
women are expected to be more modest, tender, and concerned with the qualitynof life

feminine countries, such as Sweden, Norway, and Denmark, social gender roles are
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somewhat overlapping, so that the differentiation between male and femak is le
compared to those in masculine countries. In Hofstede’s studies the Unitesor&tate
15" on the masculinity continuum, out of 50 countries (Hofstede, 1991; 2001).
Long-versus short-term

The fifth dimension of Hofstede’s cultural dimensions model, as known as
“Confucian dynamism?”, is independent of the previous four. It is derived from a value
inventory indicating that members of the East Asian countries with a sintrtg
Confucian philosophy act differently from those in western cultures (Hofstede, 1991,
2001). The fifth dimension was derived from the answers of students from 23 countries
completing the Chinese Value Survey. The Chinese Culture Connection group (1987)
explained some of the distinctive behavioral patterns in East Asian culturesssuch a
China, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Japan, and South Korea. The results reveal the primary
values in these East Asian cultures include a long-term orientation, penaeyera
ordering relationships by status, being thrift centered, having a sense of shdme, a
emphasizing collective face-saving (Hofstede, 2001). The values assauithte short-
term orientation include personal steadiness and stability, being speedieged, and
emphasizing individual face-saving. Pakistan, Nigeria, the Philippines, and Garada
example countries with a short-term orientation (Hofstede, 2001).

Culture is depicted as mental programming where personality and human nature is
integrated with culture to achieve a unique individual (Hofstede, 1997). According to
Hofstede (1997), culture is separated from human nature and personality; hakever
boundaries are indistinct between them. Personality, in Figure 1, is preaetite top

extreme, which is unique to an individual. Human nature is what human beings have in
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common (Maslow, 1954), such as the ability to feel fear, anger, love, joy, and hatred.
Culture directly and indirectly impacts and modifies these feelings andnhio@haviors
(Hofstede, 1997). Culture guides its members to behave in different situations and to
interpret others’ behaviors under these situations (Gudykunst, 1998). Hofstede'al cult
dimensions model provides a framework that describes five sorts of value pileespec
and differences between cultures. Differences along these five dimeoaiohe used to

operationalize cultural variability to examine influences across disegli

Specific to individual Inherited and Learned

Specific to group cult Learned
ulture

Universal Inherited
Human Nature

Figure 1. Human Mental Programming (Hofstede, 1997)

Individualism — Collectivism (I-C)
According to Triandis (1995), collectivism refers to “a social pattern stngiof
closely linked individuals who see themselves as parts of one or more cofgcive:

individualism refers to “a social pattern that consists of loosely linked indigavlab
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view themselves as independent of the collectives” (p.2). The Individualism:zBodm
(I-C) dimension provides a powerful way to study cultural variability and itdweswed
the most attention in cross-cultural psychology over the last 20 years (KandiE,
Kagitcibasi, Choi, & Yoon, 1994). Triandis (2001) contended that I-C is “arguably the
most important dimension of psychological culture to have emerged in the lggratur
and has been used by many “to understand, explain, and predict cultural simdadties
differences across a wide variety of human behavior” (p.35).

People from collective cultures have different perceptions and behaviors
compared to people from individualist cultures (Early & Gibson, 1998; Green & Paez,
2005; Hofstede, 1991; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004; Triandis, 1995; & 2004). The self
concept of people in individualist cultures is considered to be stable, and the social
environment is considered as changeable. Therefore, people in individualisctéto
to shape the social environment to fit their personality. In contrast, people inicsiiec
cultures are interdependent within groups, which provide a stable social environment.
Thus, people in collectivist societies tend to have flexible personalities arsd tdfhe
social environment (Triandis, 2001).

Individualism has been associated with most northern and western regions of
Europe, North America (especially the United States), and Australia. €lltuAsia,
Africa, South America, and the Pacific Island region have been identified astivisk
(Cai & Fink, 2002; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Maznevski et al., 2002; Singelis, 1994).
These are the same regions where independent and interdependent self-s@mstrual
prototypical views of self, respectively (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, Singelis, 1994)

Individuals from collectivist cultures are influenced by group-oriented cluktahaes and
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tend to have an interdependent construal of self. Persons from an individualistie cult
are more likely to be influenced by individual-focused cultural values and theyae
have an independent self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, Singelis, 1994).

Individualism is associated with “independence, autonomy, self-reliance,
uniqueness, achievement orientation, and competition” (Triandis, 1989, p. 509).
Collectivism refers to “a sense of duty toward one’s groups, interdependehawliveits,
a desire for social harmony, and conformity with group norms” (Triandis, 1989, p.510).
People from individualistic cultures focus on individuals’ initiative and achievement
while those from collectivistic societies emphasize belonging to in-grougistéde,
1980; Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004). People in individualist cultures are more likely to
focus on personal needs and to engage in behaviors that satisfy their own ngededom
to people from collectivist societies. Individualists give priority to persgoals over in-
group goals. In contrast, collectivistic individuals tend to emphasize groupayuil
relationship goals (Early & Gibson, 1998; Triandis, 2001). People in collectivistesilt
are inclined to solve problems by engaging in behavior that would show respect to, and
likely please, important others such as parents, teachers, and superordinaiean(Abr
1997; Schwartz, 1990; Triandis, 1989; 1995). According to Triandis (1990), behavior of
collectivist cultures is mainly regulated by in-group norms and values, compared t
individual behavior of individualist cultures, which is regulated by personal lilstikés
and cost-benefits analyses.

Respondents in Triandis, Brislin, and Hui’'s (1988) study were asked to give 20
descriptions of themselves by completing 20 sentences that start with “I’aiihe

results revealed that people from individualistic cultures used only 15% glatiper
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attributes to define themselves, whereas those from collectivisticesulised 35-45%
group-related attributes (e.g., | am the third daughter of my family) toildesbeir sense
of selfhood. In terms of specific value emphasis, the top individualist values from the
study were freedom, honesty, social recognition, comfort, hedonism, and personal equity.
The top collectivist values were harmony, face-saving, filial piegpéet and
conformity to parents’ wishes), equality in the distribution of rewards amomg (fee
the sake of group harmony), and fulfillment of other’s needs (Triandis et al., 1988).

People from individualistic societies perceive themselves as unique independent
entities separated from others, whereas those from collectivisticesuttansider
themselves as individuals who are inherently interconnected with others (Maisetmot
al., 1997). Individualists “put much emphasis on values and interests that serve the self
by making the self feel good, be distinguished and be independent,” and are more likely
to use “cost-benefit analyses and have emotional detachment from their in{dueeip
1993, p. 261). Collectivists “stress values and interests that serve the in-group by
subordinating personal goals for the sake of preserving in-group integrity,
interdependence of members, and harmonious relationships, and the self is usually
defined in in-group terms” (p. 261). In addition, individualists “tend to be universalistic
and apply the same value standards to all.” In contrast, collectivists age mor
“particularistic and apply different value standards to members of theioupgand
outgroups” (Gudykunst, Yoon, & Nishida, 1987, p. 296).

In Triandis et al.’s (1993) research, people from Indonesia indicated that#tey f
anxious when they are not with their in-groups. In-groups are characteyized b

similarities among the members, and individuals have a sense of “common fate” wi
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members of their in-group. For example, those who live in the same community may
have a sense of common fate linked to the ecology and climate of that locale. According
to Triandis (1995), in-groups are “groups of people about whose welfare a person is
concerned, with whom that person is willing to cooperate without demanding equitable
returns, and separation from whom leads to anxiety” (p. 9). In-groups are groups see
be important by collectivistic individuals compared to individualists (Gudykuriste
2003). Gudykunst et al. (1987) argued that people from individualistic cultures have
many specific in-groups, but these in-groups exert little influence on the indsjidual
collectivistic individuals have only a few in-groups that influence behavioosscr
situations. Triandis et al. (1990) discovered that individualists tend to considentheir i
groups as more heterogeneous than their out-groups. On the other hand, colleivists a
more likely see their in-groups as more homogenous than their out-groups.

In individualistic cultures, “people are supposed to look after themselves and their
immediate family only”, while in collectivistic cultures, “people beloagn-groups or
collectivities which are supposed to look after them in exchange for loyblofstede &
Bond, 1984, p. 419). Collectivists are especially concerned with relationships, svherea
individualists behave primarily on the basis of their attitudes rather than the abthe
in-groups (Triandis, 2001). For example, lying is considered as an acceptadl@ba
collectivist culture, if it helps the in-group or saves face (Triandis, 2001). a@here
traditional ways of lying that are understood as correct behavior. Faay isng®rtant
in collectivist cultures.

In conflict situations, researchers found that people in collectivist ealane

primarily concerned with maintaining their relationship with others, wisettezse from
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individualist societies are primarily concerned with achieving justi¢d gohi,
Fukushima, & Tedeschi, 1999). Research also found that individuals in collectivist
societies prefer methods of conflict resolution that do not destroy relapsenshch as
mediation; whereas those in individualist cultures are willing to go to tmsHdttle
disputes (Leung, 1997).

Chen, Meindl, and Hunt (1997) identified two themes of relationships that can be
deduced from the various definitions of I-C: “self-collectivity” (“how peagkate to
collectivities of which they are members”) and “self-other” (“how thedgite to each
other as individuals”™). For example, Hofstede focused the study of I-C oeld#tien
(relative dependence or independence) of personal work goals to theedléetg., the
organization); Jonsen (1983) argued that every human being feels the tughltbvee
principle of self-interest and that of altruism (care and concern for ofimrefShen et al.,
1997). Researchers conceptualize I-C as associating primarily witéltioekectivity
relationship, as primarily referring to the self-other relationship asntbnnecting to
both. However, the self-collectivity relationship idea is emphasized mam théan the
concept of self-other relationship.

Triandis (1995) summarized four attributes illustrating the differentachenistics
between individualists and collectivists. First, people from individualistiiad focus on
independence and personal aspects of self whereas people from collectivies ¢attus
on interdependence among members of a group. Second, individualists are concerned
with personal goals compared to collectivists, who are concerned with goals.
Third, social interactions and behaviors of individualists are conducted from the

perspective of personal rights, preferences, and individual attitudes and sontréet
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social interactions of collectivists are governed by social norms, abhgatind duties to

the group. And fourth, individualists treat relationships as rational exchangesawhe
collectivists stress the communality of relationships, even when tyidetmme a

personal disadvantage to an individual (Hwang & Francesco, 2006; Triandis, 1995). The
first three I-C attributes of Triandis’ (1995) summary deal with thiecedlectivity

relationship in terms of self-identity, goal priorities, and behavioral norhresfaurth

attribute, which values relationships and harmony, refers primarily to irderng in-

group relations.

Vertical and Horizontal I-C

For sometime Hofstede’s I-C dimension has been considered to represent opposite
poles of a cultural continuum (Triandis, 2004). At one end of the continuum is western
individualist thought — with a clear distinction between the individual as a sepatdye
representing him/herself, and the other end is collectivist thought — with unclea
distinctions between an individual and a group (Bochner & Hesketh, 1994; Triandis,
2004).

Now, however, researchers suggested that individualism and collectivism are
polythetic constructs which can be spit into several facets (Singelis B93b; Triandis,
1995). Triandis (1995) contended that multiple types of individualism and collectivism
exist when he discussed the differences between American individualism (ezmghasi
competition and status) and Swedish individualism (emphasizing equality), and the
collectivisms between the Israeli kibbutz and the Korean culture.

It has been noted that differences exist within individualistic or collettvi

cultures (Singelis et al., 1995; Triandis, 1995). Triandis and Gelfand (1998) identified
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horizontal and vertical constructs of individualism and collectivism. They iedid¢hat
some cultures emphasize equality (such as Australians and Swedes), ad other
emphasize hierarchy (such as India, and highly competitive Americans vadowze
“the best”). They argue that the most important attributes distinguishing anftergrdi
types of individualism and collectivism are the relative emphases on horizoatal a
vertical social relationships. The vertical-horizontal dimension emphasizearhow
individual identifies and accepts himself or herself as different/unequaie/squal
with other members of the in-group. Individuals who are high on the vertical dimension
tend to focus on hierarchy and accept social order and inequality among individhisls
is compared to individuals who are high on the horizontal dimension and incline to
emphasize equality and believe that everyone should have equal rights and status.

Acceptance of hierarchy is the basis of differentiation between thealextid
horizontal patterns. Horizontal patterns assume that one individual is more dtdess li
every other individual. In contrast, vertical patterns consist of hieranchwesich one
self is different from other selves (Triandis, 2001; Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998;
Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). In other words, the horizontal concept emphasizesyequalit
between group members and the vertical aspect emphasizes hieradoyrapetition.

The ways in which these relative emphases combine the vertical-horizontal and
individualism-collectivism dimensions result in four possible unique cultural pafter
which are horizontal individualism (HI), vertical individualism (VI), horizontal
collectivism (HC), and vertical collectivism (VC). VI refers to indegence and
perceives the self as different from others, an individual with HI is indkgre and

perceives the self to be the same as others; VC is interdependent and pHreesediso
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be different from others; and HC is interdependent and perceives the self to bedhe sam
as others (Singelis et al. 1995; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
Horizontal Individualism (HI)

Individuals with a horizontal individualism (HI) orientation view self as
autonomous and they expect equality in status to others. In other words, horizontal
individualists do not want to be unique and distinct from others. They want to “do their
own thing”, and do not compare themselves with others. HI emphasizes selfaetiin
the same times, people from this type of culture do not want to be distinguished from
others (Robert, Probst, Martocchio, Drasgow, & Lawler, 2000; Triandis, 20@41d1si
et al., 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998; Triandis & Singelis, 1998). HI mostlyseixist
democratic socialist countries that highly value both equality and freedom,ssuch a
Norway, Sweden, and Australia (Abraham, 1997; Triandis, 2004; Triandis et al., 1998;
Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).

Vertical Individualism (V1)

Individuals from vertical individualist cultures see the self as autonomous, and
they accept inequality in status to others. Vertical individualists pecidly concerned
with comparisons with others. They want to be “the best”, win in competitions, become
distinguished, and acquire status. Doing well in competition is an important concept of
this pattern (Robert et al., 2000; Triandis, 2004; Triandis et al., 1998; Triar@edfand,
1998; Triandis & Singelis, 1998). The most important concept of VI is competition with
self-reliance. VI is dominant in western democracies that value fredadmot equality,
such as France and the middle/upper class in the United States (Abraham, 1985, Tria

2004; Triandis et al., 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
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Horizontal Collectivism (H-C)

Horizontal collectivists view the self as a portion of the collective saedall
members of the collective as the same. Individuals in horizontal collectivastesul
merge with their in-groups such as family, tribe, coworkers, and nation; they delnot fe
subordinate to other in-group members (Robert et al., 2000; Triandis, 2004; Triandis et
al., 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998; Triandis & Singelis, 1998). In HC, people consider
themselves as being equal and similar to others. Societies with horizoreeti¢isi
tendencies value equality, but not freedom. The Israeli kibbutz has been portrayed as
classic example of horizontal collectivism (Triandis, 2001; & 2004; Triandik,et998;
Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
Vertical Collectivism (V-C)

Individuals from vertical collectivist cultures view the self as an asidtieir
group and accept inequalities within the collective. The self-concept afalerti
collectivists is interdependent with others of the in-group, and the membersof the i
group differ from one another. In vertical collectivism, inequality is jgtexkand
expected, especially with regard to social status (Robert et al., 20064i$yi2004;
Triandis et al., 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998; Triandis & Singelis, 1998). Vertical
collectivists emphasize the integrity of the in-group, support competitionebetiveir
in-group with out-groups, and are willing to sacrifice their personal goaled@ake of
in-group goals. VC societies value neither equality nor freedom. Toadittommunal
societies with strong leaders, (e.g., China) are examples of VC cultuiesd{$, 2001,

& 2004; Triandis et al., 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
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Singelis et al. (1995) developed an attitudinal measure of the vertical-horizonta
C and tested the constructs on undergrauduates in the continental United States and
Hawaii; they confirmed the four-factor model of the vertical-horizontal T
constructs were further examined by Triandis et al. (1998) and Triandis andd>elfa
(1998). Triandis et al. (1998) developed an alternative measure of the consthugts
participants from the United States and Hong Kong. The scenario-basadtaleer
measure indicated convergence with Singelis et al.’s attitudinauneeasVI, HI, VC,
and HC.

Triandis and Gelfand (1998) examined the validity of the vertical-horizoal I-
construct in their three studies. The first study reported the expecteuh pédttactor
loadings on VI, HI, VC, and HC using a sample of South Korean undergraduates by
using a reduced set of 16 attitudinal items, from a modified version of the Singslis e
(1995) 32-item measure. The second and third studies were conducted with
undergraduate students in the United States. In the second study Triandis and Gelfa
(21998) found evidence of convergent and discriminate validity for the scenario and
attitudinal measures. The third study examined the associations of VI, HI, VOGand H
with components of individualism (Competition, Emotional Distance, Hedonism, and
Self-Reliance) and collectivism (Family Integrity, Interdependenu# Sociability).

Oishi et al. (1998) investigated the relationships between VI, HI, VC, and HC
using the attitudinal measure developed by Singelis et al., 1995 and Schwart’'s (1992,
1994), which measured ten value types at the individual level in the United States. They

found that VI was moderately positively related to power and achievemeiat skllft
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direction, VC to conformity and security, and HC to benevolence. They concluded that
the findings provided support for the relationships hypothesized by Triandis (1996).

Soh and Leong (2002) examined the construct validity of vertical-horizontal I-C
at the individual level across students from the United States and Singaporeidihe st
showed that the U.S. students were more HI and the Singapore students wer€more V
However, the Triandis et al. (1998) 16-item short version of attitudinal measure was
found invariant. Although the study supported that cross-cultural validity of the séructur
and the construct of individualism-collectivism dimension, the operationalizatite of t
vertical-horizontal dimension by the measure was questioned (Soh & Leong, 2002). |
summary, research findings showed that measure of VI, HI, VC, and HC dembeshstr
structural differentiation within the United States and across Hong Kamgg®re and
South Korea.

Individualism-collectivism (I-C) has been the focus of many cross-cukitudles
in a wide range of disciplines such as economic development, moral views, and
psychology (Triandis, 1990). Researchers have found that both individualism and
collectivism exist in all cultures (Kapoor et al., 2003; Gudykunst et al., 1996), and
individualism and collectivism are subdivided into horizontal and vertical fiagelis
et al., 1995; Triandis, 1995).

Modernization trends and the socio-economic transformation lead to the change
of life standards and traditional concepts of values all over the world. An ingyeasi
individualist orientation in collectivist societies is a trend in younger géines
(Hofstede, 2001). Adaptation to the demands of modern life permanently changes the

social standard in many cultures. Each culture, however, retains ityalass as the
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necessary condition for cultural continuity. The more complex the culture, the more
individualist the culture tends to be (Triandis, 2001). According to Triandis, cultures
differ in complexity. Complex cultures have are more choices andyléestxpressed in
them. For example, an urban culture is considered more complex than a rural
environment. People in individualist cultures desire to have more choices and are
motivated more when they have many choices than those in collectiltizes (Triandis,
2001).
Culture and the Self

Cultural norms, beliefs, and values are all forces that shape a person’s afncept
self. The nature of the self varies across cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 3@0@elis,
1994; Triandis, 1989). The relation of the self to the collective provides the basis for most
cultural classification schemes/continua. Some cultures (e.g., Weslenes) fall at one
end of the continuum and people in these cultures hold and promote a conception of the
self as independent from the collective. On the contrary, individuals in otheresult
(e.g., Eastern cultures) hold and promote a conception of the self as interdepetident wi
the collective (Markus & Kitayama, 1994).
The Self

The central concept of self is defined as an individual’s perceptions, evaluations,
and behaviors (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The concept of self was originally
constructed within a European-American cultural framework, represqremge to be
“independent, bounded, autonomous entities” (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p. 568). This
understanding of the self is based on individualism, personal rights, and the autonomy of

the individual from social groups. In this scheme, the healthy self is chr&zedtas
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being able to maintain its integrity across diverse social environments andéssutly
parry challenges and attacks from others (Cross, Bacon, & Morris, 200Q3v&ar
Kitayama, 1994). Triandis (1990) further defined the self within different cultural
tendencies. In his perspective, the self is defined as a separate and distynict ent
individualist cultures, whereas as it is an addition of the in-group in collécatidisires
(Triandis, 1990). Markus and Kitayama (1994) used a psychological processtibele
how cultural values shape individual behaviors and actions. The stages of this
psychological process are depicted in Figure 2 (on page 40; Markus &Kigay994).
The cultural shaping of the psychological process (Figure 2) illustrateshe
reality of independence is created and maintained in selves and in theorigef se
According to Marcus and Kitayama (1994), a cultural group’s tendencies-of self
understanding is related to a set of macro level phenomena (e.g., culturabiviews
personhood and their supporting collective practices), and to a set of micro level
phenomena, such as individual lives and their constituent cognitive, emotional, and
motivational processes.
(a) Collective reality
Collective reality refers to cultural values that are the unique dcalpbistorical,
economic, and socio-political factors of each culture. Examples of coleetaity
are the Bill of Rights of the United States, or Confucianism of the Chineseecultur
Such core cultural ideals are rooted in society and form the basis of economic,

political, and social institutions.
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(b) Socio-psychological products and processes — transmitting the core ideas
By transforming the collective reality into a largely personal or psggcal
reality, cultural ideals and moral imperatives are created forem gulture group.
The products and processes make real the core ideas of the society. The ediucation
systems, legal systems, and media are examples of how customs, norms, scripts
practices and institutions reflect and promote the collective realibhedfulture.

(c) Local worlds — living the core ideas
The particular sociopsychological products from the previous stage (e.g., sustom
norms, and practices) are transformed into lived experiences. Experiencesmfrom
setting, circumstances, and situations of everyday life (e.g., home, school, and
workplace) are considered as the local worlds. This includes drinking with friends,
discussing politics, and playing baseball. These settings make up an individual’s
immediate social environment and where the customs, norms, and practices become
lived experiences.

(d) Habitual psychological tendencies reflecting the core ideas
The ways of thinking, feeling, striving, knowing, understanding, deciding,
managing, adjusting, and adapting are structured, reinforced, and maintaared by
individual’s particular local worlds. For instance, if an individual's dpilgctices
and formal institutions promote independence, it will lead to beliefs and experience
that they are autonomous and bounded selves who are distinct from other members

of the collective.
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Figure 2. Cultural shaping of psychological reality (Markus & Kitayar884)

40




The top level of the psychological processes (Figure 2) indicates feedback loops
and directions from each individual's action to each stage exist. The bottoaf e
process represents a cognitive influence on an individual. This process dkisitigttan
individual’'s action would influence the nature of the situations according to ttiein,ac
such as core values, customs, and social settings (Markus & Kitayama, 1994).

Self-Construal

As mentioned, the concept of self is fundamental to perceptions, evaluation, and
behaviors of an individual (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Cultural norms, values, and
beliefs are influential forces in shaping an individual’s concept of self. Trigh@s9)
presented an explanation of the influence of culture on behavior that the concepisof self
a mediating variable between culture and individual behavior. He contended that cultura
variations in individualism-collectivism are connected directly to the warmbers of
cultures conceive of themselves. Culture influences what individuals “believe hbout t
relationship between the self and others and, especially, the degree tohekishe
themselves as separate from others or as connected with others” (Markus/&nat
1994, p. 226). By examining self-conceptions between people in American and Asian
societies, Markus and Kitayama (1991) originated the idea of construal offtimease
cultural context. They presented two distinct types of construals in which an indlividua
constructs the self in relation to others. These two types of self-construale(iaibat
and interdependent) are associated with how people view their relationshipshbetwee
themselves and others. The self-construals refer to the degree to which peaogileeconc

of themselves as connected or separate in relationship to others.

41



According to Markus and Kitayama (1991), the normative goals in many iMveste
cultures encourage the construction of an independent self-construal basethgn s
one’s self as separate from others. Tasks within an independent self-conshudal ine
promotion of personal goals, self-expression, and distinction between self and group
Normative goals in many Asian cultures encourage the construction of anpeteddat
self-construal, which is based on the individual seeing him/her self as closelgcted
to others. Tasks within an interdependent construal of self include the promotion of group
goals, occupying one’s proper place in the group, and fitting into group norms.

Self-construal is conceptualized as “a constellation of thoughts, feelings, and
actions concerning one’s relationship to others, and the self as distinct frasi othe
(Singelis, 1994, p. 581). The dominant self-construal of an individual is mainly
determined by the cultural contexts of individualism and collectivism (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Singelis et al., 1999; Triandis, 1995). Further, self-construaspmmid
the different aspects of self-concepts in individualism and collectivismr{&nes,

Levine, Shearman, Lee, Park, & Kiyomiya, 2005; Singelis et al., 1999).

An important distinction is that independent and interdependent self-construals
refer to views of the self, which are considered variables at an individual level
Individualism-Collectivism refers to a culture as a whole, which refl#fgrences in
cultures as a cultural variable (Singelis, 1994; Triandis, 1995; 2004).

The I-C cultural dimension has been widely used to explain cultural differences
and similarities in behavior. However, using cultural dimensions of variabilith as I-

C to explain individual-level behavior is not appropriate (Kashima, 1989). When samples

are drawn from individualistic and collectivistic cultures, the respondents iattaes
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may not represent the predominant cultural tendency of individualism-collattivis
Because individualism and collectivism exist in all cultures, culturedtieendencies in I-
C alone cannot be used to predict individuals’ behaviors (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kapoor
et al., 2003; Triandis, 1995). Researchers further suggest that the influence af-cultur
level I-C on individuals’ behaviors is mediated by self-construals (Gudyktias.,
1996; Kashima, 1989; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989). Independent and
interdependent self-construals have been identified as the cognitive ceroélte
cultural I-C dimension, especially in communication behaviors (Gudykunst et al., 1996;
Kim et al., 1996).
Independent Self-Construal

Independent self-construal refers to a bound, unique, autonomous, and stable self
that tends to perceive itself as separate from its roles and relationssepsdoethe
identity of internal characteristics, dispositions, and traits (Markust&kma, 1991,
Singelis, 1994). People with an independent self-construal tend to express themselve
directly to satisfy their own needs and to gain self-esteem. The mostamiparier
attribute for individuals with independent self-construal in regulating theivimbkas to
express themselves directly (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Singelis, 1994; &,dd9;
Yamada & Singelis, 1999). Singelis (1994) summarized the elements that comprise an
independent self-construal: “(a) internal abilities, thoughts, and feelindsifig unique
and expressing the self, (c) realizing internal attributes and promotingaywe'goals,
and (d) being direct in communication” (Singelis, 1994, p. 581). Markus and Kitayama
(1991) described individuals with independent self-construal as being egocentric,

separate, autonomous, idiocentric, and self-contained. People from Western cultures
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(particularly in individualist societies) have independent self-construdeteres
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1989; Yamada & Singelis, 1999).
Interdependent Self-Construal

Interdependent self-construal has been defined as a flexible and varigble self
which is based on context more than internal attributes (Markus & Kitayama, 1991,
Singelis, 1994; Yamada & Singelis, 1999). People with an interdependent self-construal
typically care about others’ feelings and unexpressed thoughts, and tend to ccetenunic
indirectly. Self-esteem of the interdependent self comes from “harmonvesdret
interpersonal relationships and the ability adjusting to various situationsk§é&r
Kitayama, 1991, p. 225). The interdependent self tends to regulate behaviors depending
upon others and contextual factors; thus, this self emphasizes relationakaenter
orientations through conformity, harmony within group, and attention to relationships
over personal goals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Singelis, 1994; Yamada & Singeli
1999). The elements that embody an interdependent self-construal are:é(aalext
public features such as statuses, roles, and relationships, (b) belongingranuohfifc)
occupying one’s proper place and engaging in appropriate action, and (d) beect indi
in communication and ‘reading others’ minds’ ” (Singelis, 1994, p. 581). Markus and
Kitayama (1991) describe individuals with interdependent self-consturaliasesucic,
holistic, collective, allocentric, ensembled, constitutive, contextualist, asttbredl.
Persons in non-Western societies, particularly in collectivist socieftes emphasize a
self construal closely tied to relationships and societal roles (Markusa§dtna, 1991,

Triandis, 1989; Singelis, 1994; Yamada & Singelis, 1999).
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Coexistence of Self-Construal

Differences between interdependent and independent self-construals are/not onl
found between cultures, but also have been revealed within cultures (Singelis, 1994).
Evidence suggests that individuals have both independent and interdependent sslf-image
(Singelis, 1994 & Yamada & Singelis, 1999; Green & Paez, 2005; Walker, Deng &
Dieser, 2005). Both attitudes can coexist in one individual (Singelis, 1994; Greaez& P
2005; Walker, Deng & Dieser, 2005; Yamada & Singelis, 1999). African American
people serve as an example of the coexistence of self-image. Afmeancans tend to
hold both interdependent beliefs (of their ancestry) and independent beliefsa@ssoci
with the dominant Caucasian American culture).

Cross and Markus (1991) supported two dimensions of self in their study of stress
and coping behavior among North American and East Asian exchange studemts. As
students who considered the interdependent self image as less important and had
developed the independent aspects of the self reported less stress. RariiTibas
were asked to indicate the importance of the independent and interdependenibéspects
self. Researchers found that the Asian exchange students attached morenceportiae
interdependent self than did the American students; however, importance scores on the
independent self did not differ between the groups. The results revealed thsiatie A
exchange students appeared to have developed an internal, private, autonomous self-
system while retaining the interdependent aspects of the self.

According to Singelis (1994), socialization practices within culture and dontac
with new cultures both may contribute to the construction of the images of self. An

individual may be high on individualist and low on collectivist attributes or vice varsa,
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may have high or low levels on both individualist and collectivist tendencies (Green &
Paez, 2005; Singelis, 1994; Walker et al., 2001). Every individual has both self-
construals, but according to Markus and Kitayama (1991), individuals tend to use one
self-construal more than the other to guide their behaviors (Markus & KitgyE881,
Gudykunst & Lee, 2003).

Typologies of Self-Construal

The traditional self-construal dichotomy may not adequately reflect individual
variation in behavior across individualistic and collectivistic cultures. Evalehthe
multidimensionality of self-construal has been studied, indicating the teesgsof both
an independent and an interdependent self-image (Kim et al., 1996; Singelis & Sharkey
1995; Yamada & Singelis, 1999; Yum, 2004). Not all individuals from individualist
societies have primarily independent self-construals, nor do all those frontiesiiec
cultures exhibit primarily interdependent self-construals.

According to Cross and Markus (1991), in their study of stress and coping
behaviors among North American students and East Asian exchange students, the
multiple dimensions of self were supported (e.g., Kim et al., 1996). East Asilaange
students attach more importance to the interdependent dimension of the self than did the
North American students when asked to indicate the importance of the independent and
interdependent aspects of the self. However, there was no significantraifdretween
the American and the East Asian students in importance scores on the independent
dimension. The results in Cross and Markus’ study showed that the East Asian exchange
students have developed an internal, private, autonomous independent self tendency

while still holding an interdependent self-construal (e.g., Kim et al., 1996).
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Four self-construal categories (Kim et al., 1996; Yamada & Singelis, 1999)
correspond to the patterns of self. TheyBimiltural, WesternTraditional, and
Culturally-Alienated
Bicultural (High | High C)

Bicultural self-construal refers to the personality disposition of an individual who
has both a well-developed independent self-construal and well-developed interdépende
self-construal. Bicultural self-construal is a product of a multiculswaiety, and people
in this type of society are more likely to be flexible and adaptive than others i
interpersonal interactions. Individuals with bicultural tendencies adjustsilentions of
behavior depending upon the cultural context. Hawaii is an example of a multicultura
culture when compared to relatively homogeneous cultures such as the contingathl U
States (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Kim, Hunter, Miyahara, Horvath, Bresnahan, & Yoon,
1996; Yamada & Singelis, 1999; Yum, 2004).

Western (High | Low C)

Individuals who are categorized into t&esterngroup have strong independent
self views. They are high on the independent and low on interdependent self-construal
dimensions. People with Western types of self images are socialized ant
individualist culture. The United States is an example nation representingra euith a
Western type of self-construal (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Kim et al., 1996; darnga
Singelis, 1999; Yum, 2004).

Traditional (Low | High C)
People withTraditional patterns of self image connect to strong interdependent

and weak independent self-construals. The Traditional pattern refers to individuals
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endorsing what is known as collectivism at the culture level. This term i®gacpio
imply that the individual has not assimilated into an individualist society, but has
maintained the traditional/original cultural sense of self. People fraemAsuntries are
examples of individuals who exhibit a Traditional pattern of self-constru@faditional
type of self-construal maintains an original cultural sense of self, ayidaigs from
collectivist societies (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Kim et al., 1996; Yamada & 3is\ge
1999; Yum, 2004).

Culturally-Alienated (Low | Low C)

Individuals who fall into the&ulturally-Alienatedpattern have low levels of both
independent and interdependent self images. People who are alienated from both the
western mainstream culture and from non-western cultural groups are iatdusry.
People who are homeless and those who are refugees often represent g categ
(Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Kim et al., 1996; Yamada & Singelis, 1999; Yum, 2004).
Researchers indentified students not fitting in with the school culture as afiabént
and accessible sample for the Culturally-Alienated pattern (Yam&®lagelis, 1999).

The four conceptualized types of self-construal suggest that every person
possesses both independent and interdependent self views. Many self-construal
researchers, however, assert that one self-construal is predominant irtuatishsi for
members of specific cultural groups (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al, 2002).
Self-construals are individual-level factors that mediate the influencetafaiul
individualism-collectivism (Gudykunst & Lee, 2003). The two aspects of saltoual
may cross boundaries and coexist in an individual. This is due, in part, to the increased

diversity of population in the world.
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I-C at the Individual Level

Culture influences the way individuals are socialized in terms of individualistic
and collectivistic tendencies. Individualism-collectivism directlyuafices
communication behaviors by affecting norms and rules that guide behavior. Inratilit
cultural norms and rules, individualism and collectivism influence the ways indisidua
are socialized in their cultures. The tendencies that individuals learn when being
socialized into their cultures influence individual-level factors such asce#trual (e.g.,
the way individuals conceive of themselves) (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Markus &
Kitayama, 1991) (See Figure 3). Further, people in individualistic societiepeaialized
to rely predominantly on an independent self-construal, whereas those in cotlectivis
cultures are socialized to rely predominantly on an interdependent self-cbnstrua
(Gudykunst et al., 1996; Singelis, 1994). This means that cultural individualism-
collectivism indirectly influences behaviors through the charactesistdividuals learn

when they are socialized.
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Figure 3 The Influence of Cultural Individualism-Collectivism on Communication Behavior
(Gudykunst et al., 1996).

According to Gudykunst (1998), there are at least three different individual
characteristics that mediate the impact of cultural I-C on communicatiomibehihey
are personality orientation, individuals’ values, and self-construalr@i). Personality
orientations refer to the inherent traits or personal characteristcsiodividual.
Individual values are the guiding principles held by the individuals. Self-catsiare
the various ways individuals conceive of themselves. Gudykunst and Lee (2003) state
that “researchers and theorists must decide which of the three individudhletoes
mediate the influence of cultural-level individualism-collectivism witspext to the

specific communication variables they are explaining” (p. 31).
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Personality Orientations
An individuals’ personality orientation is the first factor that mediates the
influence of cultural I-C on communication, according to Gudykunst (1998). Trandis,
Leung, Villareal, and Clack (1985) proposed the used of idiocentrism and allocerstrism a
personality factors common to individualism and collectivism. Idiocentmshcates
personal individualism and allocentrism links to personal collectivism. They founhd tha
allocentrism is positively correlated with social support and negativedgiassd with
alienation and anomie (e.g., feelings of normlessness) in the United Statesntrism
is positively associated with achievement and perceived loneliness in thd Btates.
Idiocentric concepts were defined as “personal qualities, attitudesfsbel
behaviors that do not relate to others,” whereas group cognitions were described to as
“demographic categories or groups with which the subject is likely to beiengag
common fate” (Trafimow, Triandis & Goto, 1991, p. 647 ). By asking participants to
complete 20 sentences beginning with “I am...,” researchers found that NorticAme
participants provided more idiocentric responses, and a lower proportion of grate rel
responses than Chinese subjects. Allocentrism refers to “one’s tendency po@ite
to the collective self over the private self, especially when these twe icwonconflict”
(Yamaguchi, Kuhlman, & Sugimori, 1995, p. 659). Allocentrics emphasize the
importance of in-group goals and needs, duty to in-groups, and shared beliefs, compared
to idiocentrics who focus on their own goals, needs, pleasure and personal beliefs.
Gudykunst et al. (1995) examined university students’ self-monitoring tendencies
and concern for social appropriateness between China and England. They found that

English students (idiocentrics) were able to better modify theipsetentations, avoid

51



public performances, and show greater sensitivity to others’ expressasddrstthan
Chinese students (allocentrics). In contrast, Chinese students relied nso@adn
comparison information than English students, particularly social statustioneio
others when interacting.

Allocentric individuals in collectivistic societies “feel positive aboctepting
ingroup norms and do not even raise question of whether or not to accept them,” and
idiocentric individuals in collectivistic cultures “feel ambivalent andnebitter about
acceptance of ingroup norms” (Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & LUk228, p.
325). On the other hand, idiocentric individuals in individualistic societies consider it
natural to “do their own thing” and disregard the needs of their ingroups, whereas
allocentric individuals in individualistic cultures are concerned about their ingroups
(Triandis et al., 1988).

Yamaguchi et al. (1995) discovered that “allocentric tendencies are &sdocia
with the expectations of rewards and the concern about punishments from in-group
members and low need for being unique in both individualist and collectivist cultures” (p.
668). Lee and Ward (1998) examined the relationships among idiocentrism-alkmentri
ethnicity, and inter-group attitudes in Singapore. Their results indicated |ticsrdtic
individuals tend to hold more positive attitudes toward their in-groups than outgroups.
Triandis and Suh (2002) found that approximately sixty percent of individuals in
collectivist cultures are allocentric, and about the same proportion of those in
individualist cultures are idiocentrics.

In Chatman and Barsade’s (1995) study, allocentrics and idiocentrics were

randomly assigned into both individualistic and collectivistic situations teatseir
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cooperative behaviors in terms of how well individuals in various conditions are able to
work together in an assigned simulation task. Researchers discoverebtbtesitiat

people in collectivistic situations were the most cooperative and those assigne
individualistic situations were the least cooperative. In addition, idiacgrdrsons who
were assigned to collectivistic situations were somewhat cooperatiaedibr(2001)

further referred to idiocentrism and allocentrism as “situation-Bpeltspositions” and
asserted that, “the situation is a powerful predictor of the level of coaperatid
cooperation is maximal when personality and situation jointly call for it” (p..912)
Individual Values

Individual values have direct impact on behaviors. According to Ball-Rokeach,
Rokeach, and Grube (1984), values are the central core and component to individuals’
personalities and help to maintain and enhance individuals’ self-esteemr K&£28%)
referred to values as “abstract structures that involve the beliefsethalie hold about
desirable ways of behaving or about desirable end states” (p. 1135). He found that the
type of values individuals hold influences the valences (positiveness/negatitaegss)
attach to different ways of their behaviors (e.g., if individuals value sel&tthn they
view making decisions alone positively).

Schwartz (1990) defined values as “people’s conceptions of the goals thaaserve
guiding principles in their lives,” and values can vary in “importance, transpecdis
situations, and express the interests of individuals and of collectivities” (p. 1&2). H
argued that individualistic and collectivistic value structures are not etgsse same
as cultural value structures. People can hold both individualistic and collectiakies,

although one tendency tends to predominate.
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Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) developed a sentence mapping technique and
smallest space analysis method for analyzing data from Israghietssand German
students. They found that three motivational domains serve the interest of the
individualists, collectivists, and both. The motivational domains of self-direction,
achievement, and enjoyment serve individualistic interests; the motivationaihdarha
restrictive conformity, prosocial tendency, and security serve dobeaterests; and the
motivational domain of maturity serves both individualists and collectivists. $zhwa
and Bilsky (1990) discovered that these findings generalize by using data froraliaAps
Finland, Hong Kong, Spain, and the United States.

Triandis et al. (1990) also conducted a study examining 36 specific values derived
from the motivational domains identified in Schwartz and Bilsky (1987, 1990). They
found that equality, freedom, an exciting life, a varied life, and an enjoyablenked to
individualist values, social order, self-discipline, social recognition, humiildgoring
parents and elders, accepting one’s position in life, and preserving one’s pagiéc im
were associated with collectivist values. Schwartz (1992) isolated 11duadiwialue
domains that specify the structure of values and consist of specific valueswr@chw
contended that value domains can serve individualistic, collectivistic, or nmbezdsts.
He discovered that tradition, conformity, and benevolence were collectivikigsva
Stimulation, hedonism, power, achievement and self-direction are value domains tha
serve individualist interests. The value domains of security, universalism, atubspir

serve mixed interests.

54



Communication

One of the major distinctions that differentiate individualistic and colletitvi
cultures is the relative influence that individuals and in-groups have on behaviorssuch a
communication (Gudykunst, 1998; Kim et al., 1996; Triandis, 1988). Gudykunst et al.
(1996) found that individuals with an independent self-construal and individualistic
values tend to guide their behaviors by their feelings and are more dkedyrhore
direct, open, precise, and dramatic in their communicative behaviors. On tragontr
individuals with an interdependent self-construal and collectivistic vadunelsto be
interpersonally sensitive and are more likely to use indirect communidzi@aviors.

Researchers have found that the degree of collectivism or individualism present
a culture influences the type of in-group and out-group relationship and how individuals
communicate with in-group and out-group members. The greater the degree of
collectivism presents in a culture, the greater the differencesgroup and out-group
communication (Gudykunst et al., 1987). A larger number of in-groups in individualistic
cultures exert less influence on individuals’ behavior than in collectivistic esltuith
few general in-groups (Triandis, 1988).

Triandis (1988) argued that in-groups are more important in collectivist than in
individualistic cultures. He contended that the impact of in-groups would become
narrower and less deep when the number of in-groups increases. People in individualistic
cultures are more likely to have many specific in-groups than those in cofiBctivi
cultures; therefore, the in-groups exert less influence on individuals’ behavior in
individualistic cultures than in collectivistic cultures where they have riegroups.

Triandis (1988) also asserted that individuals in collectivist cultures tend tcsHeaper
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distinctions between members of in-groups and out-groups. In addition, people in
collectivist cultures perceive in-group relationships to be more intimatdtibaa in
individualistic cultures.

Triandis’s conceptualization suggested that differences in communication
behaviors with members of in-groups and out-groups exist in collectivistic @jlbue
not in individualistic cultures. Gudykunst and Nishda (1986) found that Japanesesstudent
have more attributional confidence regarding their classmates (catsake members of
an in-group) than students in the United States, whereas the reverse [essern (
attributional confidence) exists for strangers (members of an out-group).

Gudykunst, Yoon, and Nishda (1987) investigated the influence of individualism
on social penetration processes by examining in-group and out-group relationships in
Japan, Korea, and the United States. Their findings supported predictions derived from
Triandis’ conceptualization of the focus on in-group relationships in collectoggttges.
Researchers indicated that the greater the degree of collectivisntgrea culture, the
greater the differences between in-group and out-group communication in tetmas of
intimacy of communication (personalization), coordination of communication
(synchronization), and difficulty in communication (Gudykunst, et al., 1987).

Triandis (1988) posited greater differentiation between in-groups and out-groups
in collectivist cultures than in individualistic cultures. “Collectivismssaciated with
homogeneity of affect (if in-group members are sad, one is sad; if joyfuls goygul);
unquestioned acceptance of in-groups norms, attitudes, and values; interpersama relat
within the ingroup are seen as an end in themselves; ...[and] the ingroup is responsible

for the action of its members” (p. 96). These tendencies lead to solidarity irtitmes &t
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in-group members toward members of out-groups for members in the collectivist
cultures. By contrast, people of individualistic cultures “are emotionallylkletafrom
their ingroups.... They perceive their ingroups as highly heterogeneous...Individual
behavior is best explained by internal mechanisms, rather than ingroup normsagdal
values” (Triandis, 1990, p. 97).

People from individualist societies tend to be emotionally independent from
groups. The groups do not strongly affect individuals’ behavior even when theg belo
many groups. In contrast, those from collectivist cultures are inclineddonoerned for
others, cooperate among in-group members, and develop a feeling of “group” with othe
members (Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988; Gudykunst et al., 1992; Hofstede, 1980;
Kapoor et al., 2003; Triandis, 1988). People in collectivistic cultures tend to apply
different value standards for members of their in-groups and out-groups, compared to
people in individualistic cultures, who tend to apply the same value standard to all
(Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988; Hofstede, 1980). Therefore, the differenttion
communication between members of in-groups and out-groups in collectivistites is
greater than in individualistic culture (Gudykunst et al., 1992; Triandis, 1988).

Further, people in individualist cultures tend to communicate verbally. Social
conversations in individualist societies are considered “compulsory” andesitenc
considered abnormal (Gudykunst, 1991). People in collectivist cultures feel being
together is more sufficient than talking unless there is information torisfereed.
According to Triandis (2001), when entering new groups, those from collectivigtesul
are rather shy compared to those from individualist cultures, who are mord skille

entering new groups and dealing with people in superficial ways. In additioa,ftbos
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collectivist cultures pay more attention to the contbatr(something is said) during
communication, whereas those from individualist cultures focus mostly on tretont
(whatwas said) (Gudykunst, 1991). “The specific language is consideredygreatl
important in individualist cultures, whereas the level of voice, body posture, eyetconta
and accompanying gestures are important in collectivist culturesh@isia2001, p. 916

).

Markus and Kitayama (1991) contended that self-construals have impacts in all
aspects of individuals’ lives. Gudykunst et al. (1996) identified self-constiadistter
predictors of low- and high-context communication styles than the cultural level
individualism-collectivism. Further, independent and interdependent selfcalssivere
identified as the cognitive correlates of the cultural variability dinoensidividualism-
collectivism (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kim et al., 1996), especially in communication
behaviors. According to Kim et al. (2001), through an individual level approach,
stereotypical cultural distinctions can be eliminated.

Low- Versus High- Context Communication

According to Hall (1976), low-context communication is more strongly related to
individualism and high-context communication is associated with collectivism
Individualism and collectivism influence the use of low- and high-context
communication in different societies (Gudykunst, 1998; Gudykunst et al., 1996;
Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1988).

Hall (1976) first exemplified low- and high- context communication. A low-
context (LC) communication or message refers to that where, “the massrofation is

vested in the explicit code” (Hall, 1976; p. 70). This means that in LC communication the
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message itself is relatively more important than the context surrounding $sageeln
contrast, a high-context (HC) communication or message is that where “ntiost of
information is either in the physical context or internalized in the person, whyldittle
is in the coded, explicit, transmitted part of the message” (Hall, 1976, p. 79). In HC
communication, most of the information is embedded in the context or internalized by
listeners who are expected to listen and infer the speaker’s intention frorswbat
explicitly said.

In addition to culture, the formality of a situation and interpersonal relations
influence the relative use of the two styles of communication. This meanetye
from the same culture may use low- or high-context communications, depending on the
situation and the person with whom they are talking. For instance, in formal ahd leg
situations, low-context communication is preferred. Low context commumcaliso
would be favored when speakers communicate with those with whom they have little
shared common ground (e.qg., strangers). (Gudykunst, 1998; Gudykunst &
Matsumoto,1996; Gudykunst & Ting-Toomey, 1998).
Low-Context Communication

In LC communication, the verbal messages transmitted by communicators are
expected to “embody and invoke speakers’ true intentions” (Gudykunst & Ting-Tpomey
1998, p. 100), to be consistent with their feelings and express their minds (Gudykunst et
al., 1996; Hall, 1976). People in low-context cultures tend to value information that
indicates “others’ attitudes, values, emotions, and past behaviors” (Gudykumnsti&a\

1986, p. 529). This matches people with an independent self-construal who are inclined
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typically to employ direct, assertive, and confrontational communicatioegieatto
satisfy their own needs (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kim, 1994).
High-Context Communication

In contrast, HC communication involves transmitting indirect and implicit
messages (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Hall, 1976). Verbal messages in the HC
communication style are expected to communicate in ways that “cageatdta conceal
speakers’ true intentions” (Gudykunst, & Ting-Toomey, 1998, p. 100) to maintain
harmony in their in-groups. People in high-context cultures place “emphasidigeci
forms of communication, silence, telepathy, and making allowances for othedes] to
the value of harmony” (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1986, p. 529). The HC communication
style requires the use of understatement and hesitation when transmésisages
(Gudykunst et al., 1996; Hall, 1976). People with interdependent self-construaldyypical
care more about others’ feelings and face, and prefer to use indirect,fene-sa
strategies and avoid confrontation (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Kim, 1994). These individuals
care more about relational constraints (e.g., not hurting the other’s feaimayt
accordingly (e.g., accommodation).

Hall (1976) took an individualistic versus collectivist approach to culture in his
communication model, which linked high and low-context communications. Context in
Hall's communication model is the information that accompanies or embodies an event
and is bound up in the meaning of the event. Cultures transmit these messages verbally
and non-verbally, and are mixed in these messages in various amounts (Hall, 1976).

A great deal of conflict can exist when high and low-context cultures attempt t

communicate. People in high-context cultures do not want direct answers atwhedi
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and are offended when those in low-context cultures demand them. By contrastjrpeople
low-context cultures tend to be frustrated with the lack of information thativersd in
high-context messages (Gudykunst & Matsumoto, 1996). People from individualist
cultures are more likely to view direct requests and outspokenness as thefectgeef
strategy for gaining compliance; whereas those from collectivistresltend to perceive
the same behaviors generally as least effective interpersonal ssgteign & Wilson,
1994). Collectivists are more concerned with avoiding hurting others’ feelmgead
to be perceived as indirect, vague, and evasive. Individualists are mordadikely
concerned with clarity of message and tend to be perceived as direct, open, and
expressive of their opinions, consistent with feelings (Kim, 1994).
Perceptions of Communication

The characteristics of intercultural communication are different from-int
cultural interactions. Researchers have found distinctions when compaeroyifitiral
and intra-cultural interactions. For instance, intercultural interactions ghadrievels of
uncertainty than did intra-cultural interactions (e.g., Gudykunst, 1983; Gudykunst, Chua,
& Gray, 1987), higher anxiety with intercultural than intra-cultural intevas (Stephan
& Stephan, 1985) and lower quality of communication in intercultural than in intra-
cultural situations, especially in initial encounters (Hubbert, Guerreraydykinst,
1999). The aspects of communication that vary from intra-cultural to interadweitings
may represent an interaction adaptation for intercultural communicatiopetence.
Thus, to identify distinctive aspects of intercultural interactions may helpiaxple

variation in anxiety and communication quality.
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Perceptions of communication commonly refer to an indication of the
characteristics of communication in various relationships and are relatedbtoonan
communication behaviors (Chen, 2002). Three dimensions of communication perceptions
(personalness, synchrony, and difficulty) were applied to examine variation of
interactions in interpersonal relationships. These dimensions were derivesttidies of
individuals about interactions in various intracultural interpersonal relationstmpgp,
Ellis, and Williams (1980) examined perceptions of communication with eight
dimensions of communicative behavior (uniqueness, depth, breadth, difficulty, ftgxibili
spontaneity, smoothness, evaluation of interaction) as a function of type anshati
The eight broad dimensions of communicative behavior are considered to vary with
perceived changes in intimacy (e.g., as intimacy levels increase, conatiuaic
behaviors increase). Thirty items about specific communicative behavigrsised to
tap the eight dimensions in six different relationships (e.g., lover, besd,ffreand,
colleague, pal, and acquaintance).

Knapp et al. (1980) found and labeled the first factor, “personalized
communication” indicating the relation to intimacy (how close the intendsteel
toward one another) of communication (e.g., “We tell each other personal things about
ourselves — things we don't tell most people”). The second factor was labeled
“synchronized communication” and is associated with the coordination of
communication (e.g., “Due to mutual cooperation, our conversations are generally
effortless and smooth flowing”). The third factor was labeled “difficuthoaunication”
referring to barriers to communication (e.g., “It is difficult for us to kivaven the other

person is being serious or sarcastic.”).
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Personalness is “a function of relationship intimacy (or interpersonahdest of
the participants” (Chen, 2002, p. 134). Those who are in a close personal relationship
generally perceive a high degree of intimacy from the relationship. ymchefers to
“the smooth coordination of the interaction, which often is a function of mutual
familiarity with each other's communicative pattern” (p. 134). Individuald te
perceive a higher degree of synchrony when they communicate with thbsgheim
they have a history of interaction, or those who have a similar socioculturaltactg
Difficulty refers to “perceived barriers in communication”, whioldicates realization of
obstacles to communication (p. 134). The difficulty dimension is not simply a lack of
synchrony in an interaction. The difficulty in an interaction is considered asebege
extremely lacking in the general information exchange or lacking bagigal
understanding. Difficulty and synchrony are related to the interaction prowssea
factors about coordination and progress of the interaction (Chen, 2002).

These three dimensions of communication perceptions have been used to identify
interpersonal relationships. The perceptions of communication have proven sigmificant i
comparing in-group and out-group interactions, cross-cultural differencegyodup and
out-group distinctions, and in intercultural communication (Chen, 2002; Gudykunst,
Yoon, & Nishisa, 1987). For example, Gudykunst, et al. (1987) reported that interactions
with out-groups, in comparison to those with in-groups, were generally less pemssal, |
synchronized, and more difficult. Further, there were cross-culturatefffes with

respect to this distinction among U.S. Americans, Japanese, and South Koreans.

63



Communication Satisfaction

Hecht (1978c) stated that communication satisfaction is a socio-emotional
outcome resulting from communication interactions. According to Hecht (1978a),
satisfaction is conceptualized as one kind of internal reinforcer. Sabsfest
conceptualized as the affective response that reflects the emotionialinréastird the
interaction and the degree of meeting/failing the fulfillment of expectéHecht,
1978b). The more the communicative expectations are met in an interaction, thkee more
participant feels satisfied. Satisfaction can also symbolize engyalfilling
experiences in interactions. Communication satisfaction was also concea®d of
measure of communication effectiveness between communicators of difeenehor
ethnic backgrounds (e.g., Hecht, Ribeau, & Albers, 1989).

In intercultural communication between interpersonal relationship partners,
interaction participants feel more satisfied with the communication wherpéregive
the communication as personalized, synchronized, and not difficult (Chen, 2002). More
specifically, communication satisfaction increases when individuals get to éacw
other better, because intimacy is premised on mutual familiarity. Tnerehutual
familiarity is related to communication satisfaction. Individuals prefénteract with
people who are perceived as similar to themselves (Lee & Gudykunst, 2001).fEhere a
many different aspects in which individuals can be perceived as similar, sugh as a
social class, ethnicity, religion, communication style, personalityjy@és, and values
(Lee & Gudykunst, 2001).

Gudykunst and Shapiro (1996) found that perceived quality of communication is

higher in encounters with friends than in encounters with acquaintances, and perceived
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quality is the lowest in encounters with strangers. Researchers iddicatas

relationships become more intimate, quality of communication incre@selyunst &
Shapiro, 1996). As relationships become more intimate, communicators become more
personalized and synchronized, and there is less difficulty in communication (Knapp,
Ellis, & Williams, 1980).

Gudykunst and Shapiro (1996) compared interaction in three types of intercultural
relationships- those between friends, between acquaintances, and between strangers. The
results illustrated that the quality of communication was highest betweaddi
followed by between acquaintances, and was lowest between strangers. Eng prim
difference between a friend and an acquaintance, or a friend and a stratingemfis
personal familiarity. Personal familiarity between friends isidighan between
acquaintances and lower for strangers (Chen, 2002).

Gudykunst et al. (1987) investigated perceptions of an interaction and
communication satisfaction in intercultural interpersonal relationships.fobag that in
intercultural communication between interpersonal relationship partnersptee m
individuals perceived the communication as personalized, synchronized, and less
difficult, the more they felt satisfied with the communication. They algorted that
satisfaction was more likely to be higher in intra-group encounters than in autergr
encounters. Researchers revealed the influence of intimacy leveltminggps on
satisfaction with intercultural communication in relationships. Intynaas premised on
mutual familiarity; therefore, as individuals become familiar and know et better,

communication satisfaction increases.
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Individuals’ personal and social identities also affect communication behaviors.
According to Gudykunst and Shapiro (1996), social identities predominate over personal
identities in initial interactions with strangers because in such situgtemnde predict
others’ behaviors based on cultural and/or sociological information. When relgt®nshi
become more intimate and close, the influence of personal identities iscapalsine
effect of social identities decreases. Because psychological infommused to predict
others’ behaviors, personal identities become predominant when relationships become
close (e.g., close friendships) (Gudykunst & Shapiro, 1996).

Avedon’s Interaction Patterns

The competitive or cooperative nature of relationships among participants and
groups in activities were addressed in Avedon’s work with interactive pescesgedon
(1974) identified eight different types of interactive processes which sypese
recreation service program structures (e.g., groups, classes, clubs) foundtiasadthe
patterns are intra-individual, extra-individual, aggregate, inter-individuéhteral,
multilateral, intra-group, and intergroup.

According to Avedon (1974), thatra-individual interactive pattern refers to
actions that take place within the mind of an individual, or involves the mind and a part
of the body. This type of interaction requires no contact with another individual or any
external object (e.g., daydreaming). Ex¢ra-individualinteractive pattern is defined as
action that is directed by an individual toward an object in the environment, and sequire
no contact with another individual (e.g., reading, walking, watching television alahe, a

most solitary arts or crafts activities).
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Theaggregatenteractive pattern is associated with action that is directed by an
individual toward an object in the environment while in the company of other individuals,
who are also directing actions toward objects in the environment; no persorsatiater
between each individual occurs. The aggregate interaction pattern isfatsedréo as
parallel play, such as playing in a bingo game. inkex-individual pattern refers to
competitive interaction through activity from one individual toward another; chess
singles badminton, or a variety of other two-person activities are exaaites pattern.
Theunilateral pattern refers to actions of a competitive nature among three or more
individuals, one of whom is an antagonist. Interaction is in simultaneous competitive
dyadic relationships in this pattern, such as the competitive relationshiphetwe
goalkeeper and soccer players in a soccer game.

Themultilateral interaction pattern is associated with action of a competitive
nature among more than three persons, with no one as an antagonist (e.g., a poker game,
“21” street basketball game). Thdra-groupinteraction pattern refers to an action of a
cooperative nature by two or more people intent upon reaching a mutual goal, which
requires positive verbal and nonverbal interaction, such as playing in a band, siraing i
choir, acting in a play. Thatergroup interactiorpattern is action of a competitive
nature between two or more intragroups, and is inherent in team games suckers socc
and bridge (Avedon, 1974).

Avedon’s interaction patterns illustrate various types of relationships and
interaction among participants and groups in activities. It also addrdgseompetitive

and cooperative relationships that occur in activities. The forms of actiagn(l
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Partnered, or Individual) rather than the forms of relationships were the fottiesstfidy
reported here, not competitive or cooperative activities.

The preceding review illustrates differences between individualistic and
collectivistic cultures impacting individuals on communication, intercultedationships
on communication, interaction, and in-group/out-group relationships. In this study, the
influences among I-C dimensions, forms of activity, and activity particpgiattern on
the level of satisfaction with short-term interactions (greeting, 2-3 mcwiversations)
at a university campus recreation center were investigated. The follosatigns
examines related literature involving campus recreation.

Intramural/Campus Recreation

Participation in extracurricular activities provides students opporturatigsply
classroom knowledge to real world settings and develop skills that wét asthe
practical realities of living after graduation (Astin, 1993; Kuh, 1995, Montelongo, 2002).
Extracurricular activities include campus events and activities rioigfabithin the scope
of the academic curriculum, and participation is voluntary. Reseaatleddb
extracurricular involvement has emphasized the importance of supplementing and
enhancing students’ academic learning with learning that occurs outsidentia for
classroom setting. The enhancement of student learning with activitietedhts
classroom environment is consistent with the goals of student affairs work, i&/hdac
develop the whole student (Montelonge, 2002).

Participation in campus recreation programs is one type of extracuractildty
that emphasizes sports or fithess experiences in the pursuit of leisaeaulralcampus

recreation programs align with the overall mission of a university to enHaacgality
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of student life and to prepare students for the future. Campus recreation prbgveams
evolved into independent administrative units and departments, that engage in
construction, operation, and maintenance of student recreation facilitiess(N®96).

Campus recreation supports the overall learning environment and students’
college experiences. These programs also provide opportunities for studentsdp devel
and refine their skills and interests in recreation. Students can continuenttmbed in
recreational activities and accrue benefits from participation (W&69&). Further,
campus recreation supports universities in promoting school spirit and a feeling of
affiliation with other students and the institution (Matthews, 1984). Campus reareat
programs provide a place for students to combat the pressures of higher education
(Shannon, 1987) and contribute to student retention (Smith, 1993).

Campus recreation programs include recreational events and activities held on
campus for students, faculty, and staff at higher educational institution22(By). The
activities are considered extracurricular because they areaditaid conducted by
students and carried on outside of regular academic hours on a voluntary and noncredit
basis (Tillman et. al, 1996). Such programs offer various activities and Sesuicle as
competitive intramurals, special events, tournaments, sports clubs, outdodraecrea
open recreation opportunities for self-directed activities, aerobic dancampsgnd
many other activities (Tillman et. al, 1996; Weese, 1997).

Haines (2000) found that physical well-being, sense of accomplishment, fithess
physical strength, and stress reduction were benefits of participation pusaacreation
programs. Participating in recreation programs can relieve tension atefracatress.

Studies indicate that students who are more physically active expeessankiety and
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depression than those who are not physically active. Enjoyment is considerbé a hig
priority objective in every campus recreation program. Even the most intenpettom
activities can provide a source of relaxation from the physical and psycladlsigess of

a school day (Ragheb & McKinney, 1993; Tillman et al., 1996; Collins, Valerius, King

& Graham, 2001; Cai, 2000; Byl, 2002). According to Ragheb and McKinney (1993), the
more recreation activities in which students participate, the less acasteasis they
perceived. In addition, the greater satisfaction students experienetsuie) the lower
academic stress they perceived.

The overall benefits of participation in campus recreation program are to enhance
emotional well-being, reduce stress, and improve interaction with divespéep®ther
benefits include serving as an important part of college social life,inegigam-building
skills, improving communication skills, being an important part of the learning
experience, aiding in time management, and improving leadership skills ANIRS84;
Haines, 2000). These benefits are consistent with student involvement in higher
education (Astin, 1984). Astin (1984) also identified self-confidence, persstenc
empathy, social responsibility, and understanding of cultural differescasteomes
associated with student involvement in higher education.

Students attain and maintain satisfactory levels of physical fitrygsarbcipating
in vigorous physical activities. The health concerns of universities regahdirejfect of
students’ sedentary lifestyles, such as watching TV and playing compuotes gare
increasing. Campus recreation activities can help students to change tipaittéfas

and assist in establishing a more active lifestyle (Tillman, et. al., 199@aikbsrs have
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also found that students who are physically active have higher academic m&meve
than those who are not physically active (Balady, 2000; Byl, 2002).

Researchers found that students perceived benefits from participation in
recreation such as a feeling of physical well-being, stress reduasp®at for others,
friendships, and self-confidence. Further, these benefits were found to be salbstanti
more important for African American and Asian American students than for their
Caucasian counterparts (Bryant et al., 1995).

Social interaction and teamwork experiences typically occur as part of
participation in many campus recreation programs. Campus recreatioamsogovide
opportunities for participants to meet people, interact with others, and to develop positive
friendships (Byl, 2002; Dalgarn, 2001; Tillman, et. al, 1996). Students who participated
heavily in university recreational programs and activities were found to besomedly
oriented than those who did not participate (NIRSA, 2004). Students who did not
participate in physical activity are much more likely to report hadiffgulties in their
relationships with friends compared to those who are active in participatigr2(B\2).
Involvement in recreational programs provides opportunities and environments for social
interactions by creating “opportunities for interaction, collaboration, andcatin are
essential if campuses are to develop a sense of community” (Dalgarn, 2001, p. 66).
Several researchers found that students develop interpersonal and social skills,
communication, companionship, and relationships when participating in recreational

activities (Bloland, 1987; Dalgarn, 2001; Kerr & Downs, 2003; Todaro, 1993).
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Recruitment and Retention

Researchers have revealed two main factors on student retention and success
(Astin, 1984; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993), which are academic success
and interpersonal success. Academic success includes the intellbiityalexperience,
and training the student brings to the university and effective “studeitetgivior (e.qg.,
attendance, proper scheduling of courses, meeting deadlines) at the university.
Interpersonal success refers to the communicative and social skills thet &itiigs to
the university and the continued successful development of those skills at theitynivers
Researchers reported that students who achieve academically andsotaajhetend to
persist and graduate at a much higher rate than students who fail on one or both of these
factors (McCorskey, Booth-Butterfield, & Payne, 1989). Recreation oppodsiiaitid
involvement appear to assist in developing a positive self-concept and thus promote the
integration process (Bryant et al., 1995).

Participation in campus recreation programs is positively correlatacowerall
university satisfaction and success (Kerr & Downs, 2003; NIRSA, 2004). Sndith a
Thomas (1989) revealed that two of the most powerful predictors of educational
satisfaction of students were relationships with faculty and participati@ampus
recreation programs. They used survey data obtained from 1223 undergradilegtes at
University of Tennessee in Knoxville. Heavy users of campus recreation mogrere
found happier than light users and non-users. Participation and involvement in campus
recreation programs have positive effects on student satisfaction with thesityive
experience, degree aspirations, and student retention (Kerr & Downs, 2003; Ra&carel

Terenzini, 1991; Ryan, 1990).
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Campus recreation programs are considered as an integral part of higher
education for educating students about using leisure time (Kerr & Downs, 2003;
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Ryan, 1990). Campus recreation programs contribute t
increased student involvement in campus life. This may be translated into higher
recruiting and retention rates of students (Haderlie, 1987). Haderlie clthatedf a
university can convince prospective students that it has the recreationaé$aarid
programs to provide opportunities to learn lifetime sports skills and to institisger
habits that will continue to benefit participants throughout their lives, it stands tb prof
from better recruiting and retention rates” (p. 25).

Participation in extracurricular activities is one of the important neteféctors
for college students, according to Pascarella and Terenzini (1991). Studantsonat
frequent participation experiences in extracurricular activities, suictiramural
programs, student activities, and residential living communities, tend to have higher
degree aspirations, are inclined to develop stronger social connections@ased
academic success, and are significantly more likely to remain in schoaidha
participating students. Peer groups and social interactions positivelgriné degree
attainment (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 1993). Campus recreatienscamnd
intramural programs are one of the places where social interactionsdakgpascarella
& Terenzini, 1991).

Summary

Culture directly and indirectly impacts human behavior through creating yalues

norms, and rules (Triandis, 2004), and shaping individuals’ personality dispositions

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Individualistic and collectivistic culturesuefice
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communication behaviors and in-group relationships differently. Social intaranti
students’ college experiences is supported by campus recreation. Campum®necreat
settings provide students opportunities and places to meet people and interadtessth ot
to develop positive interpersonal and social skills, communication, and relationships

(Byl, 2002; Bloland, 1987; Dalgarn, 2001; Kerr & Downs, 2003; Todaro, 1993).
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CHAPTER IlI

METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to investigate the effects of independeantepeadent
self-construal tendencies of subjects, forms of activities, and activiigipation
patterns on participants’ levels of comfort and satisfaction with involvemehortrterm
interactions at a recreation center. This chapter includes a descripti@nsainbpling,
data collection, procedures, instrumentation/measures, and data analysis.

Selection of Sample - Sampling Method

The sample for this study was selected from Oklahoma State University
Stillwater (OSU) students who used the Colvin Recreation Center during the 3poig
semester. Participants were required to be OSU students who had not previously
completed the survey.

Oklahoma State University is a public university in Stillwater, a north-gentr
Oklahoma community with a population of approximately 45,000. Approximately 21,000
students enrolled at Oklahoma State University (OSU)-Stillwater ifatheemester at
2008, including nearly 1,750 international students (Oklahoma State University Student
Profile, 2008). Overall, 75 percent of students are from Oklahoma, 17 percewonare fr

other states, and 8 percent from nearly 120 foreign countries. Fifty-twoperce
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of students are male and 48 percent are female.

Campus recreation programs are designed to provide opportunities, equipment,
and space to assist university students, faculty, and staff members ® @argation
interests. The Colvin Recreation Center (CRC) at Oklahoma State Utyivesis opened
in 1969 and renovated in 2004. The CRC is generally open for participant use from 6
a.m. in the morning to midnight each day. Approximately 3,000 to 4,000 students visit
the CRC on average per day. The CRC offers students, faculty, and st24a&480
square-feet of recreational space and facilities, including fitnedssagaachines, an
indoor running track, indoor golf facility, basketball/volleyball/racquetball tspur
aquatics (indoor/outdoor pools), free weights/weight machines, climbing wall, dance
studios, and lounge areas. The CRC also provides opportunities for participants to
experience various types of activities, such as intramurals, non-credgsaufgness,
wellness and aerobics, sport clubs, and outdoor recreation activities (CRi@ n20133).

Institutional Review Board (IRB) guidelines were followed in the sileaif
participants, data collection, and analysis of data. The IRB at Oklahoted JBiaersity
reviewed and approved the research proposal. The letter from the IRB appraked f
research is presented in Appendix C.

To contact student users of the CRC, the researcher used systematic random
sampling. The investigator selected four days during a week and four bloaoke of t
during each day for collecting data (see Table 1). During the seleotdddjltime, every
fifth student who was leaving the CRC main entrance was invited to participate in the
study. The researcher delivered the questionnaire in person. The potentidssubgec

were invited to participate were told that the questionnaire was for a disseaad that
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their participation was voluntary. If they participated, they received plooentary

bottle of Gatorade. The total data collection period was two consecutive weede. Thr

weekdays and one weekend day during a typical week in a semester were chosen to

deliver the survey in order to recruit all kinds of possible CRC users.
Tuesday/Wednesday/Friday/Saturday were selected for the first Wweatao

collection. Monday/Thursday/Friday/Sunday were selected for the second vaeek. T

reason for the selecting data collection days was that recreationgaantscusually have

a workout schedule, such as Monday/Wednesday/Friday or Tuesday/Thursday. Friday

was included in both data collection weeks because based on the personal observations

and experiences of the investigator, international students most commordippgetin

team activities (such as basketball/volleyball/badminton) on Friday nighiis time

periods during each data collection day (7-9am, 11am-1pm, 4-6pm, and 8-10pmgtwere s

for survey administration.

Table 1. Data Collection Days

Monday | Tuesday Wednesdayhursday| Friday Saturday Sunday

Week 1 v v v v

Week 2 v v v v

Data Collection Procedures
Students were asked to complete the survey at the main entrance of the Colvin
Recreation Center when they were leaving the facility at the encecfeation

experience. As individuals were leaving the activity area, the reseapproached them

77



to ask for their participation in the study. If the subject agreed, he or she actsdiio
study tables by vending machines to complete the survey at that timengdnattion
was used to explain the purpose of the survey and note that participation was totally
voluntary and they would be free to discontinue participation at any time.

All surveys were completed on site at the distribution time. Total time of
administration for data collection from each participant was approximbgatyinutes.
All students who patrticipated in this study were assured of confidentiality.yAmtn
was retained with regard to participant identities by not requiring naneasy
identifying numbers in the study. An information sheet was presented with the
guestionnaire, which was the oral consent script for subjects (See Appendix A). All
information regarding rights, risks, voluntary participation, and contact infameatas
on the script. As noted on the script, student consent was assumed from accepting and
completing the survey. Subjects were reminded that they had the right to withdraw
consent or discontinue participation up to the point of submitting the survey. Once the
participants submitted their survey, it was not possible to recognize winakys
belonged to which subject; thus, subjects could not withdraw participation aftemihis

A sports drink (Gatorade) was offered to subjects for their participation in the
study. This inducement was provided to subjects for their participation to bélate
them to take part in the study.

Instrumentation/Measures

The questionnaire administered to subjects included the Self-Construal Scale

(SCS; Singelis, 1994), a section regarding participation experiencesatitkesim

interaction involvement at the CRC, a section regarding the level of satisfacth the
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short-term interaction, and personal information (see Appendix B). The fitsifghe
guestionnaire measured patrticipants’ independent and interdependent selfatens
which represent central features of individualism and collectivism (Markuga§dna,
1991; Singelis, 1994). The second part of the questionnaire was designed to investigate
participation experiences (such as frequency of visitation, forms of activitgipation,
and activity participation patterns) and the level of comfort with involvement it-shor
term interaction in various situations (such as greeting and short-term coiovensth
different people). The third section asked about satisfaction level ofiexpes
involving short-term interactions at the CRC. The last part of the questionsia far
demographic information such as sex, age, year in school, ethnic background, and
country of origin.
Self-Construal Scale

Self-construal is defined as “a constellation of thoughts, feelings, andsactio
concerning the relation of the self to others and the self as distinct from"dtBiegelis
et al., 1999; p. 316). The Self-Construal Scale (SCS) (Singelis, 1994) was developed as a
24-item quantitative Likert-type scale to measure the compound of thoughtsggeel
and actions that comprise independent and interdependent self-construal as separate
dimensions (see Appendix B).

The SCS is designed to measure independent and interdependent self-construals,
which represent central features of individualism and collectivism (Markuga§dna,
1991). The independent and interdependent subscales each consist of 12 items. Subjects
were asked to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with the statements ona 7

point Likert-type scale from 1 strongly disagre¢o 7 =strongly agreeSample
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interdependent items comprised, “I will sacrifice my self-intef@sthe benefit of the
group I am in” and “It is important for me to respect decisions made by the’group
Sample independent items included “Speaking up during a class is not a problerh for me
and “I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I've just met.

Researchers reported internal reliability and construct validity of @& S
(Singelis, 1994, Singelis & Sharkey, 1995; Coon & Kemmelmeier, 2001; Hardin,
Varghese, Tran, & Carlson, 2006). The Cronbach alpha scores were .73 for the
interdependent subscale and .69 for independent subscale. Further, divergentuvasdidity
supported when assessed as a two-factor model. Singelis (1994) applied a tanyfirma
factor analysis to compare the two-factor model with a one-factor modelideck@& had
been previously considered as one continuum with two extremes.

Construct validity was obtained through the examination of differences in scores
between Asian Americans and European Americans. Singelis (1994) found that Asian
Americans (M = 4.91) rated higher on interdependence than European Americans (M
4.37) and European Americans (M = 5.14), who rated higher on independence than Asian
Americans (M = 4.55). These findings supported construct validity of the SCS, which
were consistent with Markus and Kitayama'’s (1991) assumptions of Asian$bs hig
interdependent and European Americans as highly independent. Several researche
(Downie, Koestner, Horberg, & Haga, 2006; Gorski & Young, 2002; Singelis et al.,

1995; Singelis et al., 1999; Coon & Kemmelmeier, 2001; Liu & Goto, 2007; Sato &
McCann, 1998; Pohimann, Carranza, Hannover, & Lyengar, 2007) have replicated these

findings.
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In this study, all 24 items from the two subscales of the SCS were randomly
ordered to form a single questionnaire. Items 1, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21, and 24
constituted the independent subscale and items 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 17, 20, 22, and 23
comprised the interdependent subscale (See Appendix B for a copy of the complete
survey). The scores from each subscale were summed to give partieigaperate
independent score and an interdependent score. Higher scores indicated a stfonger se
construal tendency in that domain. Both 12-item subscales range in possibleot@atsl s
from 12 to 84.

The researcher for this study followed the scoring procedure used by Kim et al
(1996) in determining four types of self-construal tendencies (Biculturataine
Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated). The independent and interdependent score
distributions were separated at the median, which provided four groups reftbetifogir
types of self-construal tendencies. Group 1 was categorized as BicuHligtal (
independent and High interdependent scores), group 2 was Western (High independent
and Low interdependent scores), group 3 was Traditional (Low independent and High
interdependent scores), and group 4 was Culturally-Alienated (Low independerdvand L
interdependent scores).

The median split procedure was used to determine the high and low independent
self-construal and interdependent self-construal individuals (Kim et al., 1996).
Participants with independent self-construal scores higher than thenrsedra and with
interdependent self-construal scores higher than the median score waredssigroup
1 (labeled as Bicultural). Participants with independent scores highehtharetlian

score and with interdependent scores lower than the median score were assjgngual to
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2 (labeled as Western). Participants with independent scores lower than the stede
and with interdependent scores higher than the median score were assigned to group 3
(labeled as Traditional). Participants with independent and interdependerdrstiual
scores lower than the median scores were assigned to group 4 (labeled aiyCultur
Alienated). Participants who fell on the median score for either scaleregeneled as
“system missing” and accordingly excluded from analysis.
Participation Experiences and the Level of Comfort with Short-Term Interactions

Questions related to participation experiences were designed fauthis Bhey
included frequency of visiting the CRC, activity participation patternsi¢ggzate alone,
with acquaintances, with friends, or with family), and the forms of activittyqgaation
(participate in team, partnered, or individual activity). In addition, questions 33 and 34
regarding to the level of comfort with short-term interaction involvemeeeforg and at
least 2 to 3 minute conversation) at the CRC during activity were included in tiissec

The possible situations regarding greeting and conversations of two to three
minutes were listed in detail for participants to rate their comfort hiavolvement
(e.q., “people | knew before who are acquaintances, and | greeted them first”)
Participants were asked to indicate the level of comfort in each gyesithconversation
situation they experienced on the day they visited the CRC on a 7-point Likert-sca
(from 1 =extremely anxiout 7 =extremely comfortab)gSee Appendix B).

The sum of all 18 scores in both greeting and conversation sections was
calculated to represent participants’ level of comfort with short-tetenactions at the
CRC. The possible score range was from 18 to 126. In this study, involvement with short-

term interactions at the CRC included greeting and 2 to 3 minute conversaticfoiider

82



a separate score for comfort level in greeting and conversation was aldateal to
analyze the particular differences.
Satisfaction of Short-term Interactions

Four questions (Questions 35, 36, 39, 41) were adapted from the Interpersonal
Communication Inventory (Hecht, 1978), and were employed to describe parstipant
conversational acts, to investigate the level of satisfaction with thetehorinteractions
at a campus recreation center. Satisfaction, according to Hecht (1978b)s reflect
participants’ emotional reactions toward their interaction in terms ofdbeed it met or
failed to meet their expectations. The more a participant’s expectatiometie an
interaction, the more the individual reports feeling satisfied. Participadiitsated the
degree of satisfaction regarding their interactions and experiences oira Likert-
scale. This scale examines the overall satisfaction of interactiondityabefficient for
the 16-item version of Hecht's Communication Satisfaction Inventory was .86.
Coefficient alpha was used to assess the reliability of the satisfangasure, resulting
in a reliability of .72 (Hecht & Marston, 1987).

In this study, the communication satisfaction scale was adapted to gavesti
overall satisfaction of short-term interactions participants expedestdde campus
recreation center. An additional four questions were created for thfastin scale. The
additional four questions were synonymous with the four original questions adapted from
Hecht’'s work. Questions 37, 38, and 40 were the negative voice from the original
guestions 35, 36, and 41; and further substituting word “value” and “content” for “enjoy”
and “satisfies” in these new questions. Adding synonymous questions into the scale

helped to enlarge the overall score and data spread, to increase variatamesf sc
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Question 42 related to participant’s reactions of their interaction erpesg®l would
like to have similar interaction experiences like what | had today at tke"CR
In this study, the sum of the eight questions was calculated to represent the
satisfaction score of participant involvement in short-term interactittreatampus
recreation center. Because questions 37, 38, and 40 were designed as negatiws,questi
the sum score was calculated by using the reversed score from the sagladbr these
negative voice questions. (e.g., convert 1 to 7, 2 to 6, 7 to 1). The satisfaction score
ranged from 8 to 56; the higher the score represented a greater thed katedfaction
regarding short-term interaction involvement at the campus recreation. cente
Data Analysis Procedures

Survey data were entered into the Statistical Package for the SoemeS (SPSS),
Windows v. 16.0. Frequency distributions for each survey question were calculated.
Descriptive statistics (Mean and SD) for each appropriate variable irutisae
presented in Table 2 on page 92. Frequency distribution was first employed to
demonstrate the background information of subjects. Pearson Correlations wie appl
to examine the relationships between variables. A series of ANOVAscaedeicted to
demonstrate significant differences between variables. Furtheigd&&NOVAs were
employed to investigate the significance of joint effects across vagi@blg, level of
satisfaction). F-tests were employed to determine all testsrofisamce. The
significance level in this study was selected to be less than or equal to 0.05.

Independent variables in this study were activity participation patteliorse

with acquaintance, with friend, and with family), forms of activity partiegrafteam

activity, partnered activity, and individual activity), and self-construaléeoigs
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(Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated). Variabéegivity
participation patterns” and “forms of activity participation” wereeayated from the
guestionnaire; and independent-interdependent tendencies of each subjectagened
using the Self-Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994). Dependent variahlelethtie
level of comfort with involvement and satisfaction with involvement in shom-te
interactions (greeting and 2 to 3 minute conversation). Participant freqolevisiting
the CRC was analyzed with all variables.

Research questions and data analysis procedures were as followed:
Research Question 1Was there a significant relationship between participants’ levels of
comfort with involvement in short-term interactions and frequency dbwisia campus
recreation center?

To test the first research question, a Pearson correlation analysisndasted to
determine if correlations existed between frequency of visiting atidipants’ levels of
comfort with involvement in short-term interactions and frequency dbwisia campus
recreation center.

Research Question 2Was there a significant relationship between the level of
satisfaction with short-term interactions and frequency of visits to a caeqrestion
center?

To test this research question, a Pearson correlation analysis was cotalucted
determine if a correlation existed between the frequency of visiting aticigent

satisfaction scores of short-term interactions at a campus recreztien.
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Research Question 3Was there a significant relationship between participants’
independent-interdependent tendency scores, level of comfort, and levelfatsatis
with involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreation center?

To test this research question, a Pearson correlation analysis wad tailize
determine if correlations existed between participants’ indepenatentiependent
tendencies scores, level of comfort, and level of satisfaction with invelveim short-
term interactions at a campus recreation center.

Research Question 4Was there a significant difference among participants with
different types of S-C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, andr@iljt
Alienated) on frequency of visits to a campus recreation center?

To test this research question, a one-way ANOVA was employed to invedtigate t
relationship among participants in four types of individualistic and colledtivist
tendencies, and their frequency of visits to a campus recreation centereButs of
ANOVA indicated statistically significant differences between tleans, Tukey HSD
post hoc comparisons were employed to indicate the means that were differesdiom
other.

Research Question 5Was there a significant difference among participants with
different types of S-C tendencies on the level of comfort with short-tearagtions at a
campus recreation center?

To test this research question, a one-way ANOVA was employed to investigate
relationship among participants with four different types of S-C tendencitse level of
comfort with short-term interactions at a campus recreation center.régbks of

ANOVA indicated statistically significant differences between tleans, Tukey HSD
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post hoc comparisons were employed to indicate the means that were differesdiom
other.

Research Question 6Was there a significant difference among participants with
different types of I-C tendencies on the level of satisfaction with a-sfrantinteraction

at a campus recreation center?

To test this research question, a one-way ANOVA was employed to invedtigate t
relationship among participants in four types of self-construal tendeanshe level of
satisfaction involving short-term interaction at a campus recreation cénber results
of ANOVA indicated statistically significant differences betweenrtteans, Tukey HSD
post hoc comparisons were employed to indicate the means that were differesgdiom
other.

Research Question 7Did the level of comfort with involvement in short-term
interaction at a campus recreation center significantly differ betwéenedit forms of
activity participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity parti@pgiatterns
(alone, with acquaintance, with friend, with family)?

To test research question 7, a two-way (3 x 4) factorial ANOVA was mategdula
to examine if the forms of activities and activity participation patternsowd to
significantly impact participants’ level of comfort involved in short-ténteractions.

The main effect of the forms of activities and the main effect of the ygb&rticipation
patterns on the involvement of short-term interactions were addressed. The combined
interaction between the forms of activities and the activity participatioarpatto

influence the level of comfort in involvement of short-term interactions wenmieed.
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For the significant main effects, the Tukey HSD post-hoc analysis wasmed to
determine the specific sources of significance.

Research Question 8Did the levels of satisfaction with involvement in short-term
interactions at a campus recreation center significantly differ betieems of activity
participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participatioepetialone, with
acquaintance, with friend, with family)?

To test research question 8, a two-way (3 x 4) ANOVA was manipulated to
examine if the forms of activities and activity participation patterns aoealtio
significantly impact participants’ levels of satisfaction involved in skarh
interactions. The main effect of the forms of activities and the main efféae activity
participation patterns on the involvement of short-term interactions weressédr The
combined interaction between the forms of activities and the activity patiicipa
patterns to influence the level of satisfaction with short-term interectvere examined.
For any significant main effects, the Tukey HSD post-hoc analysis wWiasrped to
determine the specific sources of significance.

Research Question 9Was there a significant relationship between the residency years
of international students in the United States, level of comfort, and levelsfasabdn
with involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreationreente

To test this research question, a Pearson correlation analysis wad tailize
determine if correlations existed between the residency yearteafational students in
the United States, level of comfort, and level of satisfaction with involeemeshort-

term interactions at a campus recreation center.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This chapter reports the results of the statistical treatment of theotlataex for
this study. Data were collected from participants of the Colvin Recreaénter at
Oklahoma State University, and were analyzed using the processes describapter C
3. Independent variables in this study included activity participationrpaitalone, with
acquaintance, with friend, and with family), and forms of activity partimpateam
activity, partnered activity, and individual activity); independent-interde persedf-
construal tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and CulturalgrAted) of each
subject were measured using the Self-Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994).

Level of comfort with involvement and satisfaction with involvement in short-
term interactions (greeting and 2 to 3 minute conversation) were the depesinies
in this study. Participant frequency of visiting the CRC was analyzé&dallivariables.
The guantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Pearselation, one-
way ANOVA, two-way ANOVA, and the Tukey HSD post-hoc analysis. Thessici
approaches were selected for their suitability in examining the datzatimgjor failing
to reject the null hypotheses. In an attempt to find a balance between the chances of
Type | and Type Il error, a significance level of .05 was set as a minfomumjecting

the null hypotheses in this study.
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Scale Reliability

The reliability coefficient for the Self-Construal Scale (SCS3 W&, whereas the
independent self-construal subscale and interdependent self-construal suddcale
reliability scores of .80 and .75, respectively. The reliability coefftoras .93 for the
level of comfort with involvement in short-term interaction questions; thebriglya
coefficient was .83 for the level of comfort with greeting, and .90 for the leealrofort
with involvement in a 2 to 3 minute conversation. The reliability for satisiaetith
short-term interaction involvement was .79. Descriptive statistics (mns@nslard

deviations, and range) of each scale in this study are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Self-Construal Scale (Independent and Interdependent
subscales), Involvement, and Satisfaction with short-term interaction (N= 256)

N of Possible Observed

Scale Mean SD
ltems Range Range
SCS 24 24 -168 65-159 121.00 14.10
Independent Self 12 12-84 29-84 60.51 10.78
Interdependent Self 12 12-84 30-80 60.49 952
short-term Interaction 18 18-126 18-109 54.26 17.27
Involvement
Greeting 6 6—42 6-42 17.39 6.27
2 to 3 min conversation 12 12-84 12-73 36.87 12.13
Satisfaction 8 8-56 26-56 4447 7.43

Sample Characteristics

This section provides information regarding study participants’ age, marital
status, year of school, and racial/ethnic background. CRC participantaskerkto
participate in the research survey on their way toward the exit when they firhgired t

visitation. A total of 493 participants were invited to participate in the survey. T
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hundred and sixty-nine participants agreed to participate. The responge theedurvey
was 54.6 percent (269 responses out of 493). Thirteen surveys were scored as missing
due to incomplete data. The missing data and incomplete data were elimioateder
analysis. Therefore, 256 participants were involved in the study analysis (the usa
survey rate was 51.9 percent) of which 175 (68.4%) were male and 81 (31.6%) were
female. Participants had attended OSU for 4.59 semesters on average.

The demographic information of participants is presented in Table 3 (on page 94).
As can be seen, about 83% of the participants were under the age of 25. Thirty percent of
participants were graduate students, compared to participants who wienecines
sophomores, juniors, and seniors at 14.5%, 19.1%, 18.4% and 18.0%, respectively. Over
90% of participants were single and casual dating, and 8.2% were marriedgaartner
About 47% of the participants were classified as white/Caucasian and 34%signe
which combined for more than 80% of all participants. The remaining 19.2% subjects
were Hispanic/Latino/Chicano, American Indian, African American, and ®tkach as
Turkish.
Activity Participation Pattern

“With whom did you participate in activities at the CRC today?” was asked to
determine participant activity participation pattern in this study. Faastpf Activity
Participation Patterns were involved in the study, including Alone, with Acqua@ganc
with Friends, and with Family. The results, which are not equally distributed@the
four categories, are shown in Table 4 (on page 94). More than half of the subjects
participated in activities with friends, approximately one-third pasdiei@ alone, about

one-tenth with acquaintances, and only 5.5% participated with a family member.
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Table 3 Summary Table for Demographic Information (N = 256)

N Valid Percent

Sex

Male 175 68.4%

Female 81 31.6%
Age

Under 25 213 83.2%

Over 25 43 16.8%
Marital Status

Single 197 77.0%

Married/Partnered 21 8.2%

Casual dating 38 14.8%
Year of School

Freshman 37 14.5%

Sophomore 49 19.1%

Junior 47 18.4%

Senior 46 18.0%

Graduate student 77 30.1%
Racial/Ethnic Background

White/Caucasian 120 46.9%

Asian 87 34.0%

Hispanic/Latino/Chicano 16 6.3%

American Indian 11 4.3%

African American 18 7.0%

Other 4 1.6%

Table 4
Summary Table for Participants’ Activity Participation Pattern at CRC (N = 256)
Frequency Valid Percent

Alone 76 29.7
Acquaintances 25 9.8
Friends 141 55.1
Family 14 5.5
Total 256 100.0
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Forms of Activity Participation

Participants were asked “In what type of activity did you primaudsticipate at
the CRC today?” The three types of Activity Participation were Teamwitgce.g.,
basketball, indoor soccer), Partnered activity (e.g., badminton, ping-pong), anduabi
activity (e.g., weight lifting, running). Table 5 shows that the data arequally
distributed among the three categories. Nearly 60% of participants pectip
Individual types of activity, slightly more than one-third of participantgaged in Team

activities, and 7% participated in a Partnered activity.

Table 5
Summary Table for Participants’ Forms of Activities at CRC (N = 256)
Frequency Valid Percent

Team activity 89 34.8
Partnered activity 18 7.0
Individual activity 149 58.2
Total 256 100.0

Self-Construal (S-C) Tendencies
The Self-Construal Scale (SCS; Singelis, 1994) was utilized to determine the
participants’ self-construal tendencies. The SCS consisted of 24 itemh,isvhic
constituted by two subscales — Independent Self-Construal and Interdepetident Se
Construal subscales. The Independent Self-Construal Participants wel¢caiskicate
how much they agreed or disagreed with each statement on a 7-point Likert-tgpe sca
Twelve items on the independent self-construal subscale measured respondents’
independent self-construals which reflected subjects’ tendencies tohemselves as

separate, unique, and bounded entities in relation to others. Another 12 items on the
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interdependent self-construal subscale measured subjects’ interdependentdsizatehc
were designed to reflect individuals’ needs to be included and connected to others in
social relationships and in-groups. Each participant received an independeiainscare
interdependent score averaged from each subscale. The greater scoresl iadicate
stronger self-construal tendency in that domain. Participants were griodpéalr

groups representing the four types of self-construal tendencies based on médian spl
strategy. This strategy was recommended by Kim et al. (1996) to placeesamgplfour
groups.

Participants who had independent scores higher than the median independent
score (independent scale median score = 61) and interdependent scores higher than the
median interdependent score (interdependent scale median score = 61) Waes dssi
the Bicultural group. Participants with independent scores higher than thexmedia
independent scale score and with interdependent scores lower than the median
interdependent score were assigned to the Western group. Participants wiagsigred
to the Traditional group had independent scores lower than the median independent score
and interdependent scores higher than the median interdependent score. ThigyCultura
Alienated group were participants with both independent scores and interdependent
scores lower than median scores for each scale. Participants who hasioeitbexf
independent and interdependent on the median were placed in a “Median Group” and
excluded from the data analysis. The result of S-C tendency grouping iruthys st
(presented in Table 6) is somewhat equal (23.4% of were categorizediksrBic

21.1% were Western, 20.3% were Traditional, and 24.6% were Culturally-Alignate
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Table 6
Frequency Distribution of Independent-Interdependent Tendency (N = 256)

Frequency Percent
Bicultural (HIHC) 60 23.4%
Western (HILC) 54 21.1%
Traditional (LIHC) 52 20.3%
Culturally-Alienated (LILC) 63 24.6%
Median Group (Excluded) 27 10.5%
Total 256 100%

The distribution of independent-interdependent tendencies among those of
different ethnic/racial background is presented in Table 7. The results iddicatenore
than 60% of the White/Caucasian participants (66 participants out of 107) were
categorized as having high independent self-construal tendencies (the Biaultuthe
Western groups), compared to over 70% of the Asian subjects (58 participants out of 80)
with high interdependent self-construal tendencies (the Traditional adiitugzally-
Alienated group). One-fourth of the White/Caucasian participants wesgoteted in the
Culturally-Alienated group. Further, American Indians were found to havgharhi
percentage (72.7 %) with high interdependent self-construal scores than &lespdni
African American groups, compared to over 70% higher independent self-construal

scores (See Table 7).
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Table 7
Independent-Interdependent Tendency with Ethnic/Racial Background

. . : Hispanic/Latino/ . : African
White/Caucasian Asian Chicano/Other American Indian American

N % N % N % N % N %
Bicultural 30 28.0 16 20.0 6 40.0 2 18.2 6 375
Western 36 33.6 6 7.5 4 26.7 1 9.1 7 43.8
Traditional 14 13.1 31 38.8 1 6.7 4 36.4 2 12.5
Culturally-Alienated 27 25.2 27 33.8 4 26.7 4 36.4 1 6.3
Total 107 100 80 100 15 100 11 100 16 100

Category “Other” includes 1 Turk and 1 Nigerian.
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Frequency of Visiting the CRC

The frequency of visitation to the CRC for all participants was 3.74 times per
week on average (SD = 1.64). When compared across S-C Tendency Groups, Western
group participants visited the CRC most often at over four times a week (M=SDG7,
1.68), and Traditional group participants visited the CRC the least often with 3.25 times

per week (SD = 1.45) (See Table 8).

Table 8
Mean and Standard Deviation of Frequency (Times/week) of CRC visit by S-C Groups
(N = 229)

Mean SD
All Participants 3.74 1.64
Bicultural 3.75 1.57
Western 4.07 1.68
Traditional 3.25 1.45
Culturally-Alienated 3.84 1.77

Level of Comfort with Involvement in Short-term Interactions

Participants in this study were asked to indicate their level of comfart i
greeting and short-term conversation situation on a 7-point Likert-scaleomifert
level with overall short-term interactions included all questions in both greetihg &
3 minute conversation situations. When comparing the level of comfort with invaiteme
in short-term interactions by S-C tendency groups (See Table 9), therttavel with
short-term interaction scores of the Culturally-Alienated group (M= 63B%,15.81)
and the Traditional group participants (M= 56.21, SD= 13.03) were above the overall
average mean score (M=53.62, SD=17.34). The Western (M=49.52, SD= 17.15) and the
Bicultural (M= 45.37, SD= 17.51) participants were below the mean score of all

participants. Overall, participants who were categorized in the Biauljuoup had the
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lowest score in both level of comfort with greeting and 2 to 3 minute conversation at the
CRC, followed by the Western group, the Traditional group, and the Culturallyatdie
group as being the most uncomfortable in both greeting and short conversation. The
specific significant differences of the level of comfort with short-tert@ractions among

S-C groups are analyzed in a later section in this chapter.

Table 9
Mean and Standard Deviation of Level of Comfort with Short-term Interactions by S-C
Groups (N = 229)

Short-term Greeting Conversation

Interactions (2-3 min)
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
All Participants 53.62 17.34 17.29 6.38 36.34 12.05
Bicultural 4537 17.51 14.27  6.00 31.10 12.46
Western 49.52 17.15 16.13 6.44 33.39 11.92
Traditional 56.21 13.03 18.23 5.62 3798 9.01
Culturally-Alienated 62.87 15.81 20.38 5.78 42.49 11.10

Satisfaction with Involvement in Short-term Interactions

The mean satisfaction score of involvement in a short-term interactiolh for a
participants was 44.28 (SD= 7.45) (See Table 10). On average, the Culturatigtéd
group participants had the lowest satisfaction score (M= 40.70, SD= 7.46). The
Traditional group participants had a satisfaction score (M= 43.44, SD= 6.42) lower than
the mean satisfaction score of all participants. The Western groupgazartichad the
highest satisfaction score with short-term interactions at the CRCI{M)4, SD= 6.98);
and the mean satisfaction score of the Bicultural group (M= 46.30, SD= 7.14) &t gre

than the overall mean score of all participants.
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Table 10
Mean and Standard Deviation of Satisfaction with Interactions by S-C Groups (N = 229)

Mean SD
All Participants 44.28 7.45
Bicultural 46.30 7.14
Western 47.04 6.98
Traditional 43.44 6.42
Culturally-Alienated 40.70 7.46

Descriptive Analysis by S-C Tendencies

For analysis and comparison purposes, responses for all 7-point Likert scales have
been collapsed into two categories — agree and disagree (Tables 11, 12, and 134. Table 1
shows that the responses for the 7-point Likert scale were collapsed intatégores —
uncomfortable and comfortable. Neutral responses were not presented in the frequenc
distribution tables. The frequency distributions for each survey item are shdwables
11, 12, 13 and 14, and are grouped by participants’ S-C tendencies. The numbers
presented in Tables 11, 12, 13 and 14 are percentages of agree or disagree. €hese tabl
are presented for each subscale: Independent Self-Construal (Tableetd@pendent
Self-Construal (Table 12), Level of comfort with Involvement in Short-Tiateractions

(Table 13), and Satisfaction of Involvement in Short-Term Interactionsg k!
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Table 11

Frequency Distribution of Independent Self-Construal ltems by S-C Tendency GraupsiP&6) (N=229)

Agree Disagree

Independent Self-Construal ltems Bicul West Trad C-A| Bicul West Trad C-A
Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. 7999 30.8 31.7| 16.7 14.8 481 524
| prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I've just  71.7 71.8 32.7 30.2 50 7.4 46.2 44.4
met.
| feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after | meet them, 61.7 704 269 38.1| 21.7 222 615 39.7
even when they are much older than | am.
| enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. 9899 48.1 63.5 3.3 0 269 14.3
Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. 9986 76.9 635 1.7 3.7 115 143
| act the same way no matter who | am with. 8085.2 30.8 27.0| 11.7 3.7 53.8 54.0
I'd rather say “No” directly, than risk being misunderstood. 9087.0 442 524 1.7 7.4 442 222
| am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. 8B3.2 17.3 34.9 3.3 7.4 59.6 27.0
My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. 987 75.0 714 0O 19 7.7 175
| am the same person at home that | am at school. 887/0 40.4 444 50 19 519 49.2
Having a lively imagination is important to me. 95.83.3 654 65.1 0O 93 7.7 95
| value being in good health above everything else. 9183.3 80.8 63.5 0O 74 19 143

- Neutral responses are not presented in this table
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Table 12

Frequency Distribution of Interdependent Self-Construal Subscale by S-C Tendency Bevoest(- %) (N=229)

Agree Disagree

Interdependent Self-Construal Subscale Bicul West Trad C-A | Bicul West Trad CA
| often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more 66.7 11.1 78.8 254| 100 63.0 9.6 55.6
important than my own accomplishments.
| will sacrifice my self-interests for the benefit of the group I am in. 85.0 27.8 82.7 429 50 519 115 349
| would offer my seat on a bus to one of my professors. 80L0.6 86.5 524 8.3 333 0 28.6
It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. 96.77.8 96.2 76.6 1.7 74 0 438
It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group. 10004 100.0 76.2 0 93 0 12.7
| should take into consideration my parents’ advice when making 95.0 822 98.1 635 0 185 0 222
education/career plans.
| have respect for authority figures with whom | interact. 10081.5 98.1 825 0 19 0 95
| respect people who are modest about themselves. MWB 904 74.6 0O 37 19 63
My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. BB 80.8 444 3.3 389 38 317
If my brother or sister fails, | feel responsible 66.27.8 615 38.1| 18.3 444 21.2 429
Even when | strongly disagree with group members, | avoid an 53.3 278 69.2 349 350 611 17.3 413
argument.
| will stay in a group if they need me, even when I'm not happy with thé1.7 35.2 80.8 42.9| 183 519 7.7 38.1

group.

- Neutral responses are not presented in this table
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Table 13

Frequency Distribution of Level of Comfort with Involvement in Short-term Iritenacby S-C Tendency Groups (Percent - %)

(N=229)
Uncomfortable Comfortable

Bicul West Trad C-A Bicul West Trad C-A
| greeted...
People | knew before who are friends, agdeeted them first. 3.3 5.6 5.8 143 90.0 83.3 92.3 61.9
People | knew before who are friends, amely greetedme first. 5.0 7.4 3.8 7.9 83.3 87.0 90.4 60.3
People | knew before who are acquaintances] gneeted them first. 1.7 14.8 9.6 15/9 86.7 68.5 78.8 57.1
People | knew before who are acquaintancestfadgreetedme first. 3.3 111 9.6 143 80.0 70.4 67.3 55.6
People | didn’t know before, andjreeted them first. 5.0 13.0 51.9 4219 68.3 64.8 25.0 36.5
People | didn’t know before, ariley greeted me first. 10.0 13.0 36.5 27.0 66.7 648 536 46.0
| conversed with...
People | came with who are friendistarted the conversation. 3.3 7.7 3.8 17.5 88.3 87.0 92.3 65.1
People | came with who are friendsey started the conversation. 5.0 5.6 9.6 12.7 86.7 87.0 80.8 71.4
People | came with who are acquaintantssarted the conversation. 3.3 3.7 7.7 17.5 78.3 79.6 82.7 57.1
People | came with who are acquaintandé®y started the 5.0 1.9 11.5 12.7 83.3 79.6 75.0 54.0
conversation.
People who did not come with me today who are éi&ehstarted the 5.0 7.4 7.7 22.2 85.0 75.9 76.9 57.1
conversation.
People who did not come with me today who are éi&efihey started 10.0 13.0 3.8 22.2 78.3 75.9 78.8 60.3
the conversation.
People who did not come with me today who are aotarces! 5.0 13.0 17.3 11.1 80.0 70.4 59.6 46.0
started the conversation.
People who did not come with me today who are aotarcesThey 6.7 9.3 17.3 20.4 78.3 74.1 67.3 52.4
started the conversation.
People | didn’'t know before but | recreated witHdg.| started the 10.0 24.1 44.2 34.9 60.0 59.3 30.8 38.1
conversation.
People | didn’t know before but | recreated witHdg. They started 18.3 16.7 30.8 36.5 55.0 64.8 36.5 36.5
the conversation.
People | didn’t know before and | did not recreaith today (but | saw 15.0 24.1 51.9 47.6 56.7 46.3 23.1 31.7
them in the building)l started the conversation.
People | didn't know before and | didn’t recreatéwtoday (but | saw 20.0 22.2 42.3 36.5 53.3 40.7 21.2 33.3
them in the building)They started the conversation.

- Neutral responses are not presented in this table
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Table 14

Frequency Distribution of Satisfaction with Short-term Interactions by S-C TenGeouaps (Percent - %) (N=229)

Agree Disagree

Bicul West Trad C-A Bicul West Trad C-A
| was very satisfied with my experience today at the 96.7 92.6 92.3 81.0 3.3 5.6 3.8 9.5
recreation center.
| enjoyed the interactions | had at the recreation center 91.7 92.6 82.7 73.0 0 19 9.6 6.3
today.
| appreciate my experience today at the recreation center. 858.1 88.5 69.8 6.7 1.9 5.8 20.6
| was very content with the interactions | had at the 73.3 85.2 80.8 60.3 16.7 9.3 5.8 20.6
recreation center today.
The interactions | had influenced my experiences atthe  58.3 444 404  36.5| 21.7 204 231 25.4
recreation center.
| did value the interactions | had at recreation center today. 7588.9 82.7 58.7 13.3 5.6 7.7 15.9
| was very satisfied with the interactions | had at the 85.0 88.9 71.2 73.0 1.7 9.3 9.6 12.7
recreation center today.
| would like to have similar interaction experiences like 80.0 83.3 71.2 65.1 8.3 5.6 7.7 14.3

what | had today at the recreation center.

- Neutral responses are not presented in this table
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Independent Self-Construal

Tables 11 (on page 100) and 15 (on page 106) present descriptive information for
each item in the Independent Self-Construal subscale by different fypeS tendency
groups. The frequency distribution of agreement/disagreement with eapleraeat
Self-Construal item by each type of S-C tendency group was shown in Table 11. The
overall and group means, and standard deviations of each independent subscale item are
reported in Table 15. The higher the mean scores, the greater the independent self-
construal.

Overall, the mean and percentage of agreement for the Independent Self-
Construal item of the Bicultural and the Western groups is greater thannhbe
Traditional and the Culturally-Alienated groups (See Tables 11 and 15)| For al
participants the results show that the item, “Being able to take care elf isys primary
concern for me” has the largest mean score (M= 5.63, SD= 1.33). Over 90% of people
from the Bicultural and the Western groups agreed with the statement; over ##%6 of t
Traditional group and nearly 65% of the Cultural-Alienated group also agreed. ais w
followed by the item, “My personal identity, independent of others, is very iandi
me” (M=5.56, SD= 1.28) and “I value being in good health above everything else” (M=
5.50, SD= 1.32) which demonstrate relative greater means than other itemshdsore t
90% of participants in both the Bicultural and the Western groups agreed, while ove
70% of subjects in both the Tradition and the Culturally-Alienated groupsceityate
having personal identity is very important. Over 90% of those in the Bicultural group,

83.3% of the Western group, 80.8% of the Traditional group, and 63.5% of those in the
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Culturally-Alienated group agreed about the value of good health above everything
(Table 11).

The smallest mean score for all participants on the Independent subsgdle wa
feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after | meet themywées they are
much older than I am” (M= 4.30, SD= 1.86), followed by, “Speaking up during a class is
not a problem for me” (M= 4.52, SD= 1.92), “I prefer to be direct and forthright when
dealing with people I've just met” (M= 4.59, SD= 1.68), and “I act the same way no
matter who | am with” (M= 4.60, SD= 1.95) (Table 15).

As presented in Table 11, over 60% of the Traditional group and nearly 40% of
the Culturally-Alienated group disagreed about feeling comfortable usingos@'s first
name soon after meeting them. This compared to over 60% of the Bicultural group and
70% of the Western group who expressed comfort. About 60% of the Traditional group
felt uncomfortable being singled out for praise or rewards, whereasdhiéuBal and the
Western groups had over 80% of respondents who felt comfortable. Approximately one
half of both the Traditional and the Culturally-Alienated groups disagreed onkiSgea
up during a class is not a problem for me”, “I prefer to be direct and forthright when
dealing with people I've just met”, “I act the same way no matter who | idmi,\&nd “|
am the same person at home that | am at school”, compared to the majority o thes

Bicultural and the Western groups, who agreed with these statements.
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Table 15

Means and Standard Deviation of Independent Self-Construal Items by S-C Tendency Groups (N=229)

All . " Culturally-
Independent Self-Construal Items Participants Bicultural Western Traditional Alienated

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. 4532 538 176 548 160 3.65 1.63 3.57 1.80
| prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with peopld.59 1.68 5.40 1.32 559 1.30 352 160 3.84 1.45
I've just met.
| feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after 14.30 1.86 4.78 1.69 5.07 178 3.27 186 4.03 1.68
meet them, even when they are much older than | am.
| enjoy being unique and different from othersinmany 5.38 140 6.02 1.07 6.15 1.02 454 146 481 131
respects.
Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for 5.63 1.33 6.15 0.95 6.24 1.23 5.19 1.14 497 1.46
me.
| act the same way no matter who | am with. 46095 538 166 6.07 118 344 182 356 1.65
I'd rather say “No” directly, than risk being misunderstood. @ 5.1D58 5.98 1.00 5.83 1.18 3.88 1.70 4.63 141
| am comfortable with being singled out for praise or 478 1.78 5.83 1.17 576 141 3.15 154 429 151
rewards.
My personal identity, independent of others, is very 556 1.28 6.12 087 594 117 521 123 498 141
important to me.
| am the same person at home that | am at school. 41886 5.83 138 6.06 125 3.77 196 3.89 1.92
Having a lively imagination is important to me. 5.48.37 6.13 089 563 138 5.02 1.29 513 154
| value being in good health above everything else. 582 6.00 096 561 142 558 1.09 4.87 1.47

- 7-point Likert scale
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Interdependent Self-Construal

Tables 12 (on page 101) and 16 (on page 109) show descriptive information for
each item of the Interdependent Self-Construal subscale by the fosiiofyeC
tendency groups. The frequency distribution of agreement/disagreement for each
Interdependent Self-Construal items by each type of S-C tendency grewgieamn in
Table 12. Table 16 presents the overall and group means, and standard deviations of each
independent subscale item. The greater means in Table 16 indicate a higher level
participants’ interdependent self-construal.

For all participants, items “I respect people who are modest about thesiselve
(M=5.93, SD=1.12), “I have respect for authority figures with whom | intexdtt’
5.92, SD= 1.16), “It is important for me to maintain harmony within noygt (M= 5.79,
SD=1.19), “It is important for me to respect decisions made by the group” (M= 5.69,
SD=1.18), and “I should take into consideration my parents’ advice when making
education/career plans” (M= 5.50, SD= 1.48) were shown to have relatively greater mea
scores (means over 5.5 on a 7-point scale) (See Table 15) and very high percentages of
agreement for all types of S-C tendency groups (See Table 11). For thesaniv@lus
the item “I would offer my seat on a bus to one of my professors” (M= 5.09, SD= 1.84)
and “My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me” (M= 4.80, SD= 1.60),
the percentages of agreement for the Western group were higher thaeeatisagr(See
Table 11). This was true although participants of the Western group were cedsaler
have lower Interdependent Self-Construal tendency.

For the rest of the items on the Interdependent Self-Construal Scaleg$terivV

group had a higher percentage of disagreement than agreement. Sixty-tteae gfdhe
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Western group and more than 55% of the Culturally-Alienated group disagreeteavith t
item, “l often have the feeling that my relationships with others are moretsnptnan
my own accomplishments” when compared to approximately 10% of those in the
Bicultural and Traditional groups.

More than 80% of participants in the Bicultural and Traditional groups agreed on,
“I will sacrifice my self-interests for the benefit of the group | af) whereas more than
50% of participants in the Western group disagreed. Over 60 percent of partigipants
the Western group disagreed on, “Even when | strongly disagree with group mdmbers
avoid an argument” compared to 35% of those in the Bicultural group and 17.3% of the
Traditional group. Further, 51.9% of those in the Western group disagreed on, “awill st
in a group if they need me, even when I'm not happy with the group”, whereas 18.3% of
the Bicultural and 7.7% of the Traditional groups disagree. However, the @gesnt
between agree and disagree were somewhat even on these items for tlad Cultur

Alienated group.
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Table 16

Means and Standard Deviation of Interdependent Self-Construal Items by S-C Tendency G229k (N

All . " Culturally-
Interdependent Self-Construal Items Participants Bicultural Western Traditional Alienated

M  SD M SD M  SD M  SD M SD
| often have the feeling that my relationships with others akel0 1.68 4.93 140 289 145 515 1.26 3.48 1.47
more important than my own accomplishments.
| will sacrifice my self-interests for the benefit of the group4.61 1.66 5.53 1.26 3.34 160 540 1.23 4.08 1.55
am in.
| would offer my seat on a bus to one of my professors. 5084 562 147 420 211 6.25 1.06 4.40 1.76
It is important for me to maintain harmony within my 579 119 6.37 090 531 129 6.27 0.77 5.24 1.24
group.
It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group. 51688 6.33 0.66 5.24 1.27 6.27 0.63 497 1.27
| should take into consideration my parents’ advice when 550 1.48 6.08 0.93 5.02 1.75 6.19 0.77 4.79 1.63
making education/career plans.
| have respect for authority figures with whom | interact. 5916 6.50 0.68 5.72 124 6.27 0.77 5.25 1.33
| respect people who are modest about themselves. 519 6.48 0.81 583 1.13 6.06 096 537 1.21
My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. 480 5.67 1.16 3.81 174 544 100 430 1.57
If my brother or sister fails, | feel responsible 43890 503 1.76 354 148 5.00 186 3.95 1.87
Even when | strongly disagree with group members, | avod.08 193 442 185 3.19 188 5.02 152 3.76 1.58
an argument.
| will stay in a group if they need me, even when I'mnot 4.49 169 525 150 352 1.70 5.19 130 4.02 157

happy with the group.

- 7-point Likert scale
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Level of Comfort with Involvement in Short-Term Interactions

Tables 13 (on the page 102) and 17 (on the page 113) present descriptive
information for each item regarding the level of comfort with involvement in-géiort
interactions. Table 13 shows the frequency distribution of nervousness and comfort for
each situation of greeting and 2 to 3 minute conversations at the CRC. Table 17 reports
the means and standard deviations of all participants and each S-C grough feln@aé
term interaction situation. The higher the mean scores on the level of cocalerttke
more nervousness participants experienced when involved in greeting aneéshort-t
conversations.

Overall, the results indicate that no matter who greeted whom first, sulgjects f
the most nervous when greeting Strangers (I greeted: M= 3.62, SD= 1.60; Téteggre
M= 3.41, SD= 1.54). This was followed by greeting Acquaintances (I greeted: M= 2.80,
SE= 1.35; They greeted: M= 2.79, SD= 1.34), and participants experiences the least
nervousness with Friends (I greeted: M= 2.33, SD= 1.43; They greeted: M= 2.34, SD=
1.29).

For level of comfort with involvement in a 2 to 3 minute conversation, subjects
felt the most nervous with Strangers with whom they did not recreate, no matter who
started the conversation (I started: M= 3.84, SD= 1.59; They stdte8:82, SD= 1.61).
This was followed by (from the most nervous to the least nervous) with Strangers |
recreated with (I started: M= 3.65, SD= 1.55; They started: M= 3.59, SD= 1.54), with
Acquaintance (not came with) (I started: M= 3.09, SD= 1.44; They started: M= 2.96,
SD= 1.38), with friends (not came with) (I started: M= 2.72, SD= 1.42; They started: M=

2.75, SD= 1.45), with Acquaintances | came with (I started: M= 2.68, SD= 1.29; They
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started: M= 2.71, SD= 1.30), and with Friends | came with (I started: M= 2.24, SD= 1.35;
They started: M= 2.28, SD= 1.38).

When compared among four different types of the S-C tendency groups, subject
in the Culturally-Alienated group were the most nervous no matter who greledead w
first (I greeted: M= 3.02, SD= 1.51; They greeted: M= 2.81, SD= 1.32). They were
followed by the Western group (I greeted: M= 2.19, SD= 1.43; They greeted: M= 2.30,
SD= 1.25), the Traditional group (I greeted: M= 2.06, SD= 1.36; They greeted: M= 2.12,
SD=1.18), and the least nervous Bicultural group (I greeted: M= 1.97, SD= 1.16; They
greeted: M= 2.07, SD=1.26). Further, the level of comfort with involvement in mgeeti
strangers, subjects in the Culturally-Alienated group and the Traditiangb ¢r greeted:

M= 4.42, SD= 1.36; They greeted: M= 4.08, SD= 1.44) were the most nervous (I greeted:
M= 4.16, SD= 1.49; They greeted: M= 3.76, SD= 1.57), compared to the Western group
(I greeted: M= 3.09, SD= 1.47) and the Bicultural group (I greeted: M= 2.83, SD= 1.49;
They greeted: M= 2.83, SD= 1.52).

Further, individuals in the C-A group had the lowest level of comfort with short-
term conversations with acquaintances; individuals in the Traditional group had the
lowest level of comfort when in conversation with strangers. Subjects in theuBatult
group had the greatest level of comfort with their involvement in short-term
conversations with acquaintances and strangers.

Comparing the mean scores of each involvement item, those in the Culturally-
Alienated group had each mean score of “I first/l started” greater Ty first/they

started” on each category (only one exception item on “People | didn’t know before
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recreated with today...”). Members of the Bicultural group had the loweshscores
on each of these items indicating that they were less nervous with shornvractions.
Satisfaction with Involvement in Short-Term Interactions

Subjects in the C-A group had the smallest mean scores on each item of the
satisfaction scale, followed by the Traditional group (Table 18 on page Iithigher
the mean scores for level of satisfaction, the more satisfactionipantis experienced
when involved in the greeting and short-term conversation.

“The interactions | had influenced my experiences at the recreahter teday”
had the smallest mean score (M= 4.46, SD= 1.71). About 60% of the Bicultural group
agreed with this statement; around 40% of the rest groups agreed. However, on average

20 to 25% disagreed with this statement, including the Bicultural group.

112



Table 17
Means and Standard Deviation of the Level of Comfort with Involvem&tioiri-Term Interactions by S-C Tendency Groups (N=229)

Part'iAcl ilpants Bicultural Western Traditional gﬁét#;?gg'

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Involvement in greeting people
People | knew before who are friends, aigdeeted them first. 2.33 1.43 1.97 1.16 2.19 1.43 206 61.33.02 151
People | knew before who are friends, amely greetedme first. 2.34 1.29 2.07 1.26 2.30 1.25 2.12 1.18.81 1.32
People | knew before who are acquaintances] gneeted them first. 2.80 1.35 2.22 1.11 2.81 1.48 273 213340 1.25
People | knew before who are acquaintancestf@dgreetedme first. 2.79 1.34 2.35 1.21 2.72 1.46 2.83 1.343.24 1.24
People | didn’t know before, andjreeted them first. 3.62 1.60 2.83 1.49 3.09 1.47 442 613416 1.49
People | didn't know before, ariley greeted me first. 3.41 1.54 2.83 1.52 3.02 1.27 084. 1.44 3.76  1.57
Involvement in conversation lasting at least 2 to &inutes
People | came with who are friendistarted the conversation. 2.24 1.35 1.92 1.17 1.96 1.12 94 1. 1.00 3.02 1.64
People | came with who are friendsey started the conversation. 2.28 1.38 2.07 1.35 2.04 1.30 192. 1.40 278 1.36
People | came with who are acquaintantssarted the conversation. 2.68 1.29 2.35 1.26 2.37 1.14 602. 1.21 3.33 131
People | came with who are acquaintandé®y started the 2.71 1.30 2.30 1.29 2.35 1.08 2.87 1.28 3.27 1.30

conversation.

People who did not come with me today who are étehstarted the 2.72 1.42 2.12 1.17 2.61 1.32 2.58 1.29 351 1.50
conversation.

People who did not come with me today who are éi&efihey started 2.75 1.45 2.50 1.62 2.70 1.34 2.46 1.13 3.27 1.48
the conversation.

People who did not come with me today who are dotarces! 3.09 1.44 2.55 1.32 291 1.36 3.31 1.32 3.59 154
started the conversation.

People who did not come with me today who are aotarcesThey 2.96 1.38 2.60 1.37 2.74 1.32 3.08 1.20 3.38 1.36
started the conversation.

People | didn’t know before but | recreated witHdg.| started the 3.65 1.55 3.10 1.55 3.39 1.55 4.21 1.39 3.94 149
conversation.

People | didn’t know before but | recreated witHdg. They started the  3.59 1.54 3.22 1.62 3.17 1.48 3.88 1.37 4.08 1.47
conversation.

People | didn’t know before and | did not recreaith today (but | saw  3.84 1.59 3.12 1.50 3.52 1.53 4.56 1.51 422 1.46
them in the building)l started the conversation.

People | didn't know before and | didn’t recreatéwoday (but | saw 3.82 1.61 3.27 1.74 3.63 1.53 4.31 1.54 411 1.45
them in the building)They started the conversation.

- 7-point Likert scale
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Table 18

Means and Standard Deviation of Satisfaction with Short-Term Interaction by S-C Tendency S+@29 (

Part'ibc\zlilpants Bicultural Western Traditional zllijétrl:;?élg-
M  SD M SD M  SD M  SD M SD
| was very satisfied with my experience today at the 6.0 1.30 6.38 0.99 6.19 142 594 1.18 551 1.40
recreation center.
| enjoyed the interactions | had at the recreation center 5.87 1.24 6.25 0.95 6.13 1.10 5.69 1.23 543 1.45
today.
| did appreciate my experience today at the recreation 591 144 6.08 1.47 6.54 099 579 126 5.32 1.64
center.
| was very content with the interactions | had at the 554 168 560 194 594 164 558 127 510 1.67
recreation center today.
The interactions | had influenced my experiences atthe 4.46 1.71 4.68 181 456 1.83 4.38 172 422 148
recreation center.
| did value the interactions | had at recreation center today. 5B87 557 1.79 6.11 127 546 1.28 5.03 1.68
| was very satisfied with the interactions | had at the 554 137 597 109 576 158 529 136 514 1.29
recreation center today.
| would like to have similar interaction experiences like 545 146 5.77 142 581 153 5.31 1.18 495 152

what | had today at the recreation center.

- 7-point Likert scale
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Tests of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: There was no significant relationship between participevats of

comfort with involvement in short-term interactions and frequency of visitdampus

recreation center.

The first hypothesis was to examine the relationships between frequensy of
to a campus recreation center and participants’ levels of comfort with invehten a
short-term interaction. As mentioned, the short-term interaction in this stagly w
connected to greeting and a 2 to 3 minute conversation while at a campusorecrea
center. The level of comfort with involvement in greeting, the level of camiitin
involvement in a 2 to 3 minute conversation, and the overall scores of level of comfort
with short-term interaction involvement (combining scores of greeting@mgecsation)
were all tested to investigate the relationships with visiting frequénPearson
correlation was employed to examine the associations among the overall |levafoftc
with short-term interactions (M= 54.25, SD= 17.27), level of comfort with g éhit+
17.39, SD=6.27), level of comfort with conversation (M= 36.87, SD=12.13), and
frequency of CRC visitation (M= 3.78, SE= 1.63) (See Table 19 on page 118).

Using an alpha level of .05, Pearson correlation coefficients indicated that
frequency of visit to the recreation center negatively and significamtiglated with

level of comfort with overall scores in short-term interactions (r(256)<;.44 .05)
and scores of level of comfort in a 2 to 3 minute conversation (r(256) = -.14508).

The more a participant visited the recreation center, the less nervousisass he

experienced in short-term interactions. Although relationships were founddyet
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frequency of visiting and level of comfort with conversation, the correlatefficients
are very small. Overall, the Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

Table 19

Correlations among Frequency, Overall Level of Comfort with Interactions| béve
Comfort with Greeting, Comfort with Conversation, and Satisfaction in Short-term
Interaction (N = 256)

Comfort
with
Interactions Greet  Conversation Satisfaction
Frequency of CRC Visiting -.141* -.106 -.145* 266*
Comfort with Interactions .879** .969** - 442*%*
Greet .735** -.404**
Conversation (2-3 mins - 427**

* Correlation is significant at p=0.05 level
** Correlation is significant at p= 0.01 level

Hypothesis 2: There was no significant relationship between the levelsidshtin with

short-term interaction and frequency of visit to a campus recreation center.

The second hypothesis was to investigate whether the frequency of visit to a
campus recreation center had any association with the level of satisfadghenlvement
in short-term interaction experiences. A Pearson correlation addressethtioaship
between the frequency of visit to a campus recreation center (M = 3.78, SD = 1.63) and
the level of satisfaction with short-term interaction (M = 44.47, SD = 7.43).

Using an alpha level of .05, the Pearson Correlation coefficient showebdhat t
frequency of campus recreation center visitation is positively and significorrelated
with satisfaction in short-term interactions (r (256)= .266, p< .01) (see Tabl#é&9)
association is quite small. The more frequently participants visited theusanecreation
center, the more satisfied they were with involvement in short-ternaati@ns at the

campus recreation center. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was rejected.
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Hypothesis 3: There was no significant relationship between participadtgendent-

Interdependent tendency scores, level of comfort, and level of satisfexcbart-term

interactions at a campus recreation center.

The third hypothesis of this study was to determine whether any significant
relationship existed among all quantitative variables. To test this hgmtRearson
Correlations were performed to address the intercorrelation among Indepsgitient
construal (M = 60.51, SD = 10.783), Interdependent self-construal (M = 60.49, SD =
9.521), overall level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions (M = 54.26,
SD = 17.266), level of comfort with greeting (M = 17.39, SD = 6.269), level of comfort
with conversation (M = 36.87, SD = 12.128), and satisfaction of involvement in short-
term interactions (M = 44.47, SD = 7.426). The results of the relationships among
variables are presented in Table 20 (on page 122).

As presented in Table 20, the relationship between Independent self and
Interdependent self was found to be statistically non-significant (r5689, ns). The
Independent self negatively correlated to level of comfort with overalt-tron
interactions (r(256)=-.473, p .05), level of comfort with greeting (r(256)= -.461,
p<.01), and level of comfort with conversation (r(256)= -.436&; p05). Further, there
was a significantly positive relationship between the IndependentrskHfatisfaction
with short-term interaction (r(256)=.404=p .05).

Interdependent Self was found negatively correlated to level of comtbrt wi
short-term interactions (r(256)=-.193, p < .01), level of comfort with greetiR§q)€ -

179, p= .05), and level of comfort with conversation (r(256)= -.183; p05).

117



Moreover, Interdependent-self had no significant association with satsfagth short-
term interaction (r(256)= .104, ns).
Overall level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions stasmed
from the level of comfort with greeting and the level of comfort with cosateon. It was
not surprising to have high associations among these three variables (r(256)= .879, .969,

p = .05). However, the level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions was

not significantly correlated to satisfaction (r(256)= -.442, ns). Negatieeias®ns were
found between level of comfort with greeting and satisfaction (r(256)= -.404, p<arfll)
between level of comfort with conversation and satisfaction (r(256)= -.421, p< .01).

Results indicated that there was no significant connection between two Self-
Construal subscales - Independent and Interdependent. Independent Self fieangigni
negative association with the level of comfort, and both greeting and converdagion, a
moderate degree. This means that participants with higher independent selfatenst
experienced a lower level of comfort with short-term interactions ahausrecreation
center than those with lower independent scores. Further, the higher the indepalfident s
construal score a participant had, the more satisfied he/she was when involvet in shor
term interactions at a campus recreation center.

Results also indicated that slightly negative associations existdrette
Interdependent-self and the level of comfort with involvement in short-ternaatitans.
Further, there was no significant relationship between the Interdependeaniesel
satisfaction of involvement in short-term interactions.

The level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions was not

significantly associated with satisfaction of participants’ involgemn short-term
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interactions. However, significantly negative relationships were found eetilie level
of comfort with greeting and satisfaction, and between the level of cowith
conversation and satisfaction, to a moderate degree. As a result, the morenmasis/ous
participants feel in short-term interactions at a campus recreaticar,ddat less

satisfaction they were. Thus, Hypothesis 3 was rejected.

Hypothesis 4: There was no significant difference among participahtslifferent S-C

tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienatedjespuéncy of

Visit to a campus recreation center.

The fourth hypothesis was to determine if significant difference®qtiéncy of
visit to a campus recreation center existed among the four different Si€hoses. To
test this hypothesis, a one-way between-subjects analysis ofcea(RINOVA) was
manipulated to determine whether a significant difference in mean scoresjoerfcy
(as the dependent variable) among S-C tendencies (as the independent vaisibie) e
The results of this test are shown in Table 21 (on page 122).

The results of the one-way ANOVA test found no statistically significk@tteof
frequency of CRC visitation among the four different types of S-C tenden(3e225)

=2.407, p = 0.068. The researcher failed to reject Hypothesis 4.
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Table 20
Correlations among Independent-Interdependent Scores, Level of Comfort with Shdritezactions, Level of Comfort with
Greeting and Conversation, and Satisfaction (N = 256)

Independent Self Interdependent Self _Short-t_erm Greeting Conversation
interactions
N = 256
Interdependent Self -.039
Short-term interactions - 473 -.193**
Greeting -.461** -.179** .879**
Conversation -.436** -.183** .969** .735**
Satisfaction A404** .104 -.442** -.404** -421**

** Significant at p < .01

-(g?lk()el-ewil Analysis of Variance Source Table for the S-C Tendencies on Frequencyngf @i@i (N = 229)
Sum of Square:  df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Group:s 19.163 3 6.388  2.407 .068

Within Groups 597.116 225 2.654

Total 616.279 228
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Hypothesis 5: There was no significant difference among participdhtslferent types

S-C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alehadn the level

of comfort with short-term interactions at a campus recreation center.

The fifth hypothesis was to determine if significant differencds\l of comfort
with short-term interactions at a campus recreation center existatyahe four types of
participants’ S-C tendencies. To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysimotea
(ANOVA) was employed to determine whether a significant differenoegian scores on
the level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions among the offf&<C
tendencies existed. Significant main effects were found; thus a Tukey HEBggos
analysis was conducted to determine the specific source of significancesitils of
this one-way ANOVA and Tukey HSD post-hoc analysis are shown in Table 22 and

Table 23.

Table 22
One-way Analysis of Variance Source Table for the S-C Tendencies on the Level of
Comfort with Short-Term Interactions (N = 229)

Sum of Square:  df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Group:s 10738.631 3 3579.544 13.928* .000
Within Groups 57827.072 225 257.009
Total 68565.703 228

* Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 23
Post-hoc Comparison of the S-C Tendencies on the Level of Comfort with Short-Term
Interaction

S-C Tendency S-C Tendency Mean Difference

0) J) (1-J) Std. Error  Sig.
Bicultural Western -4.152 3.007 513
Traditional -10.845* 3.037 .002
Culturally-Alienated -17.506* 2.892 .000
Western Traditional -6.693 3.115 141
Culturally-Alienated -13.354* 2.973 .000
Traditional Culturally-Alienated -6.661 3.004 122

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

As presented in Table 22, the results of the one-way ANOVA analysis
demonstrate statistical significance (F(3, 225) = 13.928, p = 0.00) among the ohea
the level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions and diffeypeistof S-

C tendencies. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected.

To identify the difference in means on the level of comfort with involvement in
short-term interaction among the four different types of S-C tendencies, y HiSke
post-hoc analysis was manipulated. The results of the Tukey HSD post-hoc test are
presented in Table 23. The results indicated that the Bicultural group had a significant
mean difference for the level of comfort with involvement in short-term ictieres
compared to the Traditional group (Mean Difference = -10.845, p < .05) and the
Culturally-Alienated group (Mean Difference = -17.506, p < .05). Participanie
Bicultural group were significantly more comfortable with involvement in steont
interactions than those in the Traditional group and the Culturally-Alienateg.gNo
significant difference of the level of comfort with involvement in short-tert@aractions

was found between the Bicultural and the Western groups (Mean Difference= -4)152, ns
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Moreover, a significant mean difference for the level of comfort with
involvement in short-term interactions was found between the Western group and the
Culturally-Alienated group (Mean Difference= -13.354, p< .05). No significaanme
difference for the level of comfort with involvement in short-term intévastwas found
between the Western and the Traditional groups (Mean Difference= -6.693, ns), or
between the Traditional and the Culturally-Alienated groups (Mean Differe6cg61,

ns).

Hypothesis 6: There was no significant difference among participdhtsliMferent types

of S-C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Aleshain the

level of satisfaction involving in short-term interaction at a campus reonezgnter.

This hypothesis was to determine whether there was any significkanedie of
participants’ level of satisfaction when involved in a short-term interactiarcampus
recreation center among the four types of S-C tendencies. To test this higpeties-
way ANOVA was conducted to determine whether a significant differencean
scores of satisfaction existed among the S-C tendencies. Then sigmfaiargffects
were found, a Tukey HSD post-hoc analysis was utilized to determine speutifies of
difference within groups. The results of the one-way ANOVA and Tukey HSDhpast-

analysis are resented in Table 24 and Table 25.
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Table 24

One-way Analysis of Variance Source Table for the S-C Tendencies on Satisfaction with
Short-Term Interaction (N = 229)

Sum of Square:  df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Group: 1499.928 3 499.976 10.090* <0.05
Within Groups 11148.623 225 49.549
Total 12648.550 228

* Significant at the .05 level.

Table 25
Post-hoc Comparison of the S-C Tendencies on Satisfaction with Short-Term loteracti
S-C Tendency S-C Tendency Mean Difference

0) (J) (1-J3) Std. Error  Sig.
Bicultural Western =737 1.320 944
Traditional 2.858 1.334 143
Culturally-Alienated 5.602* 1.270 <.005
Western Traditional 3.595* 1.368 .045
Culturally-Alienated 6.339* 1.305 <.005
Traditional Culturally-Alienated 2.744 1.319 163

* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

The result of the one-way ANOVA test indicated statistical siggiite (F(3,

225) =10.090, p < 0.05) among the means of the satisfaction scores for the different
types of S-C tendencies. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected (Table 24).

A Tukey HSD post-hoc analysis was conducted to identify the specific difkere
among means for level of satisfaction among the four types of S-C tendemaes. T
results of the post-hoc comparisons are presented in Table 25. The Bicultural gsoup w
significant different than the Culturally-alienated group (Mean befiee = 5.602, p< .05)
as satisfaction scores. No significant difference for level of aatish was found
between the Bicultural and the Western groups (Mean Difference= -.737, ns)veeiet

the Bicultural and Traditional groups (Mean Difference= 2.858, ns).
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The Western group was significant different than the Traditional groeprfM
Difference= 3.595, p< .05), and the Culturally-Alienated group on satisfactiorsscore
(Mean Difference= 6.339, P< .05). No significant mean difference of saitisfactores
existed between the Traditional and Culturally-Alienated groups (Meéer&ice=

2.744, ns).

Hypothesis 7: The level of comfort with involvement in short-term inteyastat a

campus recreation center did not significantly differ between differensfofractivity

participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participatice st (alone, with

acquaintance, with friend, with family).

This hypothesis was designed to examine if participants’ level ofocowmith
involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreation center sigtiyfidiffered
between different forms of activity participation and different actipdyticipation
patterns. To test this hypothesis, a two-way factorial ANOVA was matgouia
determine whether any interaction effects for forms of activitiesaatidity participation
patterns on the level of comfort with involvement in short-term interactions.€Ené of

the two-way ANOVA is presented in Table 26.
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Table 26

Two-Way Analysis of Variance Source Table for Forms of Activity Participation and
Activity Participation Patterns on Level of Comfort with Involvement in Short-te
Interactions (N= 256)

Type 1l Sum
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Forms_of_activity 531.717 2 265.859  .887 413
Participation_pattern 2028.143 3 676.048 2.255 .083
Forms_of_activity *
Participation_pattern 968.533 4 242.133  .808 521
Error 73740.714 246 299.759
Total 829773.00C 256

The interaction effect of the forms of activity participation and activity
participation patterns had an overall F (4, 246) = 0.808. The result indicated that the
interaction joint effect for the forms of activity participation and astigarticipation
patterns did not reach statistical significance for participationsidefecomfort with
involvement in short-term interactions. Thus, the researcher failecetd tiejs
hypothesis. Further, there was no significant difference found in either nfech @fthe
forms of activity participation (F(2, 246)= .415, ns) or the activity partimpgiattern
(F(3, 246)= 1.401, ns). Therefore, no post-hoc analyses were conducted for this

hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8: The level of satisfaction with involvement in short-tataractions at a

campus recreation center did not significantly differ between differensfofractivity

participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participatioenpettalone, with

acquaintance, with friend, with family).
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Hypothesis 8 was to test whether participants’ level of satisfaction with
involvement in short-term interactions at a campus recreation centercgigtifidiffered
between forms of activities and activity participation patterns. A twoAN@VA
analysis was manipulated to test this hypothesis to determine if thenwanteraction
joint effect of forms of activities and activity participation patterns lwioed on
participants’ satisfaction scores. The result of the two-way ANOViAdgwesented in

Table 27.

Table 27
Two-Way Analysis of Variance Source Table for Forms of Activity Participation and
Activity Participation Patterns on Satisfaction (N= 256)

Type Il Sum Mean
Source of Squares Df Square F Sig.
Forms of activity 321.715 2  160.857  2.961 .054
Participation pattern 242.684 3 80.895  1.489 218
Forms of activity *
Participation pattern 250.934 4 62.733  1.155 331
Error 13362.336 246 54.318
Total 520383.00C 256

The interaction joint effect for forms of activity participation and agtivit
participation patterns on satisfaction had an overall F (4, 246) = 1.155, ns. The interaction
joint effect of the forms of activity participation and activity partitipa patterns did not
reach statistical significance on participations’ level of satisfaén short-term
interactions; thus, the researcher failed to reject this hypothesis. if-tindre was no
significant difference found in either main effect for forms of activityipigation (F(2,
246)= 2.583, ns) or activity participation pattern (F(3, 246)= 1.484, ns) on satisfaction.

Therefore, no further post-hoc analyses were conducted.
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Hypothesis 9: There was no significant relationship between the resigemcyof

international students in the United States, the level of comfort with short-term

interactions, and satisfaction with short-term interactions at a camjpeatiec center.

This hypothesis was to investigate whether there was any signifgsotiation
between the residency years of international students in the Unitesl Stdtéheir level
of comfort and satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions at a campus
recreation center. A Pearson correlation was conducted to address thegiaiias
between residency years in the United States (M = 2.74, SD = 1.79), overall score of
level of comfort (M = 54.26, SD = 17.266), and satisfaction (M = 44.47, SD = 7.426)
(Table 28). The correlation between resident years in the United Statée denel of
comfort was statistically non-significant, r(87) = -.074, ns. Furthergtivas no
association between the residency years in the United States and levisfadtgat with

short-term interaction, r(87) = -.051, ns. The researcher failed to rejedyplo¢hesis 9.

Table 28
Correlation between Years in the United States, Level of Comfort, and Satisfaction if
Participant is Not an American (N = 87)

Years in the US Level of Comfort Satisfaction

Years in the US -- -.074 -.051
Level of Comfort -- - 442%*
Satisfaction --

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level.
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of participants’ Independent
and Interdependent self-construal tendency, forms of activity participaidractivity
participation patterns on the level of comfort and satisfaction with involvemehort-
term interactions at a campus recreation center. Specifically, itypashesized that the
Independent-Interdependent self-construal tendency, forms of activityigetron, and
activity participation patterns for CRC participants would each influenickests’ levels
of comfort and satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions. Théoredhtps
among the research variables were also investigated.

This chapter summarizes the major findings and hypotheses of the study, argediscus
possible interpretations of results presented in the previous section. The dentographi
findings and the results of the hypotheses are presented. Furthermore, adsrefar
research and considerations regarding the level of comfort with involvemsmbrit-

term interactions and satisfaction are discussed. Finally, this chapterdeswith a

discussion regarding implications and recommendations for future research.
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Demographic Description of Sample Characteristics

In this study, the percentage of male university students to participate in the
survey was greater than female students. This finding could partially aqessous
studies that male students are more active than female students ipgtargan
physical activity during adolescence and young adulthood (Malina, 1996; McA&thur
Raedeke, 2009).The percentages of years in school represented by sutgectswe
somewhat equally spread out and closely reflected the demographics of timé¢ stude
population (OSU Students Profile, 2008) at OSU. Thirty percent of subjects in this stud
were graduate students. Approximately half of subjects in this study were
White/Caucasian students and one-third of the sample was Asian students, 60% of whom
were graduate students. One reason that a high proportion of graduate students and
international students participated in this study could be the sampling metiolay. F
nights were purposefully chosen for recruiting a high number of international student
because international students tend to remain on campus over weekends and CRC
participation is high. The large numbers of Asian respondents might have also been
influenced by the fact that the investigator is an Asian; therefore, ihenag/been less
threatening for international students to accept the invitation to respond to the
guestionnaire than if a non-Asian had recruited subjects.
Independent and Interdependent Self-Construal

No significant association was found between participants’ independent and
interdependent self-construals. This result is consistent with prior spentilzdi the two
scales are orthogonal to each other. According to Singelis (1994), independent and

interdependent self-construals coexist for everyone. This means that an indnaguze
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high on individualist and low on collectivist attributes or vice versa, or may have high or
low levels on both individualist and collectivist tendencies. In this study, no
intercorrelation was found between participants’ independent and interdepetident se
construals.
Typologies of Self-Construal and the Influences

The distribution of ethnicity/racial group indicates that the majori#én
subjects were high on the interdependent self-construal tendency and Wluési@a
participants were high on the independent self-construal. This resultnesmfiarkus and
Kitayama’s (1991) assertion that people from Western cultures tend to have an
independent self-construal and those from Eastern societies are mgréolikave
interdependent self-construals. Further, in this study research subjectelagvely
equally distributed into the four types of self-construals by splitting from tloame
scores (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated (GrAups).

Based on previous research, subjects in the Bicultural and Western groups in this
study likely preferred to be direct and forthright when dealing with pegbpiehad just
met compared to those in Traditional and C-A groups. Further, the findings inditated t
participants in the Traditional and the Bicultural groups were likely to argidments
when they disagreed with group members. The results confirm the assertion of
researchers related to communication styles that people with independeonsgifial
tend to be direct, assertive, and confrontational in social situations whereawvittos
interdependent self-construal tend to be indirect, employ face-savingissategl avoid

confrontation.
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Child-rearing practices in individualistic cultures tend to focus on building a
distinct sense of self. People in these cultures are taught to be unique frgpe¢hneiand
independent persons (Markus & Kitayama, 1994). Further, people with an independent
self-construal tend to express themselves directly to satisfy thrineeds and to gain
self-esteem (Singelis, 1994). By contrast, child rearing in collettivisltures tend to
emphasize understanding and relating to others (Markus & Kitayama, 1994). Individuals
with an interdependent self-construal generally care about others’ featidg
unexpressed thoughts, and tend to communicate indirectly (Singelis, 1994). &aif-est
of those with an interdependent self comes from harmonies between interpersona
relationships and the ability to adjust to various situations (Markus & Kitaya®®1).

Findings in this study indicate that participants in all groups value group harmon
and opinions at some level, and taking consideration of parents’ advice when making
educational and career plans, however, those with high interdependent tendtlhcie
scored higher than those with high independent self-construal. The findingfypart
support the assertion of Triandis, Brislin, and Hui (1988) and Markus and Kitayama
(1991) that people with a greater interdependent tendency value group harmony, face-
saving, and filial piety. The reasons for this inconsistency with previoaaresmight
be personal orientations (idiocentrism-allocentrism). According to Triahdils @988),
allocentric individuals in individualistic cultures are concerned about theioupgr
This means that members of the individualistic societies might have allocentr
orientation, therefore, people with independent self-construal still possibleiarad

concern about their in-groups.
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It is possible that intramural basketball games were taking place hisestudy
was conducted. It could explain why participants emphasized the values of group.
According to Markus and Kitayama (1994), European-Americans value groups and group
activity, especially when such activity involves pulling together to solveiadif
problem or overcome barriers. This occurs when participating in team sports.

Discussions of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: There was no significant relationship between participant’s level of
comfort with involvement in short-term interactions and frequency of visit to a campus
recreation center.

This study found that frequency of visitation to a campus recreation centettlead li
association with the level of comfort with short-term interactions. It isurptising to
find that the more frequent participants visit to the campus recreation, ¢batbss
nervous they would experience when involved in short-term interactions. According to
Chen (2002), individuals tend to perceive a higher degree of synchrony when they
communicate with those with whom they have a history of interactionsslexzected
that the more frequently participants visit the campus recreation céetenptre
opportunities they would have to become more familiar with the environment, staff, and
other participants. Statistically, this finding confirms Chen’s (2002) @ssehowever,
the shared variance (r (256)=-141, p <.05) is very small due to large samjtetsize
study. Further research is needed to confirm the connection between the frequency of
visitation to a campus recreation center and level of comfort with involvemshort:

term interactions.
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Hypothesis 2: There was no significant relationship between the level of sairstaith
short-term interaction and frequency of visit to a campus recreation center.

Results of this study indicate that the frequency of visitation to a campus
recreation center has a weak association with participants’ satisfasth involvement
in short-term interactions. As above, when the frequency of visitation to campus a
recreation center increases, participants might be more satisfredhaitt-term
interaction experiences because they have some idea of what to expect.

There is a lack of research directly related to the frequency of visitaten t
campus recreation center and interaction satisfaction. Chen (2002) indicated that
communication satisfaction increases when individuals get to know each other better
Thus, it was expected that when frequency of visitation increased, particjmants
have more opportunities to interact with others. When individuals get to know each other
and become familiar, the intimacy level becomes higher. That could suppbniding
of this study. The more frequently participants visited a campus recreatiter,che
higher the possibility they would become familiar with the environment and other
participants. This might lead to decreased levels of nervousness and incatigfaction
in short-term interactions.

Campus recreation programs provide places and opportunities for participants to
meet new people, interact with others, and develop positive friendships (Byl, 2002).
Students who participated heavily in campus recreational programs andesctivgtie
also found to be more socially oriented than those who did not (NIRSA, 2004).
Participants would have more opportunities to develop interpersonal and soaal skill

communication, companionship, and relationships when participating in recreational
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activities (Dalgarn, 2001; Kerr & Downs, 2003; Todaro, 1993). Kerr and Downs (2003)
found that participation in recreational programs and activities was cedelih

overall college satisfaction and success. Heavy users of recreatyparpsowere happier
than light users and non-users. This may be one of the reasons to explain why frequency
of visitation was associated with participants’ levels of comfort ansfaetiion in short-

term interactions. However, the association between frequency of visitatd

participants’ levels of comfort and satisfaction in short-term interastvas weak,

further research is needed for clarify.

Hypothesis 3: There was no significant relationship between participants’ Independent-
Interdependent tendencies scores, level of comfort and level of satisfactionwmmvol
short-term interactions at a campus recreation center.

The results show that participants’ both independent and interdependent self-
construals were negatively associated with the level of comfort withviemant in
short-term interactions. However, the covariance between the interdeperiident se
construal and the level of comfort with short-term interactions was veal 6(256) = -

193, p <.05). Although the results establish that interdependent self-construal and level
of comfort and satisfaction in short-term interactions were associatemrtie&tion is

too weak to claim. Continued replication and extensions of future research reltted t
association between independent and interdependent self-construal to interaction
needed to confirm these results.

Kim et al. (2001) found that an interdependent self-construal did not have an
effect on communication apprehension when individualism directly influenced

communication apprehension. Kim et al. (2001) suggested that the theoretitalatons
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of interdependent self-construal focuses on an other-orientation, and othersameeds
desires when the measures of communication apprehension to be concerned with
“anxiety toward speaking situations.” Communication apprehension is causes by th
fragile sense of role-identity in contrast to the interdependent scalennegas more
generalized sensitivity to social context (Kim et al., 2001).
According to Kim et al. (2001), independent self-construal could be considered as
the determinant of campus recreation center participants’ level of caanfibrt
satisfaction in short-term interactions. The results indicate that therhitghindependent
self-construal participants have, the more comfortable and satisfiethigbtbe when
engaging in short-term interactions at a campus recreation centeeslitts of this
study do not directly confirm past research findings that interdependenbsstfual
does not have an impact on the outcomes of interpersonal interactions. However, result
do confirm that the independent self-construal as a more significant facorassd with
the outcomes of interpersonal interactions than the interdependent self-construal.
People with greater independent self-construal have been found to be more open
in their communicative behaviors (Gudykunst et al., 1996), tend to have higher level of
self-esteem (Singelis, Bond, Sharkey, & Lai, 1999), possess greatigriatmbping with
uncertainty (Gelfand, Spurlock, Sniezek, & Shao, 2000) and have greater reskidsice
in dealing with embarrassing situations (Singelis & Sharkey, 1995). It mgghba
influenced by the fact that the association between the adjustment betwespapans’
personal traits and the host culture prototypical traits. When individudrsaetrual is
similar to the self-construal prototypical in the host culture, they are nketg 10

interpret situations and interactions similar to host nationals (Oguri & GudyR0E2).
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Thus, the less disparity between participants’ personal traits and host Isationa
prototypical traits, the less uncomfortable and stressed they are in thelhost and

the greater the psychological adjustment. This study was conducted in an individual
culture where independent self-construal is dominant. Societal expectations of a
independent self-construal are fundamental. Thus, it could be that independent self-
construal was a more significant impact factor than interdependent selfucbihst
short-term interaction experiences in this study.

Past research has indicated that independent self-construal is an important
variable in predicting individuals’ psychology-related adjustment outcomes wnited
States (Oguri & Gudykunst, 2002). Individuals in the United States emphasize a
independent self-construal (Gudykunst et al., 1996; Markus & Kitayama, 1991);
therefore, individuals who have a high independent self-construal would adaptdoetter t
the expectations of communication (Oguri & Gudykunst, 2002). When international
students’ self-construals are similar to the self-construal prototypittze host culture,
individuals are better able to interpret situations and interactions stmhast nationals
(Oguri & Gudykunst, 2002). That is, the less disparity between internationahtstude
self-construals and host nationals’ prototypical self-construals, the lessiontable
and stressed they are in the host culture, and the greater the psychaldjgstahent.
Since this study was conducted in the United States, which is considered to be an
individualist society, it was not surprising that participants with greatipendent self-
construal scores were less nervous and more satisfied than those withingsendent
self-construal scores as related to involvement in short-term interaatitmes campus

recreation center.
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Further, it is not surprising to find that the more comfortable CRC patrticipants
were when involved in short-term interactions, the more satisfaction theyesqeet
during the interactions. According to Hubber, Guerrero, and Gudykunst (1999),
participants’ uncertainty and anxiety in encounters reduces the quality ofuctocation.
However, in this study the association that exists between participant&rt level and
satisfaction in short-term interactions at a campus recreation does nptigglsation.

A possible reason to explain the connection is that when participants feel more
comfortable interacting with others, they gain positive feedback and gqodssmons
from the experiences. It is also possible that when people feel satisfiedterdctions,
the circumstances lead to a less nervous overall impression.

Hypothesis 4: There was no significant difference among participants with dif&«@nt
tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated) on fregquainc
Vvisit to a campus recreation center.

The relationship between the frequency of visitation to the campus recreation
center and the four types of self-construal tendencies was examinedsiltefeind no
distinct personal self-construal tendency that significantly influefreggiency of
participation among subjects. Burton (1981) reported that demographic and pigrsonal
characteristics were found not significant to differentiate and descrit@pents and
non-participants of social, recreational, athletic, and cultural collegacexricular
activities. Participation in recreation center activities is one kind ch@xtricular
activity for university students. The result of this study confirms Burtemérfg that
participants’ cultural tendencies do not impact the frequency of visit to a campus

recreation center. The average high frequency of visitation to the CRC athong
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different groups of participants was not surprising. It could be that a campestiat
center provides various kinds of equipment, programs, facilities, and places fomgneet
different people’s needs and for different purposes.
Hypothesis 5: There was no significant difference among participants with diftgpes
S-C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated) onvgk le
of comfort with short-term interactions involvement at a campus recreation center

In this study, the level of comfort with involvement in short-term interacticas w
found to have significant differences among the four self-construal groligsstudy
found that participants in Western and Bicultural groups were more comfdtiahle
those in the Traditional and C-A groups when involved in short-term interactions at the
CRC. On the other hand, subjects in the Traditional and C-A groups were more nervous
than those in Western and Bicultural groups when greeting and having a 2 to 3 minute
conversation with others. This finding is similar to Singelis and Sharkey’s ($995).
Singelis and Sharkey (1995) found that people with highly independent self-construals
were less nervous and less embarrassed than those with less independenstsedls.
They indicated that interdependent self-construals were associatedemitbérgr
embarrassability in communication. Similarly, Gudykunst and Ting-Tod&88)
contended that individuals from collectivistic societies tend to have higher tdvels
communication apprehension than those of individualistic cultures. The findings of this
study are consistent with these past research findings.

Hofstede (1991) contended that children in individualistic cultures are encouraged
to be assertive, self-reliant, and autonomous. Those who are raised in collectivist

societies and inclined to be more anxious, passive, sensitive, and reticent in novel
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situations. This might be one of the reasons to explain why people with highly
independent self-construal tended to be more comfortable when involved in smort-te
interactions than those with highly interdependent self-construals.

A possible reason why participants with high independent self-construal (the
Western and Bicultural groups) were more comfortable with short-ternactitans than
those with high interdependent self-construal (the Traditional and C-A groms)) be
due to the unfamiliar and unknown cross-cultural interactions at a campus oecreati
center. International students who experience and adapt new roles in thathost c
might experience more anxiety in the new and unfamiliar cultural environmédyat Al
Nee, 2003).

Gudykunst and Kim (1992) argued that when individuals are confronted with
cultural differences they tend to view people from other cultures as strafgererm,
Strangers, refers to unknown people who are members of out-groups. Individuals who
enter a relatively unknown or unfamiliar environment fall under the rubric afgsra
Gudykunst and Kim (1997) contended that interactions with people from cultures other
than the original culture tend to involve the highest degree of uncertaintygietya
Actual or anticipated interaction with members of out-groups generally teads
uncomfortable feelings.

There were also no significant differences found between the Biculhddha
Western groups, and no significant differences between the Traditiondlea@dA
groups in the level of comfort and satisfaction with involvement in short-term
interactions. When independent self-construal is controlled, there is no sighifrgpact

on the level of comfort and satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions
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between high and low interdependent self-construal. This confirms an eadigmdtere
Kim et al. (2001) found that interdependent self-construal did not have effect on
communication apprehension when individualism directly influenced communication
apprehension.

In addition, socialcultural adjustment could be a reason that influenced this
finding. Sociocultural adjustment has been connected to the process to prodhote a
facilitate cultural learning and the acquisition of social skills in thé ¢udture (Oguri &
Gudykunst, 2002; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). One of the important social skills for
international students’ adjustment is adapting their communication stylattoftthe
host culture (Oguri & Gudykunst, 2002). When international students’ self-construal
tendencies are similar to the self-construal f in the host culture, theyldi®able to
interpret situations and interactions similar to host nationals (Oguri & Kendy, 2002;
Singelis, 1994; Yamada & Singelis, 1999). The less disparity between host nationals’
prototypical self-construal and personal self-construals, the less uncdrid@@mal
stressed international students would experience when communicate wighiotiner
host culture, and the greater their psychological adjustment.

This study was conducted in the United States, which is considered a highly
individualistic culture. Therefore, individuals who have high independent self-gahstr
should be able to adapt well in communication situations compared to those with highly
interdependent self-construal. Bicultural self-construal is a product of ecattultal
society, and people in this type of society are more likely than others toideflend

adaptive in interpersonal interactions (Yamada & Singelis, 1999).
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Hypothesis 6: There was no significant difference among participants with aiftgpes
of S-C tendencies (Bicultural, Western, Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated) on the
level of satisfaction involving in short-term interaction at a campus recreation center

In this study, satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactionsfovaxd
to have significant differences among the four self-construal groups. Thysfetundl
that participants in the Western and Bicultural groups were moraeshtiséan the
Traditional and the C-A groups when involved in short-term interactions. There is no
direct link to any previous literature about individuals’ self-construal tenelenai
satisfaction levels in short-term interactions. Gudykunst et al. (1996) codtdrade
culturally different individuals possess different styles of communicatioroppate and
effective in their own culture.

One possible explanation for this finding could be socialcultural adjustment.
According to Oguri and Gudykunst (2002), when individuals’ self-construal teragenci
are similar to the host culture, they are able to interpret situations aratiiaes similar
in the host society. The more individuals use communication behaviors that are
appropriate in host cultures, the more they are able to communicate efjesiirel
people in the host cultures. In this study, participants were in an individualistic
environment. Subjects with highly independent self-construals (both the Weuddirea
Bicultural groups) were more satisfied with their experiences in-gfont interactions
than those with low independent self-construals (both the Traditional and the C-A
groups); this is consistent with previous research. Further researcllésineeonduct a

similar study in a collectivist culture to find out if people with highly intpetedent self-
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construal tendencies have higher satisfaction in short-term intera¢taontbse with
low interdependent self-construals.

Hypothesis 7: The level of comfort with involvement in short-term interacttans
campus recreation center did not significantly differ between different formswafyacti
participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participation patterns (alone,
with acquaintance, with friend, with family).

In this study, activity participation pattern was utilized as one of the independent
variables to investigate the effect on levels of comfort and satisfactibnnvolvement
in short-term interactions at a recreation center. Participants inutdisfsil into four
types of activity participation patterns. It was not surprising to have uhgigtrébution
in these categories. More than half of the participants visited thettenreanter with
friends and nearly one-third participated alone.

Participants were placed into three forms of activity participationnjTea
Partnered, and Individual) to examine the association with level of coamfdrt
satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions when combined withtgctivi
participation. Surprisingly, although more than half of the sample visite@c¢heation
center with friends, almost sixty percent of subjects participatecaphynin an
individual activity, compared to one-third who engaged in a team activity. Thanreas
could be that the nature of the campus recreation center is such that it houses a lot of
individual types of activity. Subjects may have gone to the recreation aeatgroup to
participate in single activities such as aerobics or weight lifting.

Participants in the Traditional group were the most nervous when engaged in

short-term conversations with strangers. One possible reason why internstuicieaits
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experience more stress and difficultly than domestic students could be thah Enthles
students’ second language (Wilton & Constantine, 2003). Another reason why those in
the Traditional group have the most uncomfortable experiences involved ineshort-t
interactions with strangers might be cultural divergence. Culturallygiweindividuals
are very similar to those who have deficient communication skills. They do not know
how to communicate effectively so they tend to be much less willing to commuaiicate
all. The difference between the culturally divergent and the communication slaledéfi
is that the culturally divergent individual may have excellent communicatits feki
their own culture, but not for another (McCroskey & Richmond, 1990). According to
Lucas (1984), “If international students are apprehensive about speaking their own
language, their fear of communicating in English must be magnified tericdddition,
even those international students who are not apprehensive about speaking in their own
language can become apprehensive about speaking in English (p. 594).”

It is not surprising that the results of this study show that CRC particigdints f
most nervous when greeting and having a 2 to 3 minute conversation with strangers, were
somewhat comfortable with acquaintances, and very comfortable when havingeghort
interactions with friends. The comfort level with involvement in short-ternmaotens at
the CRC with participation patterns confirms Gudykunst and Shapiro’s findiB§§)
that anxiety is lower in encounters with friends, than encounters with acquaiatance
strangers. When individuals communicate with members of other groups they eften ha
higher levels of anxiety than when communicating with in-group members. Gudykunst et
al. (1992) also found that uncertainty was lower for communication with members of

ingroups than for communication with members of out-groups.
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Another possible reason that could explain the comfort level of participants in
short-term interactions within participation patterns might be the differentacy level
and personal familiarity between participants. The primary differbateeen a friend
and an acquaintance, or a friend and a stranger, is that of personal fanmitenstynal
familiarity between friends is higher than between acquaintanceswadfor strangers
(Chen, 2002). Perceptions of communication (personalness, synchrony, and difficulty)
are considered to vary with perceived changes in intimacy level and have beém use
identify the interpersonal relationship (Chen, 2002; Gudykunst, Yoon, & Nishida, 1987).
Gudykunst et al. (1987) found that interactions with out-groups, in comparison to those
with in-groups, were generally less personal, less synchronized, and nfiotgtdif
Therefore, it was expected that participants were more comfovighlshort-term
interactions with friends than with acquaintances and strangers.
Hypothesis 8: The level of satisfaction with involvement in short-ternaatiens at a
campus recreation center did not significantly differ between different formswfyact
participation (team, partnered, individuals) and activity participation patterns (alone,
with acquaintance, with friend, with family).

It was surprising to find that participants’ satisfaction in short-teraractions
does not differ among participation patterns in this study, although past heassected
that familiarity is related to communication satisfaction. The findsngpt consistent
with Lee and Gudykunst’'s (2001) finding that individuals prefer to interact with people
who are perceived as similar to themselves and are more satisfied in coatranmiath

those people.
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Friend and family social support are considered to be important faditesdreo
physical activity participation (Wallace et al., 2000). Gudykunst and Shél806)
compared interactions among three types of intercultural relationshipséretiiends,
between acquaintances, and between strangers). They found that perceivgdmgiali
satisfaction with communication was higher in encounters with friendsrharcounters
with acquaintances, and the lowest in encounters with strangers. The more intimate the
relationships become, the more satisfied and the less uncertain the interactions
(Gudykunst & Shapiro, 1996).

In addition, both satisfaction and nervousness had no significant difference among
participation pattern and forms of participation activity. No matter whonicjemts
visited the CRC with, and no matter the types of activities in which théigipated,
their satisfaction and nervousness in short-term interactions did not haverafigesig
differences. A lack of research related to how forms of participation tgciivd
participation patterns impact the level of comfort and satisfaction witit-sdrm
interactions at recreation center exist. So in this study, forms oftggauticipation and
activity participation patterns did not impact level of satisfaction with skan
interactions at the campus recreation center. Frequent participation inegnpeation
has proven to enhance student satisfaction with the university, and improve students’
emotional health and social functioning (Lewis, Barcelona, & Jones, 2001). Collhs, et
(2001) also reported frequent participation in recreational activities sesedaudents’
self-esteem. Thus, frequency of visitation could be the possible factor thanhicds

participants’ satisfaction of short-term interactions at the campustiecreenter.
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A possible reason that could be attributed to this result is that the sairstaud
nervousness of participants is strongly influenced by personal orientatielf-of s
construal in this study. When individuals tend to be open, direct, and assertive in
interactions, they might feel comfortable in greeting and having consgrsavith others,
no matter the type of activity in which they participate. On the other hand,whastnd
to be nervous in short-term interactions might feel nervous in any encounter.

In this study satisfaction with short-term interactions was velgtinigh for all
participants. A possible explanation of why people from different backgrounds feel
satisfied in their experiences with short-term interactions duringuisé to the CRC
could be that campus recreation activities provide opportunities for contacts ald soci
interactions with others. These activities assist international studehts adjustment
process. Campus recreation centers are places for students to xeel, nedease
academic stress, and experience enjoyment. It is not surprising that edpee feel
relaxed their satisfaction with social interaction experiencesases: Enjoyment,
release of tension, and providing opportunities for social interaction are always
considered as objectives in campus recreation programs, and even the msst inte
competitive activities can provide a source of relaxation from the physidal a
psychological stress (Byl, 2002; Collins et al., 2001; Ragheb & McKinney, 1993).
Further, all students who attended the campus CRC belong to one large group — students
at OSU. Therefore, participants could feel less threatened and mefiegatith short-
term interactions, because they view all students as members of a shared group.

Another possible reason that satisfaction and nervousness with short-term

interactions among the activity participation pattern combined with fofrastivity
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participation was not significant different could be due to unclear variables. &apkx
participants might visit with friends, but not participate with their friedser

participants might participate in individual activities alongside theanfts. Future study

is needed to clarify all possible situations.

Hypothesis 9: There was no significant relationship between the resident years o
international students in the United States, the level of comfort with short-term
interactions, and satisfaction with short-term interactions at a campus recreatiom.cente

In this study, no association was found between the years of international
students’ residency in the United States and their level of comfort oastbsfwith
short-term interactions at the CRC. This is contradictory to previous finding® the
amount of time spent in the United States was found to be a determinant in the
adjustment process for international students. Senyshyn et al. (2000) statled tha
greater the time one stays in a new culture, the better the adjustmeierfioational
students. During the time spent in the host country for international students, their
experiences increase and adaption difficulties start to disappear. Gemecadlased
language fluency and familiarity with the host culture lead to bettedtarration and
adaption.

The results of this study also contradict previous findings that the longer
international students stay in the United States, the greater their indepsgitient
construal tendency. According to Oguri and Gudykunst (2002), the less dispastisy ex
between personal self-construal and the host nationals’ self-construal sthe les

uncomfortable in communication in the host culture and the greater the adjustment.
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A possible reason that could explain the above results is that short-term
interactions in the study included a greeting and a 2 to 3 minute conversatietngsre
and short conversations do not involve much talking with both parties. Further, the
general circumstance in a campus recreation center is relaxed. Whenhzaepshort-
term interactions and are in good moods and relaxed, it might be expected that
satisfaction of interactions would be high. In addition, international students siha vi
campus recreation center at least three times a week must be fautiitre
environment, staff, and other participants. This could reduce their nervousniesg-of s
term interactions at the campus recreation center.

The nonsignificant results might also be influenced by the fact that most
international students in the sample were surveyed on Friday nights. It didttegtifna
they visited with friends or alone, many of them may have participatedivitias with
other international students. According to Furnham and Alibhai (1985), international
students tend to socialize and establish relationships with students who sharestbe sam
similar backgrounds. For example, Japanese students play basketball withaptregse
students. Therefore, the interactions international students have in a camgatsorec
center might be restricted to participants from similar cultural backgls. Future study
is needed to identify if the short-term interactions of participants @nepeople from
similar or different cultural backgrounds.

Culturally-Alienated Group

The results of this study show that individuals who were grouped into the

Culturally-Alienated group have the lowest level of comfort and the lowesitdé

satisfaction with involvement in short-term interactions. SpecificallyCHfegroup
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members had higher levels of nervousness when initiating interactions than dren ot
people initiated those interactions. According to Schlenker and Leary (1985), mhople
are highly anxious in interpersonal settings are less likely to initiate satvms with

others, speak less often, talk for a lower percentage of the time, take longer to respond,
and are less likely to break silences in the conversation.

Shyness can be a possible explanation of the White/Caucasian students who were
grouped into the C-A group. According to Cheek and Buss (1981), shyness is an
individual’s reaction to being with strangers or casual acquaintances, amdesic
tension, concern, feelings of discomfort, nervousness and uncomfortableness in social
situations, and a fear of negative evaluation by others. Further, people wigklfow
esteem might be less willing to communicate with others. Self-esteggniBcantly
related to the number of times people talk in group settings. Kim (2002) found that the
higher the self-esteem, the more times people talked. The relationshgebeself-
esteem and anxiety with communication and interaction has been found to be strong
(Kim, 2002). In this study, people in the C-A group could be those with low self-esteem
and less confident; thus, they felt the least comfortable compared to other groups.

Although participants in the C-A group had the least comfort level and the least
satisfaction with greeting and short-term conversations at the recreatitan, che
frequency of their visitation to the CRC was higher than the average. This indnzdtes
even though they are nervous and least satisfied with the short-term inteyattthe
CRC, the subjects in C-A groups are still willing to participate in aciit the
recreation center. There is no literature directly related to people withdvoth |

independent and interdependent self-contruals, whereas bicultural, western, and
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traditional tendencies have been addressed. Future research is needquefor dee
understanding of individuals with the C-A tendency.

One possible explanation for participants in the C-A group to visit the CRC
frequently is that the benefits of their visitation to the campus recreationightine
costs. They might avoid having interactions with others and are still able tisexan
their own to satisfy their needs for participating in campus recreatimitias. A campus
recreation center is a relatively friendly and open space for everyone avie @
participate in various types of activities and gain some cultural aagonikkills.
Typologies of Self-Construal and Acculturation Strategies

The typologies of self-construal in this study match Berry’s model (1&97)
acculturation attitudes. The four acculturation attitudes are assimijlattegration,
separation, and marginalization; they appear to match the Westernyiikult
Traditional, and Culturally-Alienated groups in this study. In the model of tacatibn
strategies, assimilation refers to immigrant or minority individuals velqoige the
behaviors and values of the host culture and forgo their own traditional beliefs and value
system. This matches traits attributed to the Western typology inubig $ttegration
refers to those who integrate the traditional culture with acquired chastcseof the
host culture. Integration matches the description of the Bicultural group. SBepaeders
to those who maintain the traditional culture and are reluctant to accejatparta the
host culture. Separation matches characteristics of the Traditiorexhp#&inally,
marginalization refers to immigrants or minority group members who do natairai

allegiance to their traditional beliefs, values, or behaviors, nor accept tles wdlthe
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host culture. Marginalization is common to those who are Culturally-Alidr{8erry,
2001).

According to Berry (2001), integration is the best strategy for psychologatia
being, while marginalization is the worst. He further indicated thatimaization is
positively associated with levels of stress, anxiety, and depression. Cultural
maladjustment as well as communication apprehension and shyness could explain wh
one-quarter of the Culturally-Alienated group were Caucasian/whitkents in this
study.

Communication apprehension has been found to be related to an individual's
willingness to interact and communicate with others (Barraclough et al., 1988;
McCroskey et al., 1989). Further, McCroskey et al. (1989) indicated that students with
high communication apprehension are less likely to become involved with campus
activities, and less likely to communicate with peers than those with low cowatiani
apprehension. In Yamada and Singelis’s (1999) study, individuals who identified as not
fitting into the school culture represented the C-A group. Adjustment pnsbteschool
would be a manifestation of alienation, and alienation within a school culture would
likely generalize to the broader field of culture outside the school sy3tamada &
Singelis, 1999).

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine how individualism-collectivism, forms
of activity participation, and activity participation patterns impact usitiestudents’
levels of comfort and satisfaction with short-term interactions at ausinecreation

center. The results of this study found that the independent self-construal tendency
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stronger impact on levels of comfort and satisfaction with short-term etitera than an
interdependent self-construal. Specifically, participants of the Bialigmoup reported
being most satisfied and having the least discomfort with short-term itmarac
experiences at a campus recreation center, and people of the Culturatisgitédi group
were the least satisfied and the most nervous with short-term interactionsigfowe
forms of activity participation and activity participation patterns had nacaggon with
participants’ levels of comfort and satisfaction with short-term intenas experiences at
a campus recreation center.

This research is an exploratory study that examines the connections simong
term interactions and worldview at a campus recreation center. A lacfoohation and
previous research exists related to level of comfort and satisfactiqnefrey of
visitation, and short-term interactions in this type of setting. This stiahified many
factors that might play a part in influencing interaction experiencasampus
recreation center. Continued and expanded research needs to be conducted to clarify
findings.

Implication for the Future Research

Among Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions, the concept of individualism and
collectivism has been described as the most important dimension of culturahdéfere
in social behavior. Numerous cross-cultural studies have provided empirical evidence
supporting the usefulness of the individualism-collectivism dimension as a way of
categorizing cultures. However, the other dimensions of Hofstede’s havesbsen |
researched, even though they can potentially be powerful predictors of sociabtseha

Future research should explore the potential effect of other cultural dimensions on
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communication behaviors. Further, the concept of self-construal is largely unknown in
leisure studies (Walker, Deng, & Dieser, 2005); thus,future study might tiqgotoncept
of self-construal to different recreational setting.

This study was conducted at a single state university and participantalwere
from the university. As mentioned, school can be considered to comprise one large in-
group. Therefore, future research might collect data from differemigettihere
participants do not belong to the same in-group, such as a commercial gym oemultipl
universities.

Further, students who did not visit the campus recreation center were notdnclude
in this study. These non-participants might have different charaateriisim the sample.
Future study is suggested to compare the differentiation of cultural orientatibns a
characteristics between participants and non-participants of a cagepestion center.

The instrument used to measure level of comfort and satisfaction was based on
previous studies related to communication, which may not have fully encompassed the
situation of short-term interactions in a campus recreation center. Shoititeractions
along with social interaction, are difficult to quantify and define. For thsoreahe
relationships may not have truly been indicative due to the instrument’s lanitdtie
development of new instruments for measuring involvement in interactionsrapasa
recreation setting would assist participants and managers in understéedinggetse
reactions and experiences from people with different cultural backgrounds.

Implications for the Practitioner
The present study was staged at a campus recreation center. In a reanghtion

leisure setting a person will tend to choose activities that are enjoyattlactvities
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considered recreation have been related to decreased tension and greate©eperfy
the primary benefits in participation in campus recreation activitieassote and stress
relief. That is a possible reason that in this study all participants westeskivith their
experiences in involving interactions. However, it is important to note that Were
significant differences from participants with different cultural oaéons. Thus,
practitioners should be aware that participants’ cultural orientatiopsmeact their
experiences at the campus recreation center.

This research is an exploratory study, which contributes to the field as lagstarti
point for investigating the association related to short-term intera@mmhsampus
recreation experiences of participants. Future research can narrow dowcifto fxtor

related to short-term interactions experiences.
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Appendix A

Information Sheet
Oral consent script to participants

Hello,

My name is Hsin-1 (Terrie) Chen and I'm a doctoral student at Oklahoma State
University. You are being invited to participate in a research study I’'m condgdor my
dissertation research. The research study is about the impacts of clithaasion,

forms of activities, and activity participation patterns on college studened’dé

satisfaction with short-term interactions at a campus recreation CEmégtarget

population of this research study is OSU students, if you are not a OSU studentiplease
not accept this invitation. If you agree, you will complete a questionnaireh\whsfour
parts. Approximate completion time will last between 15 and 20 minutes. Please
complete the survey over the desk area.

There are no known risks associated with this research study.

| will protect your confidentiality by not requiring names or any ideadti# information

on the survey. When you have completed the survey, you will place it in a box which |
will have with me; | will shuffle the surveys on occasion so it will be imibbsso tell

who completed which survey. At the end of every day | will take the box and lock up the
surveys; | will be the only person who will have access to the data. Data fom thi
research study will only be presented in aggregate, and may be published in d&yscholar
journal. Original surveys will be destroyed no later than December 2009.

Your participation is totally voluntary. By accepting and completing the suyoely,

agree to participate in this research. Please understand that you hagbttteewithdraw
your consent or discontinue participation up to the point of submitting the survey. Once
you submit the survey, | will not be able to tell which survey is yours.

TEAR OFF AND GIVE TO SUBJECT
STUDY: Cultural influences and recreation participation
AUTHOR: Chen, Hsin-I (Terrie)

If you wish to contact anyone about this research study after it is finisleedeptontact
the principal investigator (PI), dissertation advisor, or chair of the IRB.

Pl: Hsin-I (Terrie) Chen, Graduate Student, 117 Colvin Recreation Center, 405-334
9658, terrie.chen@okstate.edu

Advisor: Dr. Deb Jordan, Professor, 183 Colvin Recreation Center, 405-744-5499,
deb.jordan@okstate.edu

For information on subjects’ rights, please contact Dr. Shelia Kennison, IRB Chair, 219
Cordell North, 405-744-1676 or email irb@okstate.edu
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Appendix B

Questionnaire

Culture and Short-term Interaction

I. Character (Self-Construal Scale)

Please read the questions and rate the level of agreement that best describes L-‘} 2 g =
vour character (from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). & E g ‘;:
- & ’
2
.| Speaking up during a class is not a problem for me. 2(3]4]5

2. | I often have the t‘cciing that my relationships with others are more 1(2(3]4]5
important than my own accomplishments.

3. | I will sacrifice m;-‘ self-interests for the benefit of the group | am in. 11213 5 7

4. | I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I've just 1[2 3 5 7]
met.

5. | 1 feel comfortable using someone’s first name soon after [ meet them, 112(3/|4(|5]|617
even when they are much older than [ am.
[ would offer my seat on a bus to one of my professors. 1(2]3(4|5]6]|7
It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group. 1(2(3(4(|5|6]|7
It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group. 112(3(4|5(|6|7
[ enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects. 112|3(4(5(6]7
Being able to take care of myself is a primary concern for me. 1(2(3(4|5|6]|7
[ act the same way no matter who I am with. 112[3[4]5]6]7
[ should take into consideration my parents’ advice when making 112(3(4|5|6|7
education/career plans. _
[ have respect for authority figures with whom I interact. 112(3(4|5|6]|7
[ respect people who are modest about themselves. 1(2]13(4|5(6]|7
Id rather say “No” directly, than risk being misunderstood. 1{2]|3(4]|5(6]|7
I am comfortable with being singled out for praise or rewards. 1(2(3(4|5[6]7
My happiness depends on the happiness of those around me. 1(2(3(4(5|6]|7
My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. 112(3(4(|5(6]|7
I am the same person at home that I am at school. 112[3[4|5]/6](7
If my brother or sister fails. I feel responsible. 1(2|3]|4]|5(6|7
Having a lively imagination is important to me. 112134 |5]6)7
Even when I strongly disagree with group members, [ avoid an 11213(4|5(6|7
argument.

23. | 1 will stay in a group if they need me, even when I’'m not happy with 112(3|4|5|6|7
the group.




I1. Experiences in attending the Colvin Recreation Center (CRC)
The following questions ask about your experiences in attending the CRC. Please read carefully and

follow the instructions to write answers for each question based on your personal experiences. (Please
write your answers, or place rank numbers or check marks in the boxes.)

30. During an average week, how many times do you visit the CRC?
Approximately: times/week

31. With whom did you participate primarily in activities at the CRC today? (Check only one)

Alone | Acquaintances Friends Family members

). In what type of activity did you primarily participate at the CRC today? (Check only onc)

Team activity (e.g.. basketball, volleyball, indoor soccer...)

Partnered activity (e.g., ping-pong, badminton, racquetball, billiards ...)

)

Individual activity (e.g.. weight lifting, golf simulator, climbing, running...
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Question 33 and Question 34 > (2 @ A ™
How do the following statements best describe the level of anxiety you felt z s g g 2 =
when greeting people (e.g., say hello, nod your head) and in conversations SCRERBER g
lasting at least 2 to 3 minutes when you visited the CRC today? i g g g E' =
>| DF D
Please circle the number that indicates the level of anxiety you experienced i g 5
in each greeting and conversation situation in the CRC today (from 1 = S = =
Extremely Anxious to 7= Extremely Comfortable). " 2 2
=| £
| Involvement in greeting people (e.g.. say hello, nod your head)
a. | People I knew before who are friends, and 1 greeted them first. 11273745]6]7
b. | People I knew before who are friends, and they greeted me first. 1{2(3[4|5]6|7
c. | People I knew before who are acquaintances, and | greeted them first. | 1 |2 13 14 /516 |7
d. | People I knew before who are acquaintances, and they greeted me 1(2|3|4(|5(6]|7
first. )
e. | People I didn’t know before, and I greeted them first. 112(3(4]|5|6|7
f. | People I didn’t know before, and they greeted me first. 1/2|3[4([5]6]7
l
34. | Involvement in conversation lasting at least 2 to 3 minutes ||
a. | People I came with who are friends. I started the conversation. 112(3[4(5]|6]7 ||
b. | People I came with who are friends. They started the conversation. 1121314]5(6]7 ||
¢. | People I came with who are acquaintances. I started the conversation. |1 |2 |3 |4 |56 |7
d. | People I came with who are acquaintances. They started the 1TZ|3 | €4516 |7
conversation.
e. | People who did not come with me today who are friends. I started the | 1 |2 |3 |4 /5|6 |7
conversation.
f. | People who did not come with me today who are friends. They 1(2(3[|4|5|6]7
started the conversation.
g. | People who did not come with me today who are acquaintances. I 1{2(3(4]|5]6|7
started the conversation.
h. | People who did not come with me today who are acquaintances. They |1 {2 |3 |4 |56 |7
started the conversation.
i. | People I didn’t know before but I recreated with today. I started the [ 1|23 |4 |56 7
conversation.
i. | People I didn’t know before but I recreated with today. They started |1 /2 /3 /4 |5|6 7
the conversation.
k. | People I didn’t know before and I did not recreate with today (but I 112(3(4|5|6|7
saw them in the building). I started the conversation.
. | People I didn’t know before and I didn’t recreate with today (but Isaw | 1 |2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7
them in the building). They started the conversation.
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I11. Satisfaction of the short-term interaction

The following questions ask how your reactions to the interactions you just
had in the Colvin center. Please circle the number that indicates how much
you agree or disagree with each statement (from 1 = strongly disagree to 7=
strongly agree).

IIIDESI(]
33158 JEYMITWOY
3213V A[suon§

30J8BSIP JEYMIUWO0S

[ was very satisfied with my experience today at the recreation center.

[ enjoyed the interactions I had at the recreation center today.

[ did not appreciate my experience today at the recreation center.

[ was not very content with the interactions | had at the recreation
center today. )
The interactions I had influenced my experiences at the recreation
center.

I did not value the interactions I had at recreation center today.

I was very satisfied with the interactions I had at the recreation center
today.

I would like to have similar interaction experiences like what I had
today at the recreation center.

g | b2 IT'J (B ]

43. Sex Female |
4. Age Under 25 (include 25) | | Over25
45. Year in school | Freshman ‘ ) Sophomore | Junior ‘ ‘ Senior [ ‘ Graduate
46. How many semesters have you attended OSU in Stillwater?
I} 47. Marital status ‘ ‘ Single [ ‘ Married/partnered l l Casual dating
48. How do you define your racial/ethnic background (please check all that apply)?
White/Caucasian Asian Hispanic/Latino/Chicano

American Indian African American Other:

. What is your country of origin?

. What is your citizenship?
. If you are not an American citizen, how many years total have you been lived in the US?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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Appendix C

Institutional Review Board Approval

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Wednesday, December 03, 2008
IRB Application No EDO08179

Proposal Title: How Does Individualism-Collectivism, Forms of Activities, and Activity
Participation Patterns Impact College Students' Level of Satisfaction With
Short-term Interactions at a Campus Recreation Center?

Reviewed and Exempt
Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 12/2/2009

Principal

investigator(s):

Hsin-l Terrie Chen Debra Jordan

2303 Bridlewood Dr. 183 Colvin Center
Stillwater, OK 74074 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46.

" The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research: and

4. Motify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions
about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phane: 405-744-5700, beth mcternan@okstate.edu).

Ak

elia Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board

Sincerel
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Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Monday, February 16, 2009 Protocol Expires: 12/2/2009
IRB Application No: ED08179
Proposal Title: How Does Individualism-Collectivism, Forms of Activities, and Activity

Participation Patterns Impact College Students' Level of Satisfaction Witt
Short-term Interactions at a Campus Recreation Center?

Reviewed and Exempt

Processed as: .
Modification

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s) Approved

Principal

Investigator(s):

Hsin-| Terrie Chen Debra Jordan

2303 Bridlewood Dr. 183 Colvin Center
Stillwater, OK 74074 Stillwater, OK 74078

The requested modification to this IRB protocol has been approved. Please note that the original
expiration date of the protocol has not changed. The IRB office MUST be notified in writing when a
project is complete. All approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB.

The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

The reviewer(s) had these comments:

The modification requestiing minor revisions to the questionnaire is approved.

Signature :

L}
ﬁ / E—_‘ Monday. February 16, 2009

Sffefla Kennison, Chair, Institutional Review Board Date
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Scope and Method of Study: To understand cultural differences in experiencing short-
term interactions at university campus recreation center, the purpose tddlyis s
was to examine how individualism-collectivism, forms of activity partiogoa
and activity participation patterns impact university students’ levebwifort and
satisfaction with short-term interactions at a campus recreatiorr.c&nten site
survey and quantitative analysis were applied in this study.

Findings and Conclusions: The results of this study found that participants’ independent
self-construal tendency has stronger impact on their levels of comfort and
satisfaction with short-term interactions than their interdependentsefroal.
Specifically, participants of the Bicultural group reported being mostisdtend
least uncomfortable with short-term interaction experiences at a campus
recreation center. People in the Culturally-Alienated group were the &tiafies
and the most nervous with short-term interactions. However, forms of activity
participation and activity participation patterns had no association with
participants’ levels of comfort and satisfaction with short-term intienas
experiences at a campus recreation center.
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