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ABSTRACT 
     
UNDERSTANDING THE UNDERSTANDING THROUGH INTERVENTION: ASSESSING 

THE EFFECT OF LEARNING KNOWLEDGE ABOUT CANADIAN VALUES AND 
SOCIAL AXIOMS FOR NEWCOMERS’ ADAPTING TO CANADA 

    
Stryker Shay Calvez         Advisor 
University of Guelph, 2014       Dr. Saba Safdar 
    
 
Through three studies, the effect that knowledge of Canadian values and social axioms has on 

immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to Canadian society was examined. Values and social 

axioms have been found to be important descriptors of sociocultural behaviour. The learning 

approach to acculturation, how people manage and learn through the acculturation process, is an 

important theoretical perspective in cross-cultural research and the cross-cultural training 

literature. Study 1 established representative value and social axiom scores for a community 

sample of 448 participants living in the Southern Ontario region. Study 2 examined the role that 

values and social axioms of 143 immigrants and sojourners had on their adaptation to Ontario 

society.  Both constructs were found to uniquely explain the variance in psychological and 

behavioural adaptation, but values were a stronger predictor than social axioms. The specific 

values that explained participants’ psychological adaptation to Ontario society were the same 

values that Ontario people rated as the most important (i.e., Tradition, Power, Conformity, and 

Stimulation). Value and social axiom fit variables were not found to explain any variance. Study 

3 used a quasi-experimental design to assess if teaching 38 immigrants and sojourners (i.e., the 

experimental group) about Canadian culture, specifically Ontarian values and social axioms, 

would positively impact their psychological and behavioural adaptation more than what was 

found for 35 newcomers (i.e., the control group) who received no training. No support was found 



 

for the hypotheses. All three studies contributed in their own way to a better understanding of 

how cultural knowledge might impact immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to a host culture.  

The main findings were an increased understanding in the accurate assessment of cultural values 

and social axioms, the role that values play in psychological adaptation, and the importance of 

finding community based approaches for cross-cultural training with community samples. 
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1 

UNDERSTANDING THE UNDERSTANDING THROUGH INTERVENTION: ASSESSING 
THE EFFECT OF LEARNING KNOWLEDGE ABOUT CANADIAN VALUES AND 

SOCIAL AXIOMS FOR NEWCOMERS’ ADAPTING TO CANADA 

Introduction 

The purpose of this research is to examine the effect that knowledge of Canadian values 

and social axioms has on immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to Canadian society. Values 

and social axioms are considered important domains in the construct of culture (Hofstede, 1984, 

2001; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). Culture is generally understood as the 

collective set of customs, arts, social institutions, and achievements of a group of people in a 

specific geographical space and time (Hofstede, 2001). A more psychological definition of 

culture would be the learned understanding of the physical and social environment that is unique 

to a specific sociocultural group that provides members with guidelines for understanding and 

interacting with other group members (Boon, 1972; Geertz, 1973; Goodenough, 1961; Hofstede, 

1984, 2001; Keesing, 1974; Triandis, 1994). It stands to reason that if cultural members use 

cultural knowledge, like values and social axioms, to ensure effective and efficient interactions 

with other members, then this knowledge should be important for newcomers too. As such, this 

research will examine the psychological and behavioural effect that knowledge of culture has on 

immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to their new host culture, Canada.  

The learning approach for how people manage the acculturation process is one of the 

most important theoretical perspectives in cross-cultural research (Berry, 2006).  This 

perspective assumes that newcomers from other sociocultural societies must learn to navigate 

through their new cultural milieu, interactions, and events, in order to achieve social 

opportunities like employment, resources, and support (Masgoret & Ward, 2006). The process of 

“fitting in” or enculturating to a new society necessitates the learning of culture-specific 

knowledge and skills (Bochner, 1972; Schiefer, Möllering & Daniel, 2012; Ward & Chang, 
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1997). To examine the importance and role of values and social axioms for immigrants and 

sojourners adapting to a new host culture, the learning approach to acculturation provides a 

robust framework for this research that is well established in the cross-cultural training literature 

(Bennett, Aston & Colquhoun, 2000; Bhawuk & Brislin, 2000; Fischer, 2011; Fowler & Blohm, 

2004; Littrell & Salas, 2005). 

Cross-cultural research has historically recognized that language proficiency is a 

fundamental component of effective social interactions. Within this early literature, the focus 

was primarily on differences in intercultural communication styles and context-specific 

normative practices (Bochner, 1972; Brislin, 1981; Furnham & Bochner, 1982, Triandis, 2000). 

Today it is well accepted that language proficiency and the ability to communicate effectively 

with host culture members are core competencies for sociocultural adaptation (Masgoret & 

Ward, 2006). However, language and communication styles are strongly related to deep levels of 

cultural understanding that contextualize words and style for specific circumstances. More 

recently, researchers have begun to examine implicit messages’ embedded communication, the 

non-verbal components, that affect intercultural communication (Bennett et al., 2000). 

Beyond communication, “fitting in” to a new culture means that immigrants and 

sojourners need to be able to accurately assess sociocultural situations and to use the appropriate 

skills, knowledge and world-views that are expected by host cultural members (Dew & Ward, 

1993; Schiefer et al., 2012; Ward & Chang, 1997). The biggest hurdle to accurately assessing a 

situation is being able to understand non-verbal communication: culture-specific knowledge or 

references (e.g., symbols, heroes), gestures, posture, emotional expression, and rituals (e.g., how 

to say hello; Hofstede, 1984, 2001). Cultural differences in non-verbal communication are 

known to contribute to cross-cultural misunderstanding (Argyle, 1982). Unfortunately for 
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newcomers, the very nature of non-verbal communication is that it is not spoken; it is an implicit 

or heuristic-based knowledge that members simply know as a process of the enculturation 

experiences that they encounter throughout their lives. Therefore, the process of learning this 

information is a complicated task for immigrants and sojourners. 

Recent research has found that values and social axioms can be used to understand and 

explain the implicit or heuristic cultural knowledge often found in intercultural communication 

(Hofstede, 1984; Masgoret & Ward, 2006). For example, people with individualistic values will 

act in ways that promote autonomy, uniqueness, and “standing out” while people with 

collectivistic values prefer “fitting in” and to maintain a respectful position in relation to others 

(Triandis, 1989). Values have been identified as social tools that explain inter-personal social 

interactions (Hofstede, 1984) and attitudes towards social behaviour (e.g., pro-environmental 

behaviour, Schultz & Zelezny, 1998; political orientations, Helkama, Uutela, & Schwartz, 1991). 

These values can often lead to the endorsement, or low endorsement, of certain beliefs (Leung, 

Bond, de Carrasquel, Munoz, Hernandez, Murakiami et al., 2002). For example, weak 

endorsement of Conservation values (i.e., conformity, tradition, and security; Schwartz, 1994) 

could lead to beliefs that old people are a heavy burden on society, while strong endorsement of 

these values should not. Social axioms, society-endorsed beliefs, have been found and used to 

explain differences in social attitudes and behaviours like coping strategies, vocational choices, 

and conflict resolution styles (Bond, Leung, Au, Tong, & Chemonges-Nielson, 2004). 

Cultural values (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Schwartz, 1994) and social axioms (Leung, Bond 

& Schwartz, 1995; Leung et al., 2002) are the two most widely accepted theories used to 

understand the differences found between sociocultural societies. Values are certain ‘ideal’ 

modes of conduct or end states of existence that mediate and guide behaviours across situations 
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(Rokeach, 1973, 1979, 1982; Schwartz, 1994).  Social axioms are social beliefs about causal or 

correlational relationships between two social entities that improve behavioural functionality in 

specific situations (Leung et al., 2002). Together, these two theories provide cultural group 

members with information that allows them to orient their social expectations and behaviours in 

a diverse number of sociocultural situations.  

Studies have examined the relationship between immigrant and sojourner values and 

social axioms in the adaptation process in two ways. The first approach examined and found that 

newcomers’ scores on value and social axiom scales are often centred between the scores found 

in their original society and the new receiving society on the same scale. These results are 

explained as a shift in the newcomers’ values and social axioms away from their original society 

and toward the new host society (Domino & Acosta, 1987; Feldman, Mont-Reynaud & 

Rosenthal, 1992; Georgas, Berry, Shaw, Christakopoulou & Mylonas, 1996; Safdar, Lewis & 

Daneshpour, 2006). It is difficult to accept this explanation as conclusive since there is no way to 

substantiate that the participants’ values and social axioms are shifting; it is possible that migrant 

participants choose host cultures based on the similarity these cultures’ beliefs have with their 

own (Safdar et al., 2006). The second approach provides better support for the shifting of values 

and social axioms hypotheses. In this second line of research, measurements of immigrants’ or 

sojourners’ knowledge of their new host culture’s values and social axioms were shown to 

explain their adaptation to a new cultural society. Specifically, accurate knowledge of a receiving 

society’s cultural values and social axioms was related to positive psychological adaptation 

(Calvez, 2008) and fewer sociocultural difficulties (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004) for 

immigrants and sojourners. Together, these two types of studies are suggestive of a relationship 

between learned host cultural knowledge and the successful adaptation to this host culture.  
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The learning approach of acculturation is a widely accepted strategy for examining how 

immigrants, refugees and international students adapt to a new host society (Berry, 2006; Brisset, 

Safdar, Lewis, & Sabatier, 2010; Masgoret & Ward, 2006; Ryff & Keyes, 1995; Ward, Bochner, 

& Furnham, 2001). With this approach one could assume that there is a shift in newcomers’ 

values and social axioms that is the result of learning about the new cultural society. Those 

newcomers who are more accurate in their understanding of the new host society are more likely 

to use this information successfully and experience rewards for their effort. The ongoing 

successful use of host values and social axioms leads to an integration of these beliefs into the 

newcomers’ own cultural perspective and a change in their beliefs toward the new host culture 

position. However, it is also possible that individuals who migrate to a new cultural society 

choose a society that has similar values and social axioms as their own. Thus, their scores on the 

values and social axioms scale would be a hybrid of scores found in these two cultures (i.e., 

scores centred between the two cultures). A notable concern with this hypothesis is that it is not 

inclusive: it does not account for refugees or international students who don’t personally select 

the destination country and, therefore, may not possess hybrid values or social axioms. The 

inability of these studies to conclusively explain the nature of the relationship between cultural 

knowledge and adaptation is a weakness in this literature. Furthermore it limits the impact that 

the learning approach to acculturation can have in supporting the immigrant and sojourner 

community.  

Prominent acculturation researchers have recently called for more studies that are able to 

provide direct assistance to acculturating individuals, their communities, and the service 

providers that support them (Chirkov, 2009; Littrell & Salas, 2005; Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010). 

Acculturation research has often focused on convenience samples (i.e., international students, 
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business expatriates) and research designs that alleviate difficulties identifying, recruiting and 

working with immigrant and sojourner communities (e.g., language, identification, and 

resources). This has resulted in an abundance of knowledge about acculturation that is not 

perceived as helpful to people outside of academia; i.e., it is not a resource often used by 

immigrant or sojourner communities (Bhatia & Ram, 2009; Chirkov, 2009; Weinreich, 2009). 

The pragmatics of adjusting to a new society for newcomers is straightforward; it focuses on 

improving the effectiveness of their intercultural interactions, which leads to an increase in the 

quality of their lives in the new host culture (Bochner, 1982; Littrell & Salas, 2005; Zakaria, 

2000).  

The current research highlights the importance of examining the causal relationship 

between cultural knowledge and adaptation. Furthermore, there is a need for acculturation 

research that is both theoretically and pragmatically relevant. The learning approach to 

immigrant and sojourn cultural adaptation is well established in the cross-cultural and cross-

cultural training literature (Bennett et al., 2000; Berry, 2006; Bhawuk & Brislin, 2000; Fowler & 

Blohm, 2004; Littrell & Salas, 2005; Rudmin, 2009; Searle & Ward, 1990; Weinreich, 2009) and 

provides the best mechanism for conducting applied acculturation research with a community 

sample of immigrants and sojourners. By leveraging the learning approach to acculturation in an 

applied setting, this research can ask the question, is there a causal relationship between learning 

about a host culture’s values and social axioms and immigrants’ and sojourners’ psychological 

and behavioural adaptation to the host culture?  

To accomplish this objective, the first step will be to establish the representative value 

and social axiom expressions for the host culture. The second step will need to examine 

immigrants’ and sojourners’ values and social axioms in comparison with those of the host 
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culture and to look at how this cultural knowledge might be related to newcomer adaptation. 

Finally, the third step will involve educating immigrants and sojourners about the host culture, 

values, and social axioms, while monitoring for any changes in their adaptation to the new host 

society. 

Culture: Values and Social Axioms  

 Culture consists of ideas, attitudes, behaviours, and objects; it is all these things, but not 

all of these things (White, 1959). Historically, culture was considered a single dimension of 

human experience related to human invention, like beliefs, customs, objects, technology, and so 

on (Tylor, 1871). This conceptualization was problematic in that it defined human groups based 

on innovation, which was hierarchical and Eurocentric (LeVine, 2001). Following decades of 

debate (see Kroeber & Kluckholm, 1952; LeVine, 2001; Stocking, 1966; White, 1959), the best 

established psychological operationalization of culture defines it as a process of codifying the 

outside world (e.g., objects, acts, words, etc.), as symbols, and then using these symbols to 

perceive and interpret the world. For example, the tobacco plant can be symbolized as a plant, as 

a weed, as a commodity, or as a sacred medicine depending on one’s cultural perspective. The 

ability to perceive and interpret objects, like the tobacco plant, is the result of a reiterative 

process of negotiation that occurs through social interactions. Each interaction involves a 

confirmation process that affirms or reshapes the symbol in a mutually acceptable manner to all 

cultural members. Over time and within a space, the continuous use of symbols in a particular 

way with a particular meaning ensures that group members understand each other and the outside 

world in the same way (White, 1959). In this way, one can conceptualize culture as the learned 

understanding that sociocultural groups use to understand their social and physical environment 
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and the appropriate and expected way to behave with one another (Blumer, 1969; Leung, Bond 

& Schwartz, 1995; Triandis, 2000). 

When individuals are born into a culture, they are groomed, enculturated, from birth to 

understand and respond appropriately to the outside world (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Weinreich, 

2009). By shaping children’s understanding, parents, family relations, and, later, peer groups 

attempt to teach what is culturally expected, not necessarily what is right or wrong. By providing 

children with knowledge that is expected by non-family members, parents hope to increase their 

children’s ability to be successful in culture-specific social interactions. Social success is 

essential for gaining social support and access to opportunities in any society. Unfortunately for 

immigrants and sojourners, they arrive in a host culture with a cultural understanding that may be 

discrepant from the host society’s cultural understanding. This is evident when they are less 

capable in the host culture than they were in their country of origin of negotiating with society 

members for opportunities, employment, and support. Gaining access to social support and new 

opportunities is related to how well they are able to learn the appropriate sociocultural 

information used by the host culture members; challenges in this process of cultural learning 

leads to limited participation in society and a lower quality of life (Bochner, 1972; Brislin, 1981; 

Dew & Ward, 1993; Furnham & Bochner, 1982; Masgoret & Ward, 2006; Triandis, 1989).  

Cross-cultural researchers have explored different ways of explaining culture and 

systematically differentiating the discrepancies found between cultural groups. The most widely 

accepted and used cross-cultural approach looks at universal human needs that have been 

encoded or symbolized in a society as cultural knowledge (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Leung et al., 

2002; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). This approach recognizes that 

all humans are biologically similar and, therefore, must deal with the same biological demands 



 

 

9 

associated with life, which includes socialization needs. The key benefit to this approach is that it 

avoids the use of ethnocentric perspectives or constructs that would inherently be biased against 

other cultures. This needs-based approach has been found to be useful in examining culture as a 

human built social system that codifies important goals and relationships in a way that facilitates 

social and personal success (Leung et al., 2002; Schwartz, 1994).  

Cultural values were the first widely accepted and used theoretical approach for 

understanding the perceived differences found between cultural groups (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; 

Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). Values are beliefs about ideal modes 

of conduct that are preferable to other modes of conduct (i.e., instrumental values) or specific 

ideal end states of existence that are preferable to other end states of existence (i.e., terminal 

values; Rokeach, 1973). Values are motivational in nature and inspire individuals to persistently 

attempt to achieve, while not always achieving, the value (Adair, Hideg, & Spence, 2013; Bardi 

& Schwartz, 2003; Rokeach, 1973). Values as guiding principles that influence life goals, social 

attitudes, and world-views are useful when examining culture and cultural behaviour (Triandis, 

2000). 

More recently, social axioms were developed to accompany values in understanding and 

explaining culture (Leung et al., 2002). Social axioms are mediating beliefs that individuals use 

to organize and understand their social and physical worlds (Leung et al., 2002). Social 

endorsement of common perceptions of a causal or correlational relationship between objects or 

ideas shapes how people understand and respond to each other and social situations. In this way, 

social axioms provide individuals with information about the direct intentionality of other 

cultural members that values cannot provide (Leung et al., 2002).  
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Together, values and social axioms provide individuals with ideal future goals and the 

guidelines for directing social behaviour toward those goals, respectively.  Their relationship to 

culture ensures that they overlap with each other, but both have been found to uniquely explain 

different cultural behaviours (Bond et al., 2004; Calvez, 2008; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; 

Safdar et al., 2006). Thus, each construct has the potential to provide unique information about 

culture, cultural group behaviours, and what is important for adapting to a new host culture.  

Cultural Values. A substantial amount of research has established that values are a 

fundamental element of human societies and cultures (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Rokeach, 1980, 

1981; Rokeach & Mezel, 1966; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). Rokeach and 

colleagues (Rokeach, 1968, 1971, 1973; Rokeach & Cochrane, 1972; Rokeach & McLellan, 

1972) were the first researchers to establish a link between values and social behaviour using the 

Rokeach Values Survey. They hypothesized that values were a socially developed mechanism 

that enhanced intra-group communication and functionality. To test this, participants were 

manipulated in to believing that scores on the Rokeach Values Survey indicated that they valued 

freedom more highly, equally, or less highly than the people in their society. This resulted in 

participants experiencing increased levels of self-dissatisfaction or cognitive dissonance, which 

they attempted to regulate. Participants were found to regulate their dissonance by changing their 

values and value-related behaviours toward the position held by society. Measurements up to 22 

months after the manipulation found that the changes in values and behaviours were still in place 

(Rokeach, 1973). Overall, these findings suggested that when people become aware that their 

values were unaligned with those held by their peers or the broader society that they are likely to 

experience dissatisfaction and change these values to match society’s values. This values 
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framework has been used successfully with many cross-cultural studies (e.g., Feather, 1986; Lee, 

1991; Murphy & Anderson, 2001), but it lacked a theoretical relationship with culture. 

Hofstede (1984; 2001) was one of the first researchers to develop a values framework 

that focused on a cultural perspective, rather than the personal perspective. This framework 

identifies five value dimensions that describe unique aspects of culture: Power Distance, 

Individualism-Collectivism, Masculinity-Femininity, Uncertainty Avoidance and Long-term-

Short-term Orientation. Power Distance is the extent to which cultural members accept and 

expect that power is distributed unequally. Individualism versus Collectivism is the degree of 

cohesion to which individuals believe they are integrated into a group. Masculinity versus 

Femininity is how much of societal roles are distributed between the genders. Uncertainty 

Avoidance is the extent to which cultural members tolerate uncertainty and ambiguity. Long-

term versus Short-term Orientation is the degree of which a society values long-term, as opposed 

to short-term, traditions and values. Hofstede’s value framework was developed as a culture-  or 

national-level phenomenon (Bond et al., 2004), which limits its use for understanding any 

individual-level phenomena, like acculturation.  

Both Rokeach and Hofstede provided cross-cultural researchers with a framework for 

understanding and differentiating cultural groups and their behavioural patterns. However it was 

Schwartz and colleagues (Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995; 

Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, Harris & Owens, 2001) who established the 

psychologically based, or individual-level, values framework that is most widely used today. 

Schwartz (1994) theorized that a universal set of values and value-type dimensions could be 

structured dynamically to describe individuals’ sociocultural attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours. 

Similar to Rokeach (1973), Schwartz and Bilsky (1990) defined cultural values as desirable, 
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trans-situational goals that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives. A value’s importance is 

determined by group consensus; each cultural group negotiates which values are important for 

certain situations (Schwartz, 2011). The reason for the consensual ordering of each value’s 

importance is that it increases cooperation, stability, coordination, and goal achievement for 

cultural group members (Adair, Hideg, & Spence, 2013). 

Schwartz recognized that the biggest challenge working with values was the abstract 

nature of values as intangible forces, distant and all-encompassing social influences, in people’s 

lives (e.g., like the air around us). This type of attribute often prevents people from being able to 

articulate their own understanding of values when asked directly. Consequently, Schwartz (1994) 

developed a measurement approach that used motivational statements related to three critically 

important human needs; biological needs, needs for coordinated social interaction, and needs for 

fluid and agreeable interactions that support in-group survival. Using this approach to values, he 

was able to establish that the fundamental survival needs of life were identified as specific values 

that are used by all cultural groups.  

Schwartz’s value framework has been used around the world. His original work 

(Schwartz, 1994) was tested with a heterogeneous sample of over 25,000 people from 44 

countries from all continents. This original study identified ten types of values: Achievement, 

Benevolence, Conformity, Hedonism, Power, Security, Self-Direction, Stimulation, Tradition, 

and Universalism (Schwartz, 1994). Achievement values are related to ambition, influence, 

capability, and success. Benevolence values are associated with loyalty, honesty, helpfulness, 

responsibility, and forgiveness. Conformity values are related to politeness, self-discipline, 

honour of parents/elders, and obedience. Hedonism values are associated with pleasure and the 

enjoyment of life. Power values are related to social power, wealth, authority, and the 
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preservation of a public image. Security values are associated with social order, national security, 

reciprocity, family security, and cleanliness. Self-direction values are related to freedom, 

creativity, independence, choice of personal goals, and curiosity. Stimulation values are 

associated with adventure and an exciting varied life. Tradition values are related to respect for 

traditions, moderation, humility, acceptance of a position in life, and devoutness. Lastly, 

Universalism values are associated with equality, world peace, unity with nature, wisdom, world 

beauty, social justice, broad-mindedness, and protecting the environment (Cleveland, Erdoğan , 

Arıkan & Poyraz, 2011).  

Another important finding in this research was the relational structure found between 

values (Schwartz, 1994). Two dimensions were found that showed strong relationships between 

certain values that were, at the same time, juxtaposed against other values. The Self-

transcendence versus Self-enhancement dimension contains the Universalism and Benevolence 

values, which are juxtaposed against Power and Achievement values. The Openness to Change 

versus Conservatism dimension contains the Security, Self-direction, and Stimulation values, 

which are juxtaposed against Conformity and Tradition values. The two dimensions position 

values in a circumplex model, much like a pie (see Appendix A). The closer a value is to another 

value on this circular continuum, the more likely that these values will share similar motivations. 

Conversely, the further apart two values are from each other the more antagonistic the 

underlying motivations. For example, “the pursuit of novelty and change (stimulation values) is 

likely to undermine the preservation of time-honoured customs (tradition values). In contrast, the 

pursuit of tradition values is congruent with the pursuit of conformity values since both values 

are motivated by acts of submission to external expectations”  (Schwartz et al., 2001, p. 521). 

This arrangement provides a framework that explains the role that societies play in prioritizing 
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specific values (i.e., increased importance) as a mechanism for solving value conflicts and 

producing cultural differences between societies. The distinctiveness of the ten values and the 

structural relationship found between them is supported by 93% of samples collected from 63 

countries (Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995).  

The successful application of Schwartz’s cultural values in acculturation research has 

demonstrated their usefulness in better understanding the process of adapting to a new host 

culture. Most recently, international students’ accurate knowledge of Canadian values was found 

to be a good predictor of psychological adaptation to Canadian society (Calvez, 2008). Similarly, 

Kurman and Ronen-Eilon (2004) found that the level of accurate knowledge of Israeli values was 

a reasonable predictor of immigrants’ level of sociocultural adaptation to Israeli society.  “Values 

may help in understanding a culture, but they have less to do with concrete, mundane 

behaviours” (p. 203). For these researchers, social axioms were the stronger predictor of 

sociocultural adaptation, something that was not substantiated in the research by Calvez (2008). 

Due to limited assessment of values as in the adaptation process, additional research needs to 

examine their role and impact on immigrant and sojourner adaptation in a new host culture.    

Social Axioms. Values have been found to be a weak predictor of sociocultural 

behaviour (Leung, Bond, & Schwartz, 1995). Values can be a reliable, but inexact, social tool 

that cultural members use to understand what is expected in a social situation, but they provide 

little explanation about how one is expected to achieve these goals. This is what social axioms 

are hypothesized to do; they act as untested theories (i.e., axioms) or generalizable social beliefs 

that cultural group members can use to understand a social situation and how to function best in 

it, thus improving functional survival (Leung et al., 2002). Social axioms provide cultural 

members with information that can be used to help guide behaviours in four distinct ways: in the 
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attainment of protective goals, in the maintenance of self and self-worth, in the expression of 

values, and in understanding the world (Leung et al., 2002). For example, “young people are 

impulsive and unreliable” or “to deal with things in a flexible way leads to success.” Similar to 

theories about values, social axioms evolve as consensually endorsed beliefs that are so widely 

accepted that they become axiomatic and are used as concrete knowledge of causal or 

correlational relationship between objects, ideas, or situations (Leung et al., 2002). The result is a 

set of social axioms that provide cultural members with knowledge that increases their 

understanding of the intentionality of others and improves their overall functionality and success 

within social situations. 

 Leung and colleagues (2002) used the same psychological approach as Schwartz in 

developing this cross-cultural model of sociocultural beliefs. They identified cultural beliefs by 

finding beliefs related to social needs that improved individual functionality, group cohesion, and 

both individual, and group, survival. Initial research established five social axioms based on five 

cultural samples (i.e., Germany, Hong Kong, Japan, United States, and Venezuela): Social 

Cynicism, Social Complexity, Reward for Application, Religiosity, and Fate Control (Leung et 

al., 2002; Leung & Bond, 2004). Social Cynicism represents negative views of human nature, a 

biased view against some groups of people, a mistrust of social institutions, and a disregard for 

ethical means for achieving an end. Social Complexity beliefs suggest that there are multiple 

ways of achieving a given outcome, rules are not rigid, and human behaviour can be inconsistent. 

Reward for Application represents a general belief that effort, knowledge, and careful planning 

will lead to positive results. Religiosity beliefs suggest the existence of supernatural forces, 

which include religious beliefs. Fate Control represents the view that life is somewhat 

predetermined, but there are ways for people to influence these outcomes (Leung et al., 2002). 
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Social axioms are intended to extend cross-cultural researchers understanding of culture 

and cultural behaviour above and beyond that explained by values. This was found to be the case 

in a study that replicated past findings with values (Bond et al., 2004). Previous research found 

that tradition and conformity values predicted preference for the avoidant conflict resolution 

style (Morris, Williams, Leung, Bhatnagar, Li, Kondo, Luo & Hu, 1998), individualistic or 

collectivistic values predicted coping styles (O’Connor & Shimizo 2002), and traditional Chinese 

values predicted vocational choices (Farh, Leong & Law 1998). Each of these studies was 

replicated with the inclusion of social axioms and the results showed an additional amount of 

variance was explained by social axioms for a sample of Hong Kong university students. The 

relatively little overlap in the explained variance demonstrates the uniqueness of values and 

social axiom as cultural constructs in explaining sociocultural behaviours (Bond et al., 2004). 

Social axioms have also been reported to change for immigrants adapting to a new host 

culture (Safdar et al., 2006). In a study of Canadian-Iranian immigrants, researchers found that 

Canadian-Iranian immigrants’ social axioms scores were situated between the scores of Iranians 

and Canadians. These authors cautiously suggest that the Canadian-Iranian’s social axioms are 

most likely changing away from the Iranian normative position and toward the Canadian 

normative position. A similar shift has been reported for values due to intercultural contact 

(Domino & Acosta, 1987). As Safdar and colleagues (2006) point out, while their interpretation 

of these results likely have merit (i.e., learning approach to acculturation; Masgoret & Ward, 

2006), it is possible that Iranians interested in migration chose a country that has similar social 

axioms as their own, in this case Canada (Safdar et al., 2006). 

Kurman and Ronen-Eilon’s (2004) study provides support for the shifting social axioms 

perspective. This study found that knowledge of Israeli social axioms was a good predictor of 
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immigrants’ adaptation to Israeli society. The results showed that knowledge of Israeli social 

axioms for Ethiopian immigrants (i.e., culturally distant) and Russian immigrants (i.e., culturally 

similar) uniquely accounted for 11% and 6% of the variance for social adaptation and 24% and 

4% of the variance for functional adaptation, respectively. Furthermore, this study found that 

knowledge of social axioms was a greater predictor than cultural similarity for immigrants 

adjusting to Israeli society.   

Although social axioms are not as well established in the acculturation literature as 

values, recent research does provide support for their inclusion in this type of research. Changes 

in values and social axioms are believed to be occurring for immigrants adapting to a new host 

culture. However, this research also suggests that the more significant influence in the adaptation 

process may be learned knowledge or awareness of cross-cultural differences in social axioms 

and values (Masgoret & Ward, 2006). Immigrants and sojourners who are more successful in 

developing a better understanding of the social axioms of the host culture were more likely to 

experience fewer social and functional adaptation difficulties. In order to be more conclusive, 

this research will examine if a causal relationship exists between knowledge of a host culture’s 

social axioms and the process of adapting to that society. 

Adaptation to a Host Culture  

Culture, as described above, is a shared system of symbols, practices, and ideas used by 

cultural members to increase social functionality, group cohesion, and survival (Triandis, 2000). 

When newcomers (i.e., immigrants, refugees, and sojourners) arrive in a host society, and come 

into first-hand contact with the new culture, they begin to experience pressure to change and 

adapt to meet the needs of the host culture members (Ward & Rana-deuba, 1999). Changes in 

culture, or cultural perspectives, of an individual or group due to contact or influence of another 
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culture is a phenomenon known as acculturation (Redfield, Linton & Herskovits, 1935). 

Typically, people and groups who participate in intercultural interactions use cultural knowledge 

to better understand the people around them, and over time their use of other-culture symbols, 

practices, and ideas can have an effect on their own cultural beliefs. 

Intercultural interactions between newcomers and the host culture are not symmetrical; 

host culture members belong to the dominant society, which affords them the choice and 

privilege to choose with whom they wish to associate. Often people prefer to interact with 

culturally similar others because it is easier to understand and communicate with people who 

share the same goals and approach to life (Hofstede, 1984, 2001). This tendency of the dominant 

society leaves the onus on newcomers to adapt and learn the necessary knowledge needed to 

understand, interpret, and respond effectively to host culture members (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 

1999; Ward et al., 2001). It is through learning and practicing new cultural knowledge that 

immigrants and sojourners begin to acculturate, both psychologically and behaviourally, to the 

host culture (Berry, 2006; Brisset et al., 2010; Masgoret & Ward, 2006; Ryff & Keyes, 1995; 

Ward et al. 2001).    

Learning about and adjusting to a new sociocultural environment is a complicated 

interpersonal process where newcomers must determine how much they want to maintain their 

original culture and how much they want to participate in the new host culture (Berry, 1970, 

1989, 1997; Berry & Sam, 1996). In the negotiation of how best to maintain past cultural 

perspectives while participating in the new culture, there are four “ideal” acculturation strategies 

and attitudes to choose from (Berry & Sam, 1996). Assimilation is a strategy or attitude that 

results when the original culture is discarded so that an individual is better able to fully 

participate in the new culture. Conversely, separation is a strategy or attitude that involves 
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limiting participation in the new culture so that an individual is better able to maintain his or her 

original culture. The integration strategy or attitude occurs when an individual is equally invested 

in the maintenance and participation in the original and new culture, respectively. Finally, the 

marginalization strategy, or attitude, occurs when an individual does not maintain or participate 

in either the original or host culture. These acculturation strategies and attitudes provide 

newcomers with an approach for coping with compatible and incompatible cultural attitudes, 

behaviours, and ideas. An inability to adopt an appropriate strategy or attitude, intentionally or 

otherwise, can lead newcomers to experience ongoing cultural conflict, personal stress, and 

limited access to social resources that are important for achieving personal goals.   

Intercultural conflict often increases the amount of acculturation stress individuals will 

experience. Acculturative stress is a negative psychological response to the new cultural 

environment (Burvill, 1984). The inability to manage acculturative stress and properly cope with 

cultural conflict can manifest as psychological and physical distress for immigrants and refugees 

(Miller, Sorokin, Wang, Feetham, Choi, & Wilbur, 2006). For example, a study looking at the 

help-seeking behaviours and attitudes of Surinamese people in the Netherlands found that 

prolonged instances of acculturative stress, or inability to cope, were related to lower levels of 

behavioural functioning and psychological well-being (Knipscheer & Kleber, 2006). The 

acculturation literature is replete with studies that have demonstrated that immigrants who 

experience high levels of acculturative stress are more likely to experience health issues like 

negative affect, anxiety, low self-esteem, high blood pressure, depression, suicide ideation, and 

other psychological problems  (Aroian & Norris, 2002; Hovey & King, 1996; Miller et al., 2006; 

Paukert, Pettit, Perez & Walker, 2006; Pernice & Brook, 1996; Steffen, Smith, Larson & Butler, 

2003). Sojourners experience similar effects, but they have the option of leaving the host culture. 
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This is reflected in reports that between 10% to 50% of sojourners quit their foreign assignments 

early, costing these individuals’ career goals and multinational corporations millions of dollars 

each year (Eschbach, Parker & Stoeberl, 2001). Understanding how newcomers cope with 

cultural conflict and avoid the negative consequences caused by acculturative stress is important 

for learning to develop new and better ways to support newcomers in host cultures. 

 There are two forms of adaptation that have received a substantial amount of research 

attention, behavioural adaptation (Berry & Kim, 1988; Searle & Ward, 1990; Ward et al., 2001; 

Ward & Rana-deuba, 1999), and psychological adaptation (Berry, 1997, 1989, 2006; Berry & 

Sam, 1996). Behavioural adaptation (also referred to as sociocultural adaptation) refers to a 

person’s ability to participate in host cultural situations and social interactions. This is achieved 

through the effective acquisition of behaviours, social skills, language mastery, and cultural 

knowledge of the host culture (Ryder, Alden & Paulhus, 2000; Ward et al., 2001). Newcomers 

who participate in the host culture’s activities are more likely to have learning experiences that 

facilitate adaptation and personal effectiveness in the host culture (Ryder et al., 2000). In 

comparison, psychological adaptation refers to the well-being that an individual feels while 

living and socializing in his or her new host culture (Berry, 2006; Berry & Sam, 1996; Searle & 

Ward, 1990; Ward & Kennedy, 1994). Psychological adaptation is related to cultural identity and 

good mental health (Berry & Sam, 1996). Individuals that experience positive psychological 

adaptation are more likely to have positive experiences of personal satisfaction, self-acceptance, 

relationships with others, autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth 

(Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Singer, 1996). Studies have found that these two types of adaptation are 

interrelated, with correlations ranging from .20 to .62, depending on the sample (e.g., 

international students, diplomats, business expatriates). Despite these correlations, behavioural 
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adaptation and psychological adaptation are conceptually distinct from each other and provide 

unique insight into acculturation outcomes (Ward & Kennedy, 1999; Berry, Phinney, Sam & 

Vedder, 2006).  

An important factor that influences people’s adaptation is their cultural fit with the new 

host culture. Cultural fit is the degree of similarity or compatibility between a person’s traits, 

values, beliefs, and behaviours, and the values, beliefs, and practices of the host cultural society 

(Schiefer et al., 2012; Ward & Chang, 1997). The greater the similarity between an individual 

and his or her new society, the fewer problems he or she will have interacting with host members 

and the greater likelihood that he or she will achieve his or her goals of living a quality life. 

Numerous studies have demonstrated that cultural fit influences both behavioural and 

psychological adaptation, although inconsistently (Juang, Nguyen, & Lin, 2006; Stromberg & 

Boehnke, 2001; Ward, Leong & Low, 2004; Yijälä, Lönnqvist, Jasinskaja-Lahti & Verkasalo, 

2012). Some research suggests that the concept of cultural fit should be more about an 

individual’s ability to culturally fit rather an objective measure of fit based on a measured 

difference in cultures (Jun & Gentry, 2005). Others have suggested that past measures of cultural 

fit relied on surface-level cultural dissimilarities (e.g., living conditions, daily customs) between 

the original culture and new host culture. Instead, studies using cultural fit should examine 

deeper cultural differences, such as dissimilarities in basic values and attitudes (Van Vianen, De 

Pater, Kristof-Brown & Johnson, 2004; Yijälä et al., 2012). The cultural fit paradigm has been 

demonstrated to be an important consideration in the study of acculturation, but a closer 

examination of whether the similarity in deep-structural components of culture is as important as 

the ability of newcomers to change deep-structural components is needed.    
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Cross-cultural Training. In the 1960s, cross-cultural researchers began working with 

global organizations to examine the differences found between cultures, the relationship between 

culture and employee efficacy, and how expatriate employees coped in new host cultural 

environments  (Littrell & Salas, 2000). This research found that expatriate employees were 

experiencing difficulties on these foreign assignments related to improper adjustment to the new 

host culture (Caligiuri, Phillips, Lazarova, Tarique, & Bürgi, 2001), which impacted productivity 

and cost these global organization millions of dollars per year (Littrell & Salas). Increased 

globalization throughout the 1970s, 80s, and 90s reiterated these past findings and facilitated the 

development of cross-cultural training (CCT) to tackle the negative impact of culture shock and 

acculturation on expatriate employees (Bhawuk & Brislin, 2000). While a full review of the CCT 

literature is beyond the scope of this research, there are several lessons learned that are valuable 

for the development of this research.  

The purpose of CCT is to prepare expatriate employees to deal effectively with cultural 

differences (Fischer, 2011). To do this, Bennett and colleagues (2000) suggest that CCT should 

focus on helping people to understand the meaning of culture and how it shapes values and 

beliefs about the world that in turn affect people’s behaviours and expectations about other 

people’s behaviour. By developing a framework that contextualizes culture, individuals can 

begin to recognize cultural differences in a manner that allows them to develop strategies for 

coping and to improve skills that will allow them to more effectively interact with host culture 

members. To achieve this objective it is recommended that information be provided that explains 

general and country-specific cultural issues (Fowler & Blohm, 2004). General culture 

information relates to the concept of culture as a system for organizing people, whereas country-
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specific information is related to area studies about a country’s history, geography, politics, 

values, beliefs, and customs (Bennett et al.).  

Overall, CCT is offered with a variety of approaches related to three common learning 

objectives: cognitive, affective, and behavioural learning (e.g., knowledge, skills, and attitudes). 

These learning objectives support psychological and behavioural adaptation (Fowler & Blohm, 

2004). The acquisition of knowledge is often perceived as the most prudent approach because it 

is cost-effective and time efficient. In comparison, the modification of attitudes frequently 

involves intense one-on-one work with individuals’ belief systems and behavioural learning 

involves extensive programming and resources. Fortunately, all three learning objectives are 

interrelated and by focusing primarily on knowledge acquisition, an effect can typically be found 

for the other two objectives (Fowler & Blohm). 

CCT facilitated knowledge acquisition typically uses interactive lectures that emphasize 

both cultural-general and culture-specific information  (Fowler & Blohm, 2004). This approach 

is often perceived as non-threatening to participants due to its passive transmission of large 

amounts of information in short period of time (Fischer, 2011). The intercultural sensitizer 

method (ICS) is the most widely used and effective lecture approach. ICS focuses on differences 

in perceptions and interpretations of behaviour that are difficult to observe. The basis of this 

approach is the provision of critical information that identifies differences in values, beliefs, 

behaviours, and such between the trainee and the host culture, and then provides explanations 

and interpretations that support a more effective response in any given situation (Fowler & 

Blohm). The strengths of this approach is that it is well-researched and proven to be effective, it 

is efficient at providing a deep understanding of many issues in a few hours, and it is easily 

administered. The limitations of this approach are that it is fairly cognitive and the information 
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may overwhelm people. In addition, it relies on the ability to provide meaningful cultural 

explanations to trainees, which can be difficult to do for culturally heterogeneous group 

presentations (Bhawuk & Brislin, 2000).  

Knowledge acquisition is rarely the only desired outcome of CCT; however, it is a 

reasonable option when there is limited time, resources, and funding for training  (Fowler & 

Blohm, 2004). For example, a brief intercultural training intervention with student participants 

embedded within a university course in New Zealand was found to sensitize students to cultural 

differences (Fischer, 2011). While a single CCT session cannot protect against all the issues 

related to adapting to a new host culture, it can provide trainees with valuable insights, 

awareness, and skills to start the acculturation process (Bennett et al., 2000).  

Rationale for the Research 

The research on the topic of culture has amply demonstrated that cultural members 

understand and use cultural knowledge to facilitate social interactions with other cultural 

members (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Kroeber & Kluckholm, 1952; Leung et al., 2001; LeVine, 

2001; Schwartz, 1994; Stocking, 1966; White, 1959). Research with values and social axioms 

has established that cultural knowledge is necessary for understanding cultural differences 

(Leung & Bond, 2004; Leung et al., 1995, 2001; Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990; 

Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995; Schwartz et al., 2001). Due to a couple of studies on cultural 

adaptation, values and social axioms have been found to be an important component of cultural 

knowledge and the acculturation process (Calvez, 2008; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004). 

Research in this area has produced similar, but also divergent, findings, which demonstrates the 

need to continue researching the role of cultural knowledge in adapting to a host society. 
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Theoretical (Searle & Ward, 1990; Ward & Rana-deuba, 1999; Ward et al., 2001) and 

empirical (Domino & Acosta, 1987; Feldman et al., 1992; Georgas et al., 1996; Safdar et al., 

2006) evidence suggests that the time spent in a host culture leads to changes in newcomers’ 

values and social axioms toward the host culture, which is presumed to be based on learning. The 

alternative explanation that migrant people who are fortunate to be able to chose their destination 

country will most often select a society that shares similar values and social axioms as 

themselves is also plausible (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Safdar et al., 2006). Donà and Berry 

(1994) found that newcomers who possessed more individualistic values were more likely to 

choose countries with individualistic values, while those people who had more collectivistic 

values preferred destinations with fewer individualistic values. The implication that cultural 

knowledge is a component of cultural adaptation is not easily denied, but uncertainty about the 

exact nature as either an antecedent for destination selection or as necessary part of the 

acculturative learning process prevents a more robust understanding.  

Kurman and Ronen-Eilon (2004) found that accurate cultural knowledge was more 

predictive of positive adaptation than cultural similarity. It is often assumed that people who 

have a higher level of cultural similarity are less likely to experience difficulties adapting to a 

new society. The underlying premise is that the more similar two culturally distinct individuals 

are in an intercultural interaction, the more likely they will be able to successfully communicate 

and associate with each other. Do culturally similar newcomers who experience less 

sociocultural difficulty and perceive that they have achieved a nominal level of personally 

determined success feel motivated to adapt? This is the question raised in Kurman and Ronen-

Eilon’s study, which found that cultural similarity accounted for less variance for culturally 

similar immigrants than culturally distant immigrants. It is possible that the general cultural 
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similarity is less important than immigrants’ and sojourners’ possessing specific values (e.g., 

Power, Self-direction) and social axioms (e.g., Social Cynicism) that are similarly important to 

the host culture. Learning more, about how cultural similarity does or does not play a role in 

adapting to a new society, could provide a great deal of insight into the effect of value and social 

axiom differences we have between and within societies.  

The main premise in the research outlined in this study is that cultural similarity is not the 

sole or primary mechanism for successful adaptation (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004). The 

learning approach to acculturation suggests a cause and effect relationship between cultural 

knowledge and adaptation (Masgoret & Ward, 2006); one learns what is important to the host 

culture members in order to be successful in intercultural interactions with the host culture.  

Examining the cause and effect implications of this approach to acculturation can only be 

achieved by developing an experimental intervention that can assess the effect of learned cultural 

knowledge on newcomers’ adaptation process. As mentioned before (i.e., Rudmin, 2009; 

Waldram, 2009), there is relatively little acculturation research that has focused on experimental 

models of acculturative learning; most research has focused on the stress and coping model of 

acculturation. More studies are needed that support this applied approach and assist acculturating 

individuals and their communities (Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010).  

The main reason why community-based acculturation research is often avoided is due to 

challenges of working with immigrant service organizations (ISO). ISOs are instrumental for this 

type of research because they provide the best, and often only, way of identifying, accessing, 

promoting, recruiting, supporting, and following-up with immigrants in the community. Without 

ISO involvement, acculturation researchers are limited to snowball sampling and convenient 

samples (i.e., international students, business expatriates). Canadian ISOs have become apolitical 
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in nature over the last several decades, having evolved from community-based support and 

advocacy organizations into government-supported service organizations. Due to ongoing 

changes in government policies and funding (e.g., funding cuts; CBC, Dec 23, 2010), ISO 

administrations are often challenged to manage strict funding-mandated goals that restrict 

program delivery (Perez, 2011). Furthermore, limited or changing government funding generates 

issues for employees; low employee engagement resulting from part-time positions, low wages, 

term-limited contracts, and unstable employment conditions (Lee, 1999). These institutional 

factors have implications for how researchers can participate and conduct research within these 

organizations and the role they can play in contributing to the well-being of immigrant and 

sojourner communities.  

Despite these organizational challenges, acculturation research needs to explore ways of 

overcoming institutional barriers. The Canadian ISO model, for the most part, uses instruction-

based interventions designed to improve language (e.g, English, use of idioms), understanding of 

Canada (e.g., government, history, services) and the Canadian cultural perspective (e.g., saying 

sorry, the importance of political correctness), and employability (Ku, 2011). This model of 

service is conducive to acculturation research that is designed and focused on acculturative 

learning. Using a quasi-experimental design, research could be developed as a learning 

intervention that measures adaptation before and after the learning process. One could 

hypothesize that participants who attend an information session would be better prepared to 

understand the host culture, which in turn could have a positive effect on their psychological and 

behavioural adaptation (Berry, 2006; Calvez, 2008; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Masgoret & 

Ward, 2006).  
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To test this novel approach to applied acculturation research and the effects of learning 

about the host culture on the process of adaptation, three studies were designed to specifically 

address the needs stated above. Past research has found that values and social axioms are 

important factors for adapting to a new host society; therefore, the first study examined the 

values and social axioms of Canadians living in the Southern Ontario region. The second study 

examined the values and social axioms of immigrants and newcomers living in the Southern 

Ontario region. The third study was a quasi-experimental design that examined the effect of 

learning sociocultural facts about Canadian culture, specifically Ontarian values and social 

axioms, on adaptation of newcomers in comparison to a control group. Together, these studies 

will provide a comprehensive and robust understanding of the role that values and social axioms 

have in the process of adapting to a new society, and provide direction for future applied 

acculturation research in working with ISOs.  

Study 1  

Canada is commonly perceived as a multicultural society with liberal values like self-

expression, self-esteem, and personal achievement (Triandis, 1994). Today Canada is home to 

immigrants and sojourners who have immigrated from every country in the world (Statistics 

Canada, 2006). Despite this ongoing influx of cultural diversity, Canadian culture is, essentially, 

a derivative of European culture with all of its values and social beliefs (Cleveland et al., 2011). 

Canada’s institutions (e.g., government, education, laws, etc.) have all been adopted or modelled 

on British or Western European institutions. The vast majority of Canadians report having a 

European cultural history or background (Statistics Canada, 2013). The effect of this strong 

historical cultural connection and contemporary social influences is that Canada’s cultural 

society is less multicultural than is commonly perceived. Such that it is, Canadian culture is less 
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complicated and more consistently stable than one might find in a community that is truly 

multicultural.       

 The research that has explored Canadian culture using Schwartz’s values surveys has 

found varied results (see Table 1). A large national survey of highly skilled Canadian employees 

found that these Canadians placed the highest priority on Benevolence, Self-direction and 

Universalism (Lyons, Duxbury & Higgins, 2005). A survey of Saskatchewan university students 

who were born in Canada to Canadian-born parents rated the most important values as Tradition, 

Power, and Conformity (Calvez, 2008). Finally, two samples of Ontario university students, one 

survey of MBA students (Lan, Gowing, Rieger, McMahon & King, 2010) and the other survey 

of undergraduate students (Cleveland et al., 2011), both rated the most important values as 

Hedonism, Achievement and Benevolence. From these Canadian studies it is not clear if a 

normative score for a set of Canadian values has been identified using the Schwartz values 

survey.   

One interpretation of these studies is that value priorities vary across Canada, that 

different regions emphasize different value priorities. Regional differences within national 

samples have been found previously (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). This 

could explain the difference found between the Saskatchewan study and the two Ontario studies 

that both rated values similarly (Calvez, 2008; Cleveland et al., 2011; Lan et al., 2010). The 

convergent results of the Ontario studies must be acknowledged, but cautiously, as indicative of 

a set of normative scores for Ontario people. However, both studies used university students with 

culturally diverse backgrounds as participants, which is a sampling bias and limits one’s ability 

to generalize these conclusions to the Ontario society in general without additional research. 
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Table 1 
 
Means and rank for values reported for four Canadian samples.  

 
Note: * Means were originally reported as male and female sample scores, but reported as an aggregate score in this 
table. 
 

Unlike values, social axioms are relatively new descriptors of culture and researchers 

have found various solutions to the model factors (Leung, Lam, Bond, Conway III, Gornick, 

Amponsah, et al., 2012). Due to their newness and cultural irregularities, researchers often 

evaluate social axiom results using factor analysis to determine if the five social axioms (i.e., 

Fate Control, Religiosity, Reward for Application, Social Complexity, Social Cynicism) are 

viable for their research purposes. This was found to be the case for several Canadian studies that 

produced different factor solutions. In two of these studies an additional factor was found to be a 

part of the factor solution, one was called Interpersonal Harmony (Kuo, Kwantes, Towson & 

Nanson, 2006) and the other Harmony (Safdar et al., 2006). This factor, or a similar variant, was 

found in the first study (Leung et al., 2002), but it was disregarded when it was not consistently 

Cleveland, 
Erdoğan, Arıkan 
& Poyraz (2011) 

Lan, Gowing, 
Rieger, McMahon 

& King (2010) 
Calvez (2008) Lyons, Duxbury 

& Higgins (2005)  

Mean Rank 

 

Mean* Rank 

 

Mean Rank 

 

Mean* Rank 

Achievement 5.42 2  5.01 2  2.43 7  4.63 5 

Benevolence 5.40 3  5.01 2  2.12 10  5.11 1 

Conformity 4.98 5  4.72 5  3.08 3  4.53 7 

Hedonism 5.58 1  5.2 1  2.27 8  4.73 4 

Power 3.71 9  3.73 8  3.4 2  2.17 10 

Security 4.87 7  4.94 3  2.76 4  4.61 6 

Self-direction 5.34 4  4.93 4  2.14 9  5.07 2 

Stimulation 4.69 8  4.22 7  2.6 5  4.05 8 

Tradition 3.68 10  3.67 9  3.55 1  3.25 9 

Universalism 4.81 6  4.46 6  2.53 6  4.91 3 
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found with other cultural samples. In another study, the Religiosity social axioms appeared to 

become two independent axioms called Spiritual Complexity and Spiritual Well-being (Calvez, 

2008). Finally, the last Canadian study was only able to use three social axioms due to 

exceptionally low internal consistency for three axioms: Fate Control, Social Complexity, and 

Interpersonal Harmony (Kwantes, Karam, Kuo & Towson, 2008). Despite these complications, 

there has been enough success with social axioms’ ability to uniquely explain cross-cultural 

differences in behaviours to encourage researchers to continue using this survey tool.  

Of the Canadian studies, four were found to sample people from Ontario. Comparing the 

original five social axioms in these Ontario studies shows a pattern or consensus about which 

social axioms are most important to Ontario society (see Table 2); from most to least important, 

Social Complexity, Reward for Application, Religiosity, Social Cynicism, and Fate Control. It is 

difficult to determine if this is a regional or national expression of social axioms. A study using 

university students from British Columbian found the same hierarchical preference (Chen, 2009), 

but the study from Saskatchewan found a different hierarchical preference (Calvez, 2008). As 

such, there appears to be convergent validity for a hierarchical preference for social axioms in 

Ontario, which may or may not be similar to Canadian society. Similar to the studies reported 

above for Ontario values, these studies were possibly biased by their use of university students 

with mixed cultural backgrounds. Research using a more homogeneous community samples 

from Ontario could produce, hypothetically, a different factor solution and a unique regional 

expression of social axioms.    

Variance in the regional expressions of values and social axioms is an important concern 

for acculturation research, especially if this research is posited in a cultural learning framework. 

When learning about a culture’s values, any misinformation about the culture can have a serious 
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impact for newcomers learning to ‘fit in’ or better understand the host culture. For example, an 

individual who favours Hedonism values over Tradition values is going to be more open to new 

experiences than a person who values Tradition over Hedonism. If the person with Hedonism 

value is a newcomer, he or she is more likely going to see and approach social situations as new 

opportunities to experience or do something new while host culture people will expect 

consistency and routine. For immigrants or sojourners, knowing if Hedonism is more important 

than Tradition, or vice versa, for any particular social situation can have a profound impact on 

their ability to interact successfully with host culture members.   

Table 2 
 
Means and rank for social axioms reported for four Ontarian samples.  

 
Note: 1 Religiosity is also referred to as Spirituality. 2 Social Complexity is also referred to as Social Flexibility. 3 

Interpersonal Harmony has also been referred to as Harmony. 4 Internal consistency prevented the use of three social 
axioms in this study. 
 

Kuo, Kwantes, 
Towson & 

Nanson (2006) 

Kwantes, Karam, 
Kuo & Towson 

(2008)4 

Safdar, Dupuis, 
Lewis, El-Geledi 
& Bourhis (2008) 

Safdar, Lewis & 
Daneshpour 

(2006)  

Mean Rank 

 

Mean* Rank 

 

Mean Rank 

 

Mean* Rank 

Fate Control 2.38 5  - -  2.55 6  2.45 5 

Religiosity1 3.38 3  3.37 2  3.2 4  2.91 3 

Reward/ 
Application 4.11 2 

 
4.11 1 

 
3.7 3 

 
3.69 2 

Social 
Complexity2 4.26 1 

 
- - 

 
3.8 2 

 
4.01 1 

Social 
Cynicism 2.72 4 

 
2.71 3 

 
2.69 5 

 
2.89 4 

Interpersonal 
Harmony3 4.26 1 

 
- - 

 
3.96 1 

 
- - 
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Currently there is some support for a national/regional expression of values and social 

axioms that is important for this research. However, concerns with sampling of university 

students with mixed cultural backgrounds limits the use of these reported scores (Cleveland et 

al., 2011; Lan et al., 2010). Since Ontario is home to Canada’s largest immigrant community 

(Statistics Canada, 2006), it is not possible to sample an authentic Ontario sample without 

expanding the sampling to the community and screening for people born and raised in Ontario to 

Canadian-born parents. Using this approach to produce a more homogenous Euro-Canadian 

sample is likely to produce different results for values and social axioms than those found with 

university students. While Canadian universities are borrowed institutions from Europe that 

espouse Euro-Canadian values, these institutions also use selection criteria that identify people 

who posses the necessary ability and educational values (e.g., achievement, benevolence, 

hedonism) to succeed in this environment. It is hypothesized that a more representative 

community sample that is vetted to possess a common Euro-Canadian cultural background will 

produce a different set of values and social axioms. 

Method 

 Participants and Procedures 

Four hundred and forty-eight participants completed either an online or paper 

questionnaire (see Appendix B). Participants were obtained from three sources in Ontario and 

combined into one representative sample of the Ontario population. The first source was an 

archived data source that possessed Social Axiom Survey (SA-I) scores for 155 university 

students. The second source was a matched sample of 163 university students who completed the 

Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ). The third source was a non-academic community sample 

of 130 participants who completed both the PVQ and the SA-I. As such, this study used the 
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scores for 293 participants who completed the PVQ and 285 participants who completed the SA-

I. The majority of participants (66.8%) were female, and ranged in age from 17 to 72 years (M  = 

24, SD  = 8.72 years). All participants were screened for being born in Ontario or Canada; 97.4% 

were identified as being born in Canada and 60% of these participants self-identified as being 

born and raised in Ontario. Consistent with the cultural demographics found in Ontario (Ontario 

Government, 2013), the majority of participants (85.8%) indicated that they had a Canadian-

Western European cultural background. However, there are aspects of this sample that restrict its 

direct comparison to the Ontario population. First, most of the participants reported having some 

university experience, as 53.9% had a degree and 41.4% had some post-secondary education. 

This is in comparison to 31.5% and 4.7%, respectively, of the adult Ontario population1 (Ontario 

Government, 2013). Second, the sample was not randomly generated and, therefore, possess 

systematic biases related to participant selection. Despite these limitations, this sample is more 

representative of the Ontario population than samples from the same region found in the 

literature.  

Materials 

Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ). The PVQ is a revised version of the Schwartz 

Values Survey that modified question item wording to be more accessible to less literate or low 

language proficiency samples (see Appendix B). Validity testing found that values measured 

similarly across scales, with correlations on two samples of .95 (p < .001) and .83 (p < .01) 

(Schwartz et al., 2001). The PVQ contains 40 items that measure the ten value types that were 

identified in the Schwartz Values Survey: Benevolence, Universalism, Self-direction, 

Stimulation, Hedonism, Achievement, Power, Security, Conformity and Tradition (Schwartz, 

                                                
1 The comparison is an underestimates of the Ontario sample because it only includes adults 25 to 64 years of age.  
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1994).2 Question items are constructed as a description of something important for a hypothetical 

person, as well as providing an example (e.g., He likes to take risks. He is always looking for 

adventures.) Respondents used a 6-point Likert scale to indicate how much they are like this 

hypothetical person: (1) very much like me, (2) like me, (3) somewhat like me, (4) a little like 

me, (5) not like me, and (6) not like me at all. Test-retest reliabilities of the PVQ ranged between 

.77 and .94 across a 1-month interval, and between .58 and .66 across a 2-year interval. Internal 

consistencies ranged between .49 and .77 (Schwartz, 2003). These PVQ reliabilities are similar 

to the Schwartz Values Survey, which ranged from .45 to .76 (Schwartz et al., 2001).  For this 

study, the Cronbach’s alphas for the ten values were similar to past research (Schwartz et al., 

2001; Schwartz, 2003), with Achievement at .75, Benevolence at .64, Conformity at .73, 

Hedonism at .73, Power at .66, Security at .57, Self-direction at .64, Stimulation at .76, Tradition 

at .56, and Universalism at .76. 

Social Axiom Survey (SA–I). The SA-I has 60 items that measure five social axiom 

factors: Social Cynicism, Reward for Application, Spirituality, Fate Control, and Social 

Complexity (see Appendix C; Leung et al., 2002). Question items are phrased as descriptions of 

a specific belief, for example, “there is usually only one way to solve a problem” or “the just will 

eventually defeat the wicked.” Respondents rated on a 5-point Likert scale how much they hold 

this belief: (1) strongly believe, (2) believe, (3) no opinion to disbelieve, (4) disbelieve and (5) 

strongly disbelieve. The SA-I has had some internal consistency issues that have been addressed 

in the revised SA-II (Leung et al., 2012), but moderate acceptable coefficients have been found 

for the SA-I. For the most part, the Cronbach’s alphas vary for Social Cynicism from .37 to .79, 

for Social Complexity from .33 to .67, for Reward for Application from .33 to .72, for 

                                                
2 These ten values correspond to two higher-order value dimensions; Openness to Change-Conservation and Self-
transcendence-Enhancement dimensions. 
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Religiosity from .49 to .78, and for Fate Control from .32 to .59. Furthermore, confirmatory 

factor analysis with the 5-factor model (reported above) with different cultural samples has had 

goodness-of-fit indexes ranging from .88 and .95 (Leung et al., 2002). However, some 

researchers have had issues with items loading inconsistently on factors (Kurman & Ronen-

Eilon, 2004; Safdar et al., 2006), but the factors that were found had good reliability (ranging 

from .62 to .88). Good reliability was found for the four social axioms used in this study (see 

below), with Cronbach’s alphas for Reward for Application at .93, Religiosity at .81, Social 

Cynicism at .81, and Fate Control at .73. 

Results 

Responses from the participants on the PVQ and SA were computed using the same 

procedures to produce centred scores. Schwartz (Schwartz, Verkasalo, Antonovsky & Sagiv, 

1997) recommends that a corrective procedure be used to minimize the effect of individual 

differences in the use of response scales. The mean of a participant’s score on all scale items is 

subtracted from each value- or axiom-score to create centred, or difference, scores. These centred 

scores were used as a representative expression of Ontario values and social axioms.  

Portrait Values Questionnaire. The 40-item PVQ was scored using the recommended 

procedures by Schwartz et al. (1997). Outliers were identified and removed from the data set; 

four multivariate and twelve univariate outliers were removed. The total number of participants 

included in the analysis was 278.  The computed centred scores revealed low skewness for the 

ten values, ranging from -0.12 to 0.48, and low kurtosis for nine values, ranging from -0.28 to 

0.69. The Universalism value had moderately high kurtosis of 1.53, but Tabachnick and Fidell 

(2001) suggest that underestimates of variance caused by kurtosis are negligible when using 
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samples larger than 200 participants. The Cronbach’s alphas for the ten values were moderately 

reliable, and within the typical range reported by Schwartz (2003), ranging from .56 to .76. 

The scores on the PVQ indicate that the Ontario sample placed a substantial amount of 

priority on the Tradition (M = 0.96, SD = 0.77) and Power (M = 0.85, SD = 0.88) values. 

Conversely, they placed the lowest priority on Benevolence and Self-direction (M = -0.52 each, 

SD = 0.53 and 0.60, respectively) values. The remaining six values scored moderately between 

these high/low value pairs: from most to least important, Conformity, Stimulation, Achievement, 

Security, Hedonism and Universalism. 

Table 3 

Values means, standard deviations and reliabilities for the Canadian sample (n= 278). 
 

 
Raw Score Centred Score 

Values Mean SD  Mean SD  
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Achievement 2.58 0.90  -0.05 0.76  .75 

Benevolence 2.12 0.66  -0.52 0.53  .64 

Conformity 2.81 0.89  0.20 0.78  .73 

Hedonism 2.38 0.86  -0.28 0.72  .73 

Power 3.49 0.99  0.85 0.88  .66 

Security 2.48 0.73  -0.14 0.55  .57 

Self-direction 2.1 0.69  -0.52 0.60  .64 

Stimulation 2.86 1.03  0.18 0.86  .76 

Tradition 3.57 0.89  0.96 0.77  .56 

Universalism 2.28 0.73  -0.33 0.64  .76 
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Social Axiom Survey.  The original 60-item SA-I construct has been found to produce 

variable solutions due to a number of issues, which includes cultural influence, item wording, 

and limited axiom reliability (Leung et al., 2012; Safdar et al., 2006). A preliminary examination 

of the SA-I using structural equation modelling would be best, but the sample was too small (as 

recommended by Westland, 2010). Therefore, principal axis factor analysis with varimax 

rotation was conducted. No initial solution with simple structure was found that represented the 

original 5-factor solution (Leung et al., 2002). Twelve eigenvalues higher than one were 

extracted and explained 57.7% of the total variance. A review of the assumptions that affect 

factor analysis indicated several participants’ scores contained univariate and multivariate 

outliers, which can affect the item correlations in the analysis. As such, 34 participants were 

removed (six multivariate and 28 univariate outliers). The final sample size was 250 participants, 

which is more than adequate for factor analysis (Kline, 1994). Despite concerted effort to 

produce the 5-factor solution recommended by Leung et al. (2002), factor analysis could not 

achieve a simple structure. The fifth factor items loaded in an uninterpretable pattern due to poor 

factor loadings and cross-loading items.  

A 4-factor solution was indicated by the scree plot analysis as the best solution. Three 

approaches for the use of a 4-factor solution were explored (see Table 4): a data-driven solution 

and two theory-driven solutions using four out of the five social axioms (removing either Social 

Complexity or Reward for Application items). The data-driven solution, for the most part, 

remained true to Leung et al.’s (2002) 5-factor solution in that most of the items for the Reward 

for Application and Social Complexity social axioms loaded on to a single factor. Issues with 

simple structure required that survey items be removed that had less than 5% factor loadings, did 

not load positively, or they cross-loaded equitably on more than one factor. Thirteen items were 
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removed: 9, 14, 15, 20, 30, 34, 36, 38, 40, 55, 58, 59, and 60. The final 4-factor solution 

achieved simple structure, had a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin's (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy of 

.95, and explained 53.21% of the total variance.  

The two theory-driven 4-factor solutions also remain true to Leung et al.’s (2002) 5-

factor solution, but at the expense of a greater number of survey items. In one version of this 

exploratory factor analysis the items associated with the Reward for Application social axiom 

were removed, along with survey items that shared less than 5% variance, had negative loadings, 

or cross-loaded equitably on more than one factor (i.e., items 09, 13, 14, 15, 18 and 58). The 

final solution achieved simple structure, had a KMO score of .94, and explained 49.9% of the 

total variance. The second version involved the removal of Social Complexity items and poor, 

negative or cross-loaded items (i.e., items 09, 14, 15, 20, 34, 36, 38, 40 and 58). This solution 

had a KMO score of .91, and explained 45.6% of the total variance. 

The data-driven 4-factor solution explained the most variance. Factor 1 (37.1% of 

explained variance) appears to represent a belief that success can be socially determined, that one 

should work hard and be knowledgeable in a way that meets specific social expectations rather 

than personal expectations. Arrogance, power and status may make people less trustworthy, 

while modesty, tolerance and acceptance of competition are important qualities for success. One 

should strive for success by planning for or overcoming failures that may or may not be your 

fault. This new social axiom is labelled Socially Rewarded Behaviour. The remaining three 

factors represent, more or less, Leung et al.’s (2002) factors. Factor 2 (6.9% explained variance) 

is the Religiosity social axiom, factor 3 (5.7% explained variance) is the Social Cynicism social 

axiom, and factor 4 (3.6% explained variance) is a constricted version of the Fate Control social 

axiom.   
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Table 4 
 
Three 4-Factor Solutions with Rotated Factor Loadings and Simple Structure (n=250). 
 

Data-driven solution Theory-driven solution without 
Reward for Application items 

Theory-driven solution without 
Social Complexity items 

Item 
Leung et 

al.’s 5 
Factors Factor 

1 
Factor 

2 
Factor 

3 
Factor 

4 

 

Factor 
1 

Factor 
2 

Factor 
3 

Factor 
4 

 

Factor 
1 

Factor 
2 

Factor 
3 

Factor 
4 

1 SocCyn .634     .661     .629    

2 SocCyn .596     .603     .606    

3 SocCyn   .479     .483     .480  

4 SocCyn   .306     .293     .315  

5 SocCyn   .536     .537     .533  

6 SocCyn   .456     .433     .462  

7 SocCyn   .308     .288     .314  

8 SocCyn   .414     .396     .413  

9 SocCyn r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 

10 SocCyn   .403     .398     .407  

11 SocCyn   .361     .349     .373  

12 SocCyn   .528     .528     .534  

13 SocCyn   .293   r r r r    .303  

14 SocCyn r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 
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15 SocCyn r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 

16 SoCom .862     .876     r r r r 

17 SoCom .898     .919     r r r r 

18 SocCyn   .279   r r r r    .290  

19 SocCyn .574     .584     .577    

20 SocCyn r r r r    .304   r r r r 

21 SoCom .870     .888     r r r r 

22 SoCom .911     .934     r r r r 

23 SoCom .938     .954     r r r r 

24 SoCom .610     .613     r r r r 

25 SoCom .857     .867     r r r r 

26 SoCom .934     .934     r r r r 

27 SoCom .769     .770     r r r r 

28 SoCom .713     .714     r r r r 

29 SoCom .852     .871     r r r r 

30 SoCom r r r r  .335     r r r r 

31 ReApp .791     r r r r  .809    

32 ReApp .789     r r r r  .784    

33 ReApp .528     r r r r  .538    

34 ReApp r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 
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35 ReApp .692     r r r r  .700    

36 ReApp r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 

37 ReApp .756     r r r r  .751    

38 ReApp r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 

39 ReApp .597     r r r r  .590    

40 ReApp r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 

41 ReApp .366     r r r r  .385    

42 ReApp .900     r r r r  .907    

43 ReApp .842     r r r r  .852    

44 ReApp .842     r r r r  .860    

45 Relg  .746     .749     .752   

46 Relg  .558     .546     .563   

47 Relg  .799     .792     .804   

48 Relg  .692     .692     .678   

49 Relg  .607     .607     .612   

50 Relg  .446     .445     .437   

51 Relg  .291     .296     .271   

52 Relg  .551     .547     .541   

53 FatCo    .567     .553     .570 

54 FatCo    .397     .352     .409 
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55 FatCo r r r r     .364     .396 

56 FatCo    .545     .468     .490 

57 FatCo    .520     .551     .548 

58 FatCo r r r r  r r r r  r r r r 

59 FatCo r r r r     .267     .261 

60 FatCo r r r r     .315     .356 
Note: SoCyn = Social Cynicism, SoCom = Social Complexity, ReApp = Reward for Application, Relg = Religiosity, and FatCo = Fate Control.  
r = items removed when they loaded less than 5% with a factor or cross-loaded equitably on more than one factor. 
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In comparison, the two theory-driven solutions do not explain as much variance as the 

data-driven solution. The first factor in each theory-driven solution appears to represent either 

the Social Complexity or Reward for Application social axioms when the opposite social 

axiom’s items are removed; these two Factor 1s explain 31.5% or 26.3% of the variance, 

respectively. The remaining three factors reflect the same social axioms in both solutions: Factor 

2 represented the Religiosity social axiom (explaining 8.2% and 8.1% of the variance, 

respectively), factor 3 the Social Cynicism social axiom (explaining 6.3% and 6.7% of the 

variance, respectively) and factor 4 the Fate Control social axiom (explaining 4% and 4.5% of 

the variance, respectively). The main advantage of the theory-driven solutions is that the fourth 

factor is more fully defined by seven out of eight original items compared to four items for the 

data-driven solution. In addition, all four factors more faithfully represent Leung et al.’s (2002) 

solution, which make this factor solution more interpretable and relatable to past research.  

In choosing a 4-factor solution, it was recommended by K. Leung that the theory-driven 

solution without the Social Complexity social axiom was the most advantageous solution 

(personal communication, December 10, 2013). The main reason for this choice was the 

increased compatibility of the solution with past findings. Furthermore, the Social Complexity 

axiom has been found to be the least reliable axiom in past research with average alphas below 

.60 across the societies studied (Leung et al., 2012). The data-driven solution is supported by the 

data and, anecdotally, the Socially Rewarded Behaviour axiom does appear to describe aspects 

of Canada’s sociocultural belief in the importance of political correctness for society members. 

The main weakness of this solution is that it lacks any convergent validity for the use of this 

hybrid axiom. With the need to build on these findings in subsequent studies, the 4-factor 
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solution using the Reward for Application, Religiosity, Social Cynicism and Fate Control axioms 

appears to be the best, although conservative, solution.   

The scores on the SA-I were centred using Schwartz’s recommended procedure (see 

Table 5; Schwartz et al., 1997; Smith, 2004). Kurtosis and skewness was low for three of the 

four social axioms, ranging from -1.34 to -0.13 and -0.43 to 0.64, respectively. Reward for 

Application had a moderately high level of kurtosis, but was not perceived to be an issue due to 

sample size (stated above; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). As reported previously, the Cronbach’s 

alpha for each axiom was moderate (α = .73) to high (α = .93).   

Table 5 

Centred social axioms means, standard deviations and reliabilities for the Ontario sample (n= 
250). 

Raw Scores   Centred Scores  
Social Axioms 

Mean SD  Mean SD 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Fate Control 2.94 0.76  -0.04 0.73 .73 

Religiosity 3.33 0.81  0.35 0.71 .81 

Reward / Application 2.92 1.03  -0.07 0.94 .93 

Social Cynicism 2.83 0.73  -0.15 0.72 .81 

  

 Construct Validity. Values and social axioms have both been theorized to explain culture 

and sociocultural behaviour (Schwartz et al., 2001; Leung et al., 2002). While they explain 

different aspects of sociocultural phenomena, one can expect that some values and social axioms 

should share variance with underlying related cultural constructs. Construct validity was 

achieved through convergent and discriminant correlational testing which showed both positive 

and negative correlations between constructs that were expected to have a relationship and no 

relationships between variables without an expected relationship (see Table 6). 
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 For the PVQ, the circumplex relationship between values is well established and suggests 

that values that are closest to each should share positive correlational relationships and values 

that are furthest away from each other should have negative correlational relationships (for a 

review, see Appendix A; Schwartz et al., 2001). For example, Stimulation had a positive 

relationships with Hedonism (r(298) = .34, p < .001) and Self-direction (r(198) = .22, p < .001) 

values, and negative relationships with Conformity (r(298) = -.48, p < .001), Security (r(298) = -

.32, p < .001) and Tradition (r(298) = -.23, p < .001) values. Overall, the correlation matrix 

shows an expected convergent and discriminant pattern of relationship between values, to one 

degree or another. Additional support for construct validity was found by assessing if value 

relationships were slightly stronger for values associated with the same higher-order value 

dimensions (i.e., Self-Enhancement vs. Self-transcendence, Openness to Change vs. 

Conservation), and weaker or non-existent when they were not associated. For example, the 

Power value was found to have a strong positive relationship with the Achievement (r(298) = 

.51, p < .001) in the same Self-enhancement value, but it had no relationship with Security 

(r(298) = -.09, p = .106) in the Conservative value. For the same reason, but in reverse, Power 

was found to have a strong negative relationship with the Universalism (r(298) = -.54, p < .001) 

value, but not with Self-direction (r(298) = -.87, p = .136).  

  For SA-I, the relationship between social axioms is less structured and more inconsistent 

than it is with values (Kwantes et al., 2008; Leung et al., 2012; Safdar et al., 2006). As such, 

construct validity was best assessed through the positive and negative perceptions of each axiom 

toward society. As expected, Reward for Application, which is a positive belief about how the 

social world perceives and rewards effort and achievement, was found to have negative 

correlational relationships with Fate Control (r(284) = -.75, p < .001),  
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Table 6  
 
Correlation matrix of the ten values and four social axioms for the Ontario sample (n= 250). 

Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Achievement 1             

2. Benevolence -.424** 1            

3. Conformity -.190** -.026 1           

4. Hedonism .210** -.125* -.384** 1          

5. Power .506** -.414** -.205** .209** 1         

6. Security -.014 -.305** .174** -.229** -.094 1        

7. Self-direction -.128* .028 -.392** -.046 -.087 -.208** 1       

8. Stimulation -.005 -.035 -.483** .339** .107 -.315** .217** 1      

9. Tradition -.390** .075 .326** -.284** -.270** -.058 -.318** -.227** 1     

10. Universalism -.487** .319** -.175** -.284** -.539** -.150** .209** -.063 -.101 1    
11. Reward/ 

Application 
.092 .004 -.038 .126 .017 .002 .078 .050 -.371** .092 1   

12. Religiosity -.264** .248** .179* -.234** -.236** .078 -.127 -.029 .491** -.128 -.372** 1  

13. Social Cynicism .215* -.324** -.048 .083 .213* -.032 .106 .021 -.184* -.063 -.752** -.199** 1 

14. Fate Control .009 .057 -.165 .105 .054 -.078 -.035 -.040 -.090 .179* -.747** .046 .437** 
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Social Cynicism (r(284) = -.75, p < .001) and Religiosity (r(284) = -.37, p < .001) beliefs. These 

beliefs all infer predetermined, uncontrollable or supernaturalconsequences for one’s actions or for 

situation circumstances, respectively. Another relationship found between Fate Control and Social 

Cynicism (r(284) = .44, p < .001) axioms reflects the similarity of their beliefs about the unknowable 

nature or consequence of situations, either as a result of fate or the negative nature of humanity, 

respectively.  

 Lastly, the relationships between the PVQ and SA-I were explored and construct validity was 

confirmed. The best example of this was found for the Religiosity axioms, which possesses beliefs 

related to humility, devotedness and helpfulness. This social axiom had strong positive relationships 

with the Tradition (r(130) = .49, p < .001) and Benevolence (r(130) = .25, p = .004) values. 

Furthermore, these religious or spiritual beliefs were found to be oppositional to Achievement 

(r(130) = -.26, p = .002 ), Power (r(130) = -.24, p = .007) and Hedonism (r(130) = -.23, p = .007 ) 

values. Another example was found for Social Cynicism, which are beliefs about the importance of 

being suspicious and untrusting of society. This axiom was found to share a positive relationship 

with Achievement (r(130) = .21, p = .014) and Power (r(130) = .21, p = .015) values, and a negative 

relationship with Benevolence (r(130) = -.32, p < .001) value. This can be understood as recognition 

of the importance of protecting oneself with achievements and influence over other people, while not 

trusting that other people are genuinely interested in helping you. 

Discussion 

 The purpose of the current study was to examine the consistency of past research and to 

establish a set of representative value and social axiom scores that could be used in future research 

with immigrants and sojourners. This was accomplished by using a community sample of people 

born and raised in Ontario by Canadian parents. The final analyses produced a set of preference 
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scores for values and social axioms that were substantially different than the scores reported in past 

research. For example, this study found the Tradition and Power values were the most important 

values rather than Hedonism and Achievement values. This community sample indicates that people 

in Ontario value moderation, humbleness, social power, wealth, authority, acceptance of position in 

life, and preservation of public image. In comparison, the university sample indicates that Ontarians 

put the greatest value on pleasure, enjoyment of life, ambition, influence, and success. A review of 

social axioms found that the community sample reported Religiosity as the most important belief, 

while university students prioritized Social Complexity and Reward for Application beliefs. Here we 

appear to be juxtaposing the importance orderly Judeo-Christian beliefs against beliefs about a 

socially complex world and the right to be rewarded for good effort. Interpreting these results in 

context to determining a representative score for Ontario people is difficult.  

 The advantage of this study is that it used a community sample recruited from the general 

populations, albeit using recruiters associated with university institutions. Since the community 

members were screened for a homogenous Canadian cultural background, it is a better representative 

sample of the Ontario population than the previously cited studies. Without collaborative studies to 

provide more evidence for the best set of Ontario value and social axioms scores, correctly selecting 

which set of scores to represent Ontario is problematic. However, if one were to choose to err on one 

side or another, the side possessing the strongest representative sample of the culture and its cultural 

members is, most likely, the better measure.   

 Examining the results of this study reveals some interesting insights into common perceptions 

of Ontario society. The Ontario community sample rated the Tradition and Power values as the most 

important, which relates to the perception that Canadians are industrious and politically correct by 

nature. However, one often hears immigrants or sojourners describe Canada using words like social 
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justice (i.e., Universalism), helpful and caring (i.e., Benevolence) and independent (i.e., Self-

direction). All of which was found to be not true for the people from Ontario who rated these values 

as least important. Some have hypothesized that the Canadian government’s focus and endorsement 

on human rights, social policies, and liberal multiculturalism have forced the dominant majority to 

pay less attention to their own needs (Beautell, 2000) while at the same time teaching them to hide 

their prejudices behind expressions of political correctness (Hutchings, 2005; Krahn & Mulder, 

2005). These may contribute to the misperception that Ontario people value an open and just society 

that is helpful and appreciative of free-thinking individuals could lead to failed intercultural 

interactions for immigrants and sojourners. 

 The last finding of importance was that a factor analysis was unable to replicate the original 

five-factor solution for SA-I. Past research has found similar issues with the SA-I items loading 

inconsistently on different factors or making composite factors (Kuo et al., 2006; Kwantes et al., 

2008; Safdar et al., 2008), which was the case for this study.  Using a data-driven solution would 

have meant using a hybrid axiom that had never previously been reported. While it had the potential 

to increase our understanding of the culture in Ontario, an inability to validate or compare this axiom 

with past literature was problematic. Instead, the choice to use a theory-driven solution, minus the 

problematic items, allows this research to capitalize on past literature while adding to the discussion. 

Increased scrutiny of the relationships within and between the values and social axioms successfully 

validated both constructs and supported the use of the theory-driven four-factor solution for this line 

of research.  

Study 2 

The purpose of the second study was to examine the role that values and social axioms play 

in immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to Ontario society. Newcomers possess cultural 
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knowledge from their original culture, which they have always used as a social tool for interactions 

with original cultural members (Hofstede, 1984, 2001). However, in their new host culture this 

knowledge may or may not be effective for use in intercultural interactions with host culture 

members. The usefulness of this past cultural knowledge is related to how well it fits with the new 

culture. Ward and Chang (1997) were the first to suggest that the “cultural fit” between an 

acculturating individual and the host-culture is an important element in immigrant and sojourner 

adaptation. Others have suggested that it is not necessarily the level of compatibility in cultures as 

much as it is a newcomer’s ability to fit into the host culture (Jun & Gentry, 2005). The role and 

form that cultural fit plays in newcomers’ behavioural and psychological adaptation has become an 

important research issue for acculturation researchers. 

Cultural fit, also known as cultural competency (Searle & Ward, 1990), environment-person 

fit (e.g., Musiol & Boehnke,  2013), cultural consonance (e.g., Dressler, Balieiro, Ribeiro, & Santos, 

2007) or cultural congruence (Stromberg & Boehnke, 2001), refers to the level of correspondence 

between an individual’s culture and the host culture (Schiefer et al., 2012; Searle & Ward, 1990; 

Ward & Chang, 1997). It has been measured many ways (e.g., every day conditions, customs, and 

climate; Van Vianen et al., 2004), but more recently the objective fit approach has become the 

principal method to assess cultural similarity. The objective fit approach assesses differences of an 

individual’s score on a particular measure in comparison to the mean score of a reference or cultural 

group on the same measure (Schiefer et al., 2012; Ward & Chang, 1997; Ward, Leong, & Low, 

2004). Environment-person fit studies have begun to explore fit using values as objective indicators 

(e.g., Musiol & Boehnke,  2013; Van Vianen et al., 2004), which has influenced cross-cultural 

researchers to do the same in acculturation studies (Fischer, 2006; Rosales Meza, 2010; Schiefer et 

al., 2012; Yijälä et al, 2012). As such, cultural fit research and acculturation research has just begun 
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to empirically explore the interaction of original and host cultural influences for acculturating 

individuals.  

The few acculturation studies that have examined cultural fit have found that greater fit 

between values (Musiol & Boehnke,  2013; Rosales Meza, 2010) and social axioms (Kurman & 

Ronen-Eilon, 2004) of a newcomer and the host culture are related to higher levels of positive 

adaptation. For example, a study of Mexican-American college students found that the degree of fit 

between their personal values and the values in their university significantly predicted students’ 

positive psychological adjustment to university (Rosales Meza, 2010). Similarly, discrepancies 

between Former Soviet Union (FSU) and Ethiopian immigrants’ social axioms with the host Israeli 

society, i.e., lack of fit, were predictive of social and functional adaptation difficulties for these 

immigrants (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon). This study also found that culturally distant Ethiopian 

immigrants were much more reliant on accurate cultural knowledge of the host culture for adaptation 

than the culturally similar FSU immigrants. The implication is that a relationship exists between 

cultural fit and cultural competency; the less culturally fit a newcomer is with his or her new host 

culture, the greater the need to be instrumental in fitting into the culture. As such, Ethiopian 

immigrants used knowledge of Israeli social axioms and values more than FSU immigrants in their 

adaptation to Israeli society (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon).   

Despite previous research that has shown that immigrants tend to be strategic in selecting 

destinations that best fit their own values (Donà & Berry, 1994), a vast majority of non-Western 

immigrants and sojourners are attracted to Western host cultures. In Canada, more than 75% of 

immigrants originate from non-Western countries (e.g., East, South, and Pacific Asia; Statistics 

Canada, 2013). These newcomers do not have a high level of cultural fit with Canadian society, but 

they chose Canada due to economic benefits and personal safety (Berry et al., 2006). Are these low 
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culturally fit individuals relegated to a lower quality life due to an inability to connect effectively 

with the host culture members?  The cultural learning approach to acculturation would suggest that 

they are more likely to find ways to use their current cultural knowledge while learning about the 

new host culture (Masgoret & Ward, 2006).  

No literature exists that describes the types of original cultural knowledge that culturally 

distant newcomer might use in adapting to a new host culture. Instead, the acculturation literature 

has borrowed from cross-cultural research that has examined values and social axioms as predictors 

of sociocultural behaviour (e.g., Bond et al., 2004). This research has associated immigrant and 

sojourner values in different sociocultural contexts with alienation (Parsons, 1951), poor 

sociocultural adaptation (Stromberg & Boehnke, 2001; van Vianen et al., 2004) and poor 

psychological well-being (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). One study that most strongly relates to this line 

of research examined potential FSU migrants’ values and their perceived cultural fit with their future 

host culture, Finland (Yijälä et al., 2012). Participants’ Openness to Change values were found to be 

predictive of expected socio-cultural adaptation. These researchers hypothesize that migrants who 

value stimulation, creativity, independent thought, and action (i.e., Stimulation, Self-direction 

values; Schwartz, 1994) see their future move as a positive challenge, which shapes their 

expectations and willingness to adapt smoothly to the future host culture. Conversely, migrants who 

value social order, obedience, and humility (i.e., Security, Conformity, and Tradition values; 

Schwartz, 1994) expected to experience more difficulties in adapting to the future host culture 

(Yijälä et al.). These researchers also found that the participants who perceived the future host 

culture as helpful, friendly, broadminded and just (i.e., Universalism and Benevolence values; 

Schwartz, 1994) expected fewer difficulties adjusting to the new society. Conversely, migrants who 
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expected the future host culture to be focused on wealth, authority, ambition and success (i.e., Power 

and Achievement values; Schwartz, 1994) anticipated more difficulties adapting (Yijälä et al.). 

Overall, numerous studies have demonstrated that cultural fit and cultural competency (e.g., 

Searle & Ward, 1990; Stromberg & Boehnke, 2001; van Vianen et al., 2004) are related to 

psychological and behavioral adaptation outcomes. As stated before, psychological adaptation refers 

to an immigrant’s or sojourner’s affective or attitudinal dimension of psychological well-being or 

satisfaction, often related to positive measures of personal satisfaction, self-acceptance, relationships 

with others, autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, personal growth, or mood states 

(e.g., anxiety, depression; Berry, 2006; Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Singer, 1996; Safdar et al., 2003; Ward, 

1996). Behavioural adaptation refers to a newcomer’s social skills and cultural competency in the 

host culture, often associated with the culture learning approach and expressed in terms of social 

difficulties (Safdar et al., 2009; Ward et al., 2001; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). Future studies need to 

validate the unique contribution of values and social axioms as cultural fit indicators and determine 

the role that these two types of cultural knowledge play in the psychological and behavioural 

adaptation to a new host culture. 

Hypotheses 

This study examined whether certain types of cultural knowledge, values or social axioms, 

were more predictive and supportive of psychologically and/or behaviourally adaptation. Past 

research examined knowledge of host culture values and social axioms (Calvez, 2008; Kurman & 

Ronen-Eilon, 2004), but this study will assess the effect of immigrants’ and sojourners’ use of their 

current cultural knowledge of values and social axioms. By recruiting newcomers who recently 

arrived in Canada, this study will examine the role of original cultural values and social axioms in 

the acculturation process. Since there is limited literature that has examined the use of original 



                                                             55 

 

cultural knowledge in adapting to a new host society, this study is limited to the following 

hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 1: A tentative hypothesis anticipates that immigrants’ and sojourners’ values and 

social axioms will uniquely explain psychological and behavioral adaptation. Yijälä and 

colleagues study (2012) found that immigrants’ and sojourners’ values were expected to 

explain behavioural adaptation, but psychological adaptation was never considered as an 

option. 

Hypothesis 2: Based on Yijälä and colleagues study (2012), immigrants and sojourners with 

a greater preference for Openness to Change values (i.e., Stimulation and Self-direction 

values) and Self-Enhancement values (Achievement and Power values) will have greater 

adaptation than those who placed a greater preference on Conservation values (Conformity, 

Security, and Tradition values) and Self-transcendence values (Universalism and 

Benevolence values; Schwartz, 1994).  

 

This study is unique within the cultural fit and acculturation literature because it will assess 

both cultural values and social axioms at the individual level rather than using personal values (i.e., 

Rosales Meza, 2010), societal level values (i.e., Scheifer et al, 2012) or surface level measures of 

culture (i.e., Van Vianen et al., 2004). Furthermore, it expands on past research that examined the 

unique contribution of knowledge of host culture values and social axioms in predicting adaptation 

to a host culture (Calvez, 2008; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004).  As such, this study will assess the 

role of cultural knowledge of immigrants and sojourners who are currently adapting to Canadian 

society. Specifically, this study will examine if newcomers’ level of value and social axiom cultural 
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fit is predictive of their psychologically and behaviourally adaptation to Ontario society. The results 

of the first study established a set of representative scores for people from Ontario that can be used 

in this study to develop cultural value and social axiom fit scores. By examining these cultural fit 

scores, this study can make several hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 3: Values and social axioms cultural fit measures will uniquely explain both 

psychological adaptation (e.g., Calvez, 2008) and behavioural adaptation (e.g., Kurman & 

Ronen-Eilon, 2004). 

Hypothesis 4: Immigrants and sojourners with a lower level of overall cultural fit will 

experience greater difficulties in their behavioural adaptation (e.g., Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 

2004; Masgoret & Ward, 2006) and psychological adaptation (e.g., Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 

2004) than those with a higher cultural fit. 

 

Hypothesis 4A: Immigrants and sojourners with a lower level of social axiom cultural fit 

will experience greater difficulties in their behavioural adaptation (e.g., Kurman & 

Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Masgoret & Ward, 2006; Yijälä et al., 2012) than those with a higher 

cultural fit. 

Hypothesis 4B: Immigrants and sojourners with a lower level of value cultural fit will 

experience greater difficulties in their psychological adaptation (e.g., Kurman & Ronen-

Eilon, 2004; Ward et al., 2004) than those with a higher cultural fit. 
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Method 

 Participants and Procedures 

Participants. One hundred and forty three people were recruited to participate in this study 

from immigrant service organizations and university international student centres in the greater 

Toronto area and Guelph, Ontario. The majority of participants were female, 76.2%, and had a mean 

age of 35.7 years, ranging from 18 to 67 years. The study focused on recruiting newcomers who had 

recently arrived in Canada and, as such, 49.2% reported to have arrived within the last two years, 

another 27.2% arrived between two and four years ago, 16.2% arrived between five and ten years 

ago, and the remaining 3.8% arrived sometime in the last 20 years. More than half of participants, 

55.9%, indicated that they had Landed Immigrant status, while 26.4% were in Canada on a student, 

dependent or visitor visa and 2.8% had refugee status. Only 7.7% of participants had Canadian 

citizenship.  

Another focus of the study was the recruitment of participants from non-Western countries. 

The largest majority of participants reported their country of origin was in the South Asia region 

(32.2%), followed closely by East Asia (27.3%), and then the Middle East (12.6%), Latin America 

(11.9%) and other non-Western countries (16.1%). Furthermore, 97.8% reported being born and 

raised in same country as their parents, which points to a homogeneous cultural background. The 

other demographic of notes is the educational attainment of this sample. Approximately 71% of 

participants had earned a university degree: 28% had a Bachelor degree, 38.5% had a Master’s or 

Professional degree, and 4.9% had a Ph.D. degree. Despite this educational attainment, only 34.3% 

reported working in Canada and almost 70% of these people earned less than $25 thousand per year.     

Procedures. Participants volunteered to complete either an online or paper questionnaire (see 

Appendix B). All study materials were written in English, so all participants were screened for a 
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moderate level of English. Participants were encouraged to use of an English glossary provided with 

the paper survey (for an example, see Appendix C) or access an online dictionary for the online 

survey. A research assistant or immigrant service staff members were available to offer additional 

support to the few participants who requested help. 

Materials 

The questionnaire was offered as a single survey that contained eleven scales with 177 items 

and 17 demographic questions. For this study, only five scales were used; the two used and reported 

in Study 1 (i.e., PVQ, SA-I) and the Psychological Well-being scale, Sociocultural adaptation scale 

and the Individual Network of Ethnic Contacts scale (to review all scales, see Appendix B). 

Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ). Similar to Study 1, the 40-item PVQ was used to 

assess ten value types: Benevolence, Universalism, Self-direction, Stimulation, Hedonism, 

Achievement, Power, Security, Conformity and Tradition (Schwartz, 1994).3 Participants used a 6-

point Likert scale to indicate how much they are like the person described in the item: (1) very much 

like me, (2) like me, (3) somewhat like me, (4) a little like me, (5) not like me, and (6) not like me at 

all. Previous Cronbach’s alphas have been reported for the PVQ between .49 and .77 (Schwartz, 

2003). The Cronbach’s alphas in this study were consistent with past research (Schwartz et al., 2001; 

Schwartz, 2003); Achievement was .73, Benevolence was .67, Conformity was .51, Hedonism at .57, 

Power at .75, Security at .59, Self-direction at .57, Stimulation at .56,  Tradition at .68, and 

Universalism at .60. 

Social Axiom Survey (SA-I).  Similar to Study 1, the 60-item SA– I was used to measure 

four social axioms: Fate Control, Religiosity, Reward for Application, and Social Cynicism. 

Participants rated their level of belief about items on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) strongly believe, (2) 

                                                
3 These ten values correspond to two higher-order value dimensions; Openness to Change-Conservation and Self-
transcendence-Enhancement dimensions (see Appendix B). 
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believe, (3) no opinion to disbelieve, (4) disbelieve and (5) strongly disbelieve. Past research has 

found Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .32 to .79 for the original five factors (Leung et al., 2002), 

and between .62 to .88 for studies that corrected for poor loading items and cultural influences 

(Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Safdar et al., 2006). This study had good reliability with Cronbach’s 

alphas for Fate Control at .63, Religiosity at .56, Reward for Application at .79, and Social Cynicism 

at .77. 

Psychological Well-being Scale (PWB). The PWB is an 18-item scale that measures 

participants’ reports of six aspects of well-being (i.e., self-acceptance, positive relations with others, 

autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth) as an estimate of 

psychological adaptation (Lay & Safdar, 2003; Ryff & Singer, 1996). Participants were asked to rate 

how much they believed an item described themselves (e.g., I have confidence in my own opinions, 

even if they are contrary to the general consensus). Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) 

strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral or don’t know, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree. Past 

research has reported good reliability with Cronbach's alphas ranging from .74 to .91 (Lay & Safdar, 

2003; Ryff & Singer, 1996). This study found moderately good reliability with Cronbach’s alpha at 

.72. 

Socio-cultural Adaptation Scale (SCAS). . The SCAS is a 29-item scale that measures 

important behavioural domains (i.e., understanding Canadian worldviews, humour, using public 

transport, expressing ideas, following rules, etc.) that are necessary for managing daily social 

situations within a new host society (Searle & Ward, 1990; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). Participants 

were asked to indicate the amount of difficulty they experienced in each of these domains (e.g., 

Being able to see two sides of an inter-cultural issue). Participants rated their level of difficulty on a 

5-point Likert scale: (1) no difficulty, (2) slight difficulty, (3) moderate difficulty, (4) great 
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difficulty, and (5) extreme difficulty. Past research has found great reliability with Cronbach’s 

alphas ranging from .87 to .91 (Kunsta & Sam, 2013; Wu & Mak, 2012).  The Cronbach’s alpha for 

this study was excellent at .94. 

Individual Network of Ethnic Contacts (INEC). The INEC is a 12-item scale that 

measures the frequency of contact a participant has on a regular basis with relatives, friends, 

neighbours and work colleagues who are members of either the participants’ ethnic group, the 

broader immigrant group or English Canadians (Landry & Bourhis, 1997). Items are arranged as 

four sets of questions for each of three groups (e.g., How often are you (or were you) in contact with 

your relatives who are … (a) members of your own ethnic group, (b) English Canadians, and (c) 

immigrants settled here). Participants rate their level of contact on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) rarely, 

(2) occasionally, (3) sometimes, (4) often, and (5) very frequently. An option to indicate the item 

was ‘Not Applicable’ was available. Past research has found this scale to be reliable with Cronbach’s 

alphas ranging from .65 to .81 for different cultural samples (Barrette, Bourhis, Personnaz, & 

Personnaz, 2004; Landry & Bourhis, 1997; Safdar, Rasmi, Dupuis, & Lewis, 2009). For this study 

the Cronbach’s alphas ranged from borderline acceptable to acceptable with the ethnic contact 

subscale at .57, the immigrant subscale at .62, and the Canadian subscale at .79. 

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 All scales were assessed for missing data, and mean substitution was used when less than 5% 

of the data were missing. Four participants were removed from the analyses due to perceived 

irregularities with responses (e.g., no response variation on scales). Nine participants were identified 

as multivariate outliers and removed due to their violation in the assumptions needed for regression 

analyses. As a result, the total number of participants available for analysis was 130 participants. For 
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a review of values and social axioms scores based on participants’ cultural origin, see Appendix D. 

Similar to Study 1, the PVQ and the SA-I were scored using Schwartz et al.’s (1997) centred scores; 

mean of a participant’s score on all scale items is subtracted from each value- or axiom-score. The 

remaining variables were scored using mean scores as recommended in past research (Safdar et al., 

2009). 

Portrait Values Questionnaire. The 40-item PVQ assessed the values for a heterogeneous 

immigrant sample of immigrants and sojourners with diverse cultural backgrounds that made the 

identification and removal of outliers inappropriate. The computed centred scores revealed moderate 

skewness, ranging from -0.33 to 0.74, and kurtosis, ranging from -0.40 to 1.53. The Cronbach’s 

alphas scored on the low side of the acceptable range, which is reasonable for a culturally diverse 

sample. As shown in Table 7, the immigrant sample placed the greatest importance on the Power 

value (M = 1.05, SD = 0.87) and the least importance on Security (M = -0.48, SD = 0.4) and 

Universalism (M = -0.46, SD = 0.37) values. The remaining seven values scored between these 

values: from most to least important, Stimulation, Tradition, Hedonism, Achievement, Self-

direction, Conformity, and Benevolence. It is worth noticing that the overall magnitude of the 

standard deviations for the values is smaller for the less important values than the more important 

values. This suggests that for the more important values there is more discrepancy about their 

position in the hierarchy by the participants.  

In order to better understand the role that an immigrant’s or sojourner’s values might have in 

adapting to a Canadian society it is important to know the level of cultural fit that exists between his 

or her values and those held by people from Ontario (see Study 1). Value cultural fit scores were 

calculated using the Euclidean distance of our individuals’ cultural value scores from the respective 

mean scores for the Ontario sample, divided by the Ontario standard deviation on the same value 
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Table 7 

Value Scores, Alpha Coefficients and Value Cultural Fit Scores for the Immigrant sample (N=130). 

Value Score Value Cultural Fit 
Scores Values 

Mean SD 

Alpha 
Coefficient Mean SD 

Achievement 0.21 0.60 .73 0.64 0.58 
Benevolence -0.29 0.53 .67 0.85 0.66 
Conformity -0.29 0.54 .51 0.75 0.53 
Hedonism 0.21 0.82 .57 1.03 0.82 
Power 1.05 0.87 .75 0.81 0.61 
Security -0.48 0.40 .59 0.76 0.6 
Self-direction -0.14 0.51 .57 0.84 0.64 
Stimulation 0.54 0.75 .56 0.75 0.6 
Tradition 0.45 0.77 .68 1.02 0.63 
Universalism -0.46 0.37 .60 0.49 0.39 
Note: Scored using Schwartz et al.’s (1997) centred scores; see Appendix D for a regional display of value scores. 
 
 

(Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Schiefer et al., 2012). The final score is a measurement of cultural 

fit for each value, whereby the absolute score can be used to approximate the level of similarity 

between a participant’s values and those of people from Ontario. The larger the score, the more 

difference that exists between values. The values with the highest degree of discrepancy were the 

Hedonism (M = 1.03, SD = 0.82) and Tradition (M = 1.02, SD = 0.63) values. It is noteworthy to 

recall from Study 1 that Ontarians placed the greatest importance on Tradition and ranked Hedonism 

seventh overall. As such, undervaluing the importance of Tradition could be considered a 

considerable challenge to overcome for immigrants adapting to Ontario society. Interestingly, the 

value that was most compatible with immigrant values was Universalism (M = 0.49, SD = 0.39), a 

well-recognized Canadian value despite being ranked in the eighth position of importance by 
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Ontarians. Overall, these results demonstrate a high degree of difference in value cultural fit that 

may play a role in the daily lives of newcomers adjusting to Canadian society.  

Social Axiom Survey. Only 39 of the 60 items in SA-I were used; the same items that were 

omitted in Study 1 were omitted in Study 2 to maintain metric equivalence for comparison. Factor 

analyses were conducted and confirmed the use of these question items and the 4-factor solution 

used in Study 1 for use in this study (see Appendix E). As stated previously, the heterogeneous 

immigrant sample precluded the need to remove outliers. Scores were centred (Schwartz et al., 2001) 

and only moderate skewness and kurtosis existed; respectfully, ranging from -0.2 to 0.6 and 0.09 to 

1.36. As expected, the Cronbach’s alphas scored in the modest range for a culturally diverse sample.  

As shown in Table 8, the scores for the four factors indicated that the immigrants placed the 

greatest importance on Social Cynicism (M = 0.46, SD = 0.43) and Fate Control (M = 0.43, SD = 

0.46) beliefs and the least amount of importance on Reward for Application (M = -0.6, SD = 0.35) 

beliefs. It is worth noticing that the overall magnitude of the standard deviations for the social 

axioms is smaller than those found for the values. This suggests an increased consensus for the 

importance of social axioms in comparison to values. 

Similar to values, social axiom cultural fit scores were created to examine if cultural fit for 

social axioms is important for newcomers adapting to Canadian society (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 

2004; Schiefer et al., 2012). The biggest difference was found for Social Cynicism (M = 0.86, SD = 

0.58), which is the most important social belief for immigrants and the least important beliefs for 

Ontarians. Overall, there appears to be a small difference in the level of importance placed on social 

axioms between immigrants and Ontarians that should be better understood in later analyses.   
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Table 8 
 
Social Axiom Scores, Alpha Coefficients and Social Axiom Cultural Fit Scores for the Immigrant 
sample (N=130). 
 

Social Axiom Score Social Axiom Cultural 
Fit Scores Social Axioms 

Mean SD 

Alpha 
Coefficient 

Mean SD 
Fate Control 0.43 0.46 .63 0.71 0.55 

Religiosity -0.03 0.40 .56 0.63 0.46 

Reward/Application -0.6 0.35 .79 0.6 0.33 

Social Cynicism 0.46 0.43 .77 0.86 0.58 
Note: Scored using Schwartz et al.’s (1997) centred scores; recommended by Leung and Bond (1989); see Appendix D 
for a regional display of social axiom scores. 
 
 

Dependent Variables. All three dependent variables were calculated with a mean score. 

Some of the scales were modified to use a 5-point Likert rating response to create a consistent 

response pattern between scales. The goal was to simplify the task of completing the questionnaire 

and limit response errors for participants.  

For the most part, immigrant and sojourner participants’ self-reports indicate that they are 

psychologically and behaviourally adapting to Ontario society. Psychological adaptation was 

assessed using mean scores on the PWB, which was a reasonably high score of 3.61 (SD = 0.38). 

The participants scores indicate that they are experiencing positive feelings and attitudes towards 

their new life in Ontario. Despite their positive psychological adjustment to Ontario society, the 

participants reported experiencing some behavioural adaptation difficulties. Their mean score on the 

SCAS was 2.16 (SD = 0.6), which indicates that the participants were experiencing occasional social 

and functional difficulties interacting with people in Ontario. This is corroborated by the scores on 

the INEC, which indicates that immigrant and sojourner participants are spending the greatest 

amount of time with their own ethnic community (M = 2.79, SD = 1.07) and the general immigrant 

community (M = 2.41, SD = 1.06) rather than with people from Ontario (M = 1.57, SD = 1.23).  Due 



                                                             65 

 

to the relatively limited amount of time living in Ontario, this level of intercultural interaction is not 

unexpected.  

Correlational Analyses 

 Independent Variables. A correlation analysis supports the previous findings in Study 1 

with a similar pattern of relationship between values and social axioms (see Appendix F). Examining 

the PVQ, this study found that the values that were theorized to have a close relationship versus an 

oppositional relationship to each other were found to have the appropriate positive and negative 

correlational relationships, respectively (for a review of the value model, see Appendix A). For 

example, Stimulation was found to have a positive relationship with Hedonism (r(130) = .21, p = 

.019) and Self-direction (r(130) = .26, p = .003), and a negative relationship with Conformity (r(130) 

= -.63, p < .001), Tradition (r(130) = -.34, p < .001) and Security (r(130) = -.28, p = .001). Similarly, 

values belonging to the same higher-order dimension tended to have stronger relationships than 

those outside of these dimensions. As an example, Benevolence had strong positive relationship with 

Universalism (r(130) = .29, p = .001), but no relationship with Tradition or Conformity.  

 For the most part, the SA-I performed similarly in this study as it did in Study 1. For 

example, Reward for Application, a positive belief about reward for effort, was found to have 

negative correlational relationships with Fate Control (r(130) = -.33, p < .001), Social Cynicism 

(r(130) = -.59, p < .001) and Religiosity (r(130) = -.22, p = .009) beliefs. The only difference was a 

negative relationship between Fate Control and Social Cynicism (r(139) = -.23, p = .01), which was 

positive in Study 1. This could be explained by the increased importance that the immigrant and 

sojourner participants placed on these two axioms, indicating a preference in one may create 

decreased preference for the other.  
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 Several correlations were found between values and social axioms, indicating some overlap 

between constructs. Reward for Application had the greatest amount of relations, five, with values, 

followed by Fate Control with four, Social Cynicism with three and Religiosity with two. The 

strongest positive relationships were between Tradition and Religiosity (r(130) = .32, p < .001), and 

Universalism and Reward for Application (r(130) = .30, p = .001), which are easily explained. The 

first relationship can be understood as both constructs showing a mutual respect for a structured 

social order based on past or long-standing beliefs. The second relationship is related to beliefs that 

people should be treated equitably, including being rewarded for effort. Conversely, the two 

strongest negative correlations were between Power and Reward for Application (r(130) = -.25, p = 

.004), and Self-direction and Religiosity (r(130) = -.23, p = .008). The more power a person 

possesses, the less effort they have to exhibit to earn rewards, and the more direction one seeks for 

themselves the less likely they are to follow a spiritually directed path. Overall, these findings verify 

that these two constructs are related through culture, but not so much as to be redundant constructs. 

 The culture fit (CF) variables were assessed to determine the types of relationship within and 

between CF-values and CF-social axioms (see Appendix G). Examination of the CF-values found 

numerous correlations that were all positive. The use of absolute scores appears to have created an 

exaggerated uniformity in the positive correlations. Overall these results suggests that a divergence 

in one value or social axiom priority most often is related to divergences in another value or social 

axiom, which is not surprising considering that a constant exists between values and social axioms, 

Ontario culture. Three CF-values appeared to have the strongest relationships with each other: CF-

Conformity x CF-Stimulation (r(130) = .5, p < .001), CF-Conformity x CF-Achievement (r(130) = 

.38, p < .001) CF-Achievement and CF-Universalism (r(130) = .33, p < .001).  The remaining 

correlations ranged from r(130) = .14 (p = .048) and r(130) = .28 (p = .001). CF-social axioms had 
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three strong positive and one moderate negative correlations. CF-Social Cynicism was correlated 

with all three CF-axioms: with CF-Fate Control (r(130) = -.2, p = .021), CF-Religion (r(130) = .34, p 

< .001), and CF-Reward for Application (r(130) = .58, p < .001). The other correlation was between 

CF-Religiosity and CF-Reward for Application (r(130) = .38, p < .001). Only two small correlations 

existed between CF-values and CF-social axioms. 

Dependent Variables. Correlational relationships between the independent and dependent 

variables are informative for understanding the regression analyses (see Appendix H). In this study, 

correlations between these variables ranged from r(130) = -.47 (p < .001) to r(130) = .39 (p < .001). 

The independent variables with the strongest and most relationships with the dependent variables 

were Power, Self-direction, Social Cynicism, CF-Stimulation, CF-Reward for Application, and CF-

Social Cynicism. The dependent variables with the most relationships were PWB and SCAS.   

Overall, PWB had the most and the strongest relationships with values and social axioms. 

The two strongest positive correlations were with Power (r(130) = .39, p < .001) and the Social 

Cynicism (r(130) = .35, p < .001), and a strong negative relationship with Reward for Application 

(r(130) = -.47, p < .001), followed by Universalism (r(130) = -.34, p < .001), Security (r(130) = -.3, 

p < .001),  and Self-direction (r(130) = -.28, p = .001).  Immigrant and sojourner participants who 

placed greater importance on managing power in their daily lives experienced greater psychological 

well-being, while those who placed greater importance on being rewarded appropriately for effort, 

safety, social justice and freedom were more likely to have lower levels of psychological well-being.  

SCAS was found to have a similar pattern of correlational relationships with the independent 

variables as PWB, but in reverse due to the negative structure of the question items (i.e., rated 

difficulty in adapting). This scale had a strong negative relationship with Power (r(130) = -.32, p < 

.001) and Social Cynicism (r(130) = -.25, p = .004) and positive relationship with Reward for 
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Application (r(130) = .27, p = .001). As such, newcomers who valued power or who were critically 

suspicious of events and people in their daily lives experienced fewer behavioural difficulties, while 

those who had stronger beliefs about being rewarded appropriately for their efforts were more likely 

to experience difficulties in intercultural interactions and events. This is partially explained by 

looking at INEC where a moderately weak negative correlation was found between the amount of 

contact that participants had with Canadians and their values of Self-direction (r(130) = -.19, p = 

.029). This finding suggests that when participants’ place importance on their independence and 

unique approach to situations that Canadians are less supportive. This is supported by a similar result 

between participant’s valuing Stimulation and lower levels of contact with Canadians (r(130) = -.28, 

p = .002) and immigrants in general (r(130) = -.18, p = .048), but not for their own ethnic group. 

Pursuit or increased importance on pursuing an exciting life leads to fewer intercultural interactions. 

However, an increased suspicion of social situations and cautious approach to people (i.e., Social 

Cynicism) did relate to an increased connection with immigrants in general (r(130) = .2 p = .024).  

The correlations found between the cultural fit variables and the dependent variables were 

fewer and weaker than those found with participants’ own values and social axioms (see Appendix 

I). Three cultural fit variables account for most of the relationships, primarily with PWB (i.e., four) 

and SCAS (i.e., two). The social axiom cultural fit variables were found to have the most and 

strongest relationships. First, CF-Reward for Application was found to have good relationships with 

PWB (r(130) = .45, p < .001), PSSQ (r(130) = .2, p = .02), and SCAS (r(130) = -.21, p = .018). 

Second, CF-Social Cynicism was found to have moderate relationships with PWB (r(130) = .35, p < 

.001), SCAS (r(130) = -.24, p = .005), and INEC- immigrants (r(130) = .21, p = .019). Ontario 

people reported their beliefs about Reward for Application and Social Cynicism as the least 

important beliefs. As a result, participants who were least culturally fit with these social axiom 
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preferences (presumably rating them higher) experienced better psychological and behavioural 

adaption. Lastly, CF-Stimulation was found to have a moderately weak correlations with PWB 

(r(130) = .18, p = .045), INEC-ethnic group (r(129) = -.18, p = .046), and INEC-Canadians (r(127) = 

-.21, p = .021). These findings indicate a psychological benefit for participants who exhibit the least 

amount of cultural fit with Ontario people’s Stimulation value, but were less connected to people of 

their own ethnicity and Canadians. 

Primary Analyses 

 Step-wise hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to examine if participants’ 

cultural knowledge of values and social axioms and the cultural fit of these two types of knowledge 

with the host society would predict participants’ psychological and behavioural adaptation to 

Ontario. Due to limited amount of literature that specifically used immigrants’ and sojourners’ own 

values and social axioms to predict adaptation, this study used a stepwise regression to identify good 

predictors of the dependent variables. This is an inductive approach that overcompensates for a lack 

of theoretical or established rationale for determining which variables are entered into the regression 

equation. As a result, three out of the six regression analyses were found to be significant; with 

values significantly accounted for variance in all four analyses and social axioms significantly 

accounted for variance in three (one of which was marginally significant at p = .052).  

 Regression analyses were used to assess the first and second hypotheses; that values and 

social axioms would uniquely explain psychological and behavioural adaptation. The specific values 

of Stimulation, Self-direction, Achievement, and Power were hypothesized to have the strongest 

predictive qualities. Psychological adaptation was assessed using PWB (see Table 9), which found 

that participants’ values and social axioms both significantly predicted psychological well-being.  
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When values were entered alone they significantly predicted psychological well being, 

F(10,119)= 6.08, p < .001, R2= .34. Next, the social axioms were entered and there was a significant 

improvement in the prediction, R2 change = .09,  F(3,116)= 5.77, p = .001. Due to issues with 

collinearity, the Reward for Application social axiom was excluded. Overall, participants’ values 

and social axioms significantly predicted psychological well-being, F(13,116) = 6.57, p < .001, R2= 

.42. This is a large effect according to Cohen (1988). The standardized beta weights when all the 

values and social axioms are entered indicate that Power, Tradition, Conformity, Hedonism and 

Stimulation values, and the Fate Control social axiom contribute the most to the prediction of 

psychological well-being. Overall, these findings provide support for the first hypothesis, but mixed 

support for the second hypothesis. 

Regression analyses of behavioural adaptation were conducted by assessing the unique 

contribution of participants’ values and social axioms in predicted SCAS and INEC-Canadian. For 

SCAS (see Table 10), when values were entered first they significantly predicted sociocultural 

difficulties, F(10,119)= 3.13, p = .001, R2= .21, but when social axioms were entered next there was 

no significant improvement in the prediction, R2 change = .03,  F(3,116)= 1.44, p = .236. Overall, 

participants’ values and beliefs both contributed to the significant predicted sociocultural difficulties, 

F(13,116) = 2.76, p = .002, R2= .24. This is a moderately small effect (Cohen, 1988). The Power 

value was the only significant contributor to the prediction of sociocultural adaptation by values.  

For INEC-Canadian (see Table 11), only values when entered alone significantly predicted 

contact with Canadians, F(10,116)= 1.97, p = .043, R2= .15. The addition of social axioms provided 

no significant improvement in the predictions and the shared variance with values resulted in 

marginal significance, F(13,113) = 1.8, p = .051, R2= .17. No significant standardize beta weights 

were found.  
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Table 9 
 
Step-wise Hierarchical Regression Predicting Psychological Well-being From Values and Social 
Axioms (n= 130). 
 

Predictor B SE B β R2 Δ R2 
Step 1    .34 .34 
 Power .39 .12 .9**   
 Universalism .36 .24 .36   
 Security .24 .20 .25   
 Self-direction .14 .15 .19   
 Tradition .39 .15 .79*   
 Benevolence .28 .16 .38   
 Conformity .35 .15 .49*   
 Hedonism .27 .12 .57*   
 Stimulation .19 .09 .38*   
 Achievement .24 .16 .37   
Step 2    .42 .09 
 Power .35 .12 .81**   
 Universalism .4 .23 .39   
 Security .22 .2 .23   
 Self-direction .15 .15 .19   
 Tradition .35 .15 .71*   
 Benevolence .28 .15 .38   
 Conformity .36 .15 .5*   
 Hedonism .23 .11 .48*   
 Stimulation .19 .09 .38*   
 Achievement .24 .16 .38   
 Social Cynicism .31 .08 .36*   
 Fate Control .18 .07 .21*   
 Religion .14 .08 .15   

Note: Total R2= .42; F(13,116)= 6.57, p < .001; ** p< 0.01 and *p< 0.05. 
Excluded Variables: Step 1 - none removed, Step 2 - Reward for Application.  
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Table 10 
 
Step-wise Hierarchical Regression Predicting Sociocultural Adaptation Difficulties From Values 
and Social Axioms (n= 130) 
 
Predictor B SE B β R2 Δ R2 
Step 1    .21 .21 
 Power -.42 .21 -.61*   
 Self-direction -.09 .27 -.07   
 Benevolence -.14 .27 -.12   
 Conformity .01 .27 .01   
 Hedonism -.21 .20 -.28   
 Security -.20 .35 -.14   
 Stimulation .02 .15 .02   
 Tradition -.36 .26 -.46   
 Universalism -.37 .41 -.23   
 Achievement -.05 .28 -.05   
Step 2    .24 .03 
 Power -.35 .22 -.50   
 Self-direction -.03 .27 -.02   
 Benevolence -.1 .27 -.08   
 Conformity .07 .27 .07   
 Hedonism -.14 .21 -.2   
 Security -.12 .36 -.08   
 Stimulation .04 .16 .05   
 Tradition -.27 .27 -.35   
 Universalism -.29 .42 -.18   
 Achievement .02 .29 .02   
 Social Cynicism -.28 .14 -.2†   
 Fate Control -.02 .13 -.02   
 Religion -.11 .15 -.07   

Note: Total R2= .24; F(13,116)= 2.76, p = .002; ** p< 0.01, *p< 0.05 and †p = .052. Excluded 
Variables: Step 1 - none removed, Step 2 - Reward for Application. 
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for the values ability to predict Canadian contact. These results provide partial support for the first 

and second hypotheses; values and social axioms uniquely explained the variance for behavioural 

adaptation and the Power values was the strongest predictor of sociocultural difficulties.   

The third and fourth hypotheses were only partially supported. The regression analyses found 

that both value and social axiom cultural fit variables uniquely explained the variance in 

psychological adaptation, but neither explained any variance for behavioural adaptation. Again, 

psychological adaptation was assessed using PWB (see Table 12). In the first step, value cultural fit 

variables were entered and significantly predicted psychological well being, F(10,119)= 2.44, p = 

.011, R2= .34. Next, the social axiom cultural fit variables were entered and significantly improved 

the prediction, R2 change = .15,  F(4,115)= 6.32, p < .001. Overall, participants’ value and social 

axiom cultural fit variables significantly predicted psychological well-being, F(14,115) = 3.86, p < 

.001, R2= .32, which is a moderate effect (Cohen, 1988). The standardized beta weights when all the 

value and social axiom cultural fit variables are entered indicate that Security, Self-direction, 

Reward for Application cultural fit variables contributed the most to the prediction of psychological 

well-being. 
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Table 11 
 
Step-wise Hierarchical Regression Predicting Individual Network of Ethnic Contact with Canadians 
From Values and Social Axioms (n= 130) 
 
Predictor B SE B β R2 Δ R2 
Step 1    .15 .15 
 Stimulation -.28 .58 -.11   
 Self-direction -.25 .59 -.11   
 Benevolence .04 .58 .02   
 Conformity .11 .44 .07   
 Hedonism .11 .46 .08   
 Power .06 .77 .02   
 Security -.06 .57 -.04   
 Tradition .48 .89 .14   
 Universalism .33 .61 .16   
 Achievement -.28 .58 -.11   
Step 2    .17 .03 
 Stimulation -.55 .34 -.34   
 Self-direction -.49 .59 -.20   
 Benevolence -.39 .59 -.17   
 Conformity -.17 .59 -.07   
 Hedonism .03 .45 .02   
 Power -.02 .47 -.02   
 Security -.15 .78 -.05   
 Tradition -.17 .58 -.11   
 Universalism .22 .90 .07   
 Achievement .15 .62 .07   
 Fate Control -.40 .28 -.15   
 Religion -.31 .31 -.10   
 Social Cynicism .02 .30 .01   

Note: Total R2= .17; F(13,113)= 1.8, p = .051; ** p< 0.01 and *p< 0.05. 
Excluded Variables: Step 1 - none removed, Step 2 - Reward for Application. 
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Table 12 
 
Step-wise Hierarchical Regression Predicting Psychological Well-being From Value Cultural Fit 
and Social Axiom Cultural Fit (n= 130) 
 

Predictor B SE B β R2 Δ R2 
Step 1    .17 .17 
 CF-Security .18 .06 .29**   
 CF-Stimulation .13 .06 .2*   
 CF-Conformity -.07 .08 -.1   
 CF-Tradition .04 .06 .07   
 CF-Benevolence -.11 .05 -.19*   
 CF-Universalism -.01 .09 -.01   
 CF-Self-direction -.13 .05 -.21*   
 CF-Hedonism .02 .04 .04   
 CF-Achievement -.00 .06 -.00   
 CF-Power .03 .06 .05   
Step 2    .32 .15 
 CF-Security .16 .05 .26**   
 CF-Stimulation .1 .06 .15   
 CF-Conformity -.05 .07 -.07   
 CF-Tradition .02 .06 .03   
 CF-Benevolence -.07 .05 -.13   
 CF-Universalism -.04 .09 -.04   
 CF-Self-direction -.1 .05 -.17*   
 CF-Hedonism -.01 .04 -.02   
 CF-Achievement -.03 .06 -.04   
 CF-Power .03 .05 .05   
 CF-Reward for Application .4 .17 .34*   
 CF-Social Cynicism .07 .1 .11   
 CF-Religion -.01 .08 -.01   
 CF-Fate Control -.04 .09 -.05   

Note: Total R2= .32; F(14,115)= 3.86, p < .001; ** p< 0.01 and *p< 0.05. 
Excluded Variables: Step 1 - none removed 
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Discussion 

The purpose of the second study was to examine the role that values and social axioms play 

in immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to Ontario society. It is important for acculturation 

researchers to examine how newcomers use their current cultural knowledge, mostly from their 

original culture, as a social tool for interactions with the new host culture. This was accomplished 

using a community sample of immigrant and sojourner people residing in the greater Toronto areas. 

The final analyses produced support for several hypotheses and provided interesting insight into to 

how newcomers’ values and social axioms are used in adapting to Ontario.  

The results of this study are consistent with past findings and the first hypothesis, values and 

social axioms uniquely contributed to the explanation of both psychological and behavioural 

adaptation. Of the two constructs, values appear to be more consistent in their explanation and the 

amount of variance explained than social axioms; values significantly explained 34% of the variance 

for PWB, 21% of the variance for SCAS, and 15% of the variance for INEC-Canadian compared to 

social axioms that explained 9% of the variance for PWB, 3% for SCAS and no significant variance 

for INEC- Canadian (no significant results were found for the ethnic or immigrant INEC subscales). 

These results are somewhat surprising considering that some researchers have suggested that values 

are weak predictors and that social axioms are strong predictors of sociocultural behaviour (Leung et 

al., 1995; Bond et al., 2004). The best explanation for the predominant relationship between values 

and the two types of adaptation is the use of regression analyses. Hierarchical regressions examine 

variables’ unique ability to predict a dependent variable and, as a result, the shared variance 

identified in the correlational analysis between values and social axioms most likely limited the 

amount of unique variance leftover when the social axioms were added in the second step. Thus, 
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these regressions may not truly demonstrate the relationship that exists between social axioms and 

the dependent variables.   

Of importance to this study was the magnitude of the relationships found between values and 

the two types of adaptation. With no literature that directly explains immigrants’ or sojourners’ 

values and social axioms impact on adaptation, an explanation of these findings must be made 

tentatively. First, values predicted PWB the best, which is related to a study that found international 

students’ knowledge of Canadian values was the best predictor of psychological well being, but not 

of behavioural adaptation (Calvez, 2008). However, this study did find that values also predicted 

sociocultural difficulties and social networking with Ontario people. This is a unique result that is 

best explained by the belief system hypothesis (Grube, Mayton & Ball-Rokeach, 1994). This 

hypothesis suggests that an individual’s beliefs (e.g., values, social axioms and attitudes) are aligned 

in a hierarchical system ranging from self-conceptualizations at the top as an all-encompassing 

category with values below, followed by generalized beliefs, and then attitudes at the bottom. The 

higher on the hierarchy a belief is, the more impact it has on both the self-concepts and on the lower-

order beliefs below it (Grube et al, 1994; Rokeach, 1973). It is within this perspective that one can 

appreciate how values are so strongly related to psychological and, less substantially, related to 

behavioural adaptation.  As such, these results are able to collaborate and expand on the findings by 

Yijälä and colleague’s study (2012) by demonstrating that immigrants’ and sojourners’ values are 

predictive of not only behavioural adaptation, but psychological adaptation as well.  

The second hypothesis suggested that participants’ with a greater preference for Stimulation, 

Self-direction, Achievement, and Power values would experience greater adaptation than those who 

preferred Conformity, Security, Tradition, Universalism and Benevolence values (Yijälä et al., 

2012). This hypothesis was supported for the SCAS, which found that a preference for Power values 
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significantly explained variance. However, numerous values were found to be predictive of PWB 

and no values contributed significantly to an understanding of INEC-Canadian. For PWB, a mixture 

of the Openness to Change (i.e., Stimulation), Self-enhancement (i.e., Power) and Conservation (i.e., 

Tradition, Conformity) values influence newcomers’ psychological wellbeing. As stated above, there 

is limited literature that can explain these findings. Yijälä and colleagues (2012) hypothesized that 

migrants who value an exciting life (i.e., Stimulation) and/or their own success and control over 

others (i.e., Power) would see their adaptation to Ontario as a positive challenge. Furthermore, 

valuing obedience and humility (i.e., Conformity, Tradition) should lead to increased difficulties, 

which was not found for this study, completely the opposite. Instead, if we recall from Study 1 that 

people in Ontario expressed the highest preference for Tradition (Mcentred = 0.96, SD = 0.77), Power 

(Mcentred = 0.85, SD = 0.88), Conformity (Mcentred = 0.20, SD = 0.78), and Stimulation (Mcentred = 0.18, 

SD = 0.86), we can see the impact of these specific values for immigrants’ and sojourners’ as 

directly attributable to their psychological adaptation to Ontario society. The literature is replete with 

examples of how values are used by societal members to better understand and interact with others 

(e.g., Calvez, 2008; Hofstede, 2001; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Leung et al., 1995; Rokeach, 

1973); therefore, it is informative to see that within the acculturation process a similar effect. 

Newcomers who value the same values as those held by the host culture were more likely to 

experience positive psychological and behavioural adaptation.  

This study only found a minimal amount of support for the cultural fit hypotheses that 

suggested that values and social axiom cultural fit variables would uniquely explain both types of 

adaptation. Both the value and social axiom cultural fit variables were able to significantly explain 

unique variance in PWB, but neither construct was able to significantly explain any variance for 

SCAS or the three INEC subscales. As such, these results support the third and partially support the 
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fourth, option B, hypotheses. These results are not conclusive in disconfirming the unsupported 

hypotheses for the same reasons stated above; regression analyses are limited in the ability to 

contend with shared variance, which precludes any ability to make a definitive judgement about the 

ability of value and social axiom cultural fit variables to predict behavioural adaptation 

independently. 

The third and fourth hypotheses were developed based on the literature that has established 

values (i.e., Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz et al., 2001) and social axioms (Bond et al., 2004; Leung et 

al., 2004) as uniquely able to explain sociocultural behaviour. While Kurman and Ronen-Eilon’s 

(2004) study found that a lack of fit for social axioms for culturally distant immigrants was 

predictive of social and functional adaptation difficulties for these immigrants, the results of this 

study don’t support these findings and, as such, the fourth, option A, hypothesis was not supported. 

Instead, what was found was that both the value and social axiom cultural fit variables significantly 

accounted for a substantial amount of variance in PWB (32%); value cultural fit account for 17% 

and social axiom cultural fit accounted for an additional 15%. Thus, some support was found for the 

fourth, option B, hypothesis. 

A closer look at the specific variables that contribute to the third prediction shows that three 

variables were significant contributors: moderately strong positive standardize beta scores for the 

Reward for Application and Security cultural fit variables, and a moderately weak negative 

standardize beta score for the Self-direction cultural fit variable. These particular variables all have 

one thing in common with each other; people from Ontario placed a low amount of importance on 

them compared to the other values and social axioms. As such, these results indicate that there were 

psychological advantages for newcomer participants who placed a low preference on the Reward for 

Application social axiom and Security value. Conversely, a slight increase in the importance Self-
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direction values (rated lowest by Ontario people) created a slight decrease in cultural fitness with 

this social axiom, which led to slight positive increase in psychological well being.  With no 

literature to reference, a tentative interpretation could be drawn from stereotyped beliefs that 

Western societies have a tendency to value independence, working hard for rewards, and a 

somewhat reckless regard for personal security (Cleveland et al., 2011; Triandis, 1994). These 

stereotyped facts were not found to be true for people from Ontario in Study 1 who placed the least 

amount of importance on creativity and freedom values and beliefs that people are rewarded for hard 

work, and only a moderate amount of importance on social order values. It is possible that not falling 

prey to these misperceptions about Ontario people, either intentionally or not, immigrants and 

sojourners are better able to interact with the host culture, which leads to a greater purpose in life, 

self-acceptance, personal satisfaction and personal growth (Ryff, 1989; Ryff & Keyes, 1995).  

The results for the immigrants’ and sojourners’ values and social axioms provided an 

interesting snapshot of the cross-cultural issues in the acculturation process. While it is not 

surprising that this sample placed the greatest importance on the Power and Stimulation values, it is 

interesting that they placed the least importance on Security and Universalism values. These later 

values represent social order, social justice, and equality for people in society, which one could 

appreciate as important values for newcomers to a society. This can be partially explained by the 

finding that participants’ placed the greatest importance on Social Cynicism and Fate Control; 

negative beliefs about trust and the predictability of society and its members, but a hope that one has 

what is needed to influence favourable outcomes. Another interesting finding was that the Tradition 

value had the lowest level of cultural fitness considering that people in Ontario place the greatest 

importance on this value. Undervaluing the importance of Tradition could be an important challenge 

for newcomers adapting to Ontario society.  
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 The last important result that needs to be discussed was that immigrants’ and sojourners’ 

own values and social axioms were more predictive of adaptation to Ontario than the level of their 

value and social axiom cultural fit with Ontario society. Despite the few acculturation studies that 

found that value cultural fit (Musiol & Boehnke,  2013; Rosales Meza, 2010) and social axiom 

cultural fit (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004) were important predictors of adaptation, this study found 

that immigrants’ and sojourners’ current values and social axioms are a better predictor of 

psychological and behavioural adaptation. Despite this finding, the most important predictive 

newcomer values for psychological well-being were those held by the host culture. This complex 

finding suggests that, as other researchers have suggested (e.g., Jun & Gentry, 2005), that cultural fit 

should be more about an individual’s ability to culturally fit rather some static objective measure of 

fit. The best way to examine this critical difference and further investigate the role of cultural 

knowledge versus cultural fit would be to purposely manipulate cultural knowledge and to assess the 

impact of such a manipulation.  

Study 3 

In the first study a community sample was used to establish a set of Ontario representative 

scores for values and social axioms. In the second study the relationship between immigrants’ and 

sojourners’ values and social axioms and their psychological and behavioural adaptation to Ontario 

was explored. This study found that the values with the greatest impact on immigrant and sojourner 

psychological well-being were the same values that were most important to Ontario people. Social 

axioms were also found to uniquely explain psychological well-being, sociocultural difficulties, and 

contact with Canadians above what is explained by values. Together cultural values and social 

axioms appear to have importance in helping newcomers adjust to a host culture. To verify and 

extrapolate on these findings, the third study examined if teaching immigrants and sojourners about 
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Canadian culture, specifically about Ontarian values and social axioms, would have an impact on 

their psychological and behavioural adaptation.  

By examining the causal effect of learned cultural knowledge, this study was able to meet 

two objectives. The first objective was to determine if learning about Ontario culture could have an 

impact on immigrants and sojourners adapting to Ontario society. Learning about Ontario culture 

involved understanding what culture is and how it affects society members using Ontario-born 

people’s values and social axioms as examples. The second objective was to establish an applied 

framework and recommendations that could support immigrant communities. The learning approach 

to acculturation is considered one of the most important theoretical perspectives in cross-cultural 

research (Bennett et al., 2000; Berry, 2006; Fischer, 2011), but relatively little research has assessed 

the impact of specific cultural learning experiences on immigrants’ and sojourners’ acculturation 

process (Masgoret & Ward, 2006). This study was developed as a classic quasi-experimental design 

that could test both the underlying principle of value and social cultural theory, i.e., knowledge that 

guides sociocultural behaviour, and the acculturation-learning paradigm. Recall that the culture-

learning approach to acculturation is based on the assumption that adaption involves learning the 

culture-specific skills that are required to negotiate a new cultural milieu (Bochner, 1972; Fowler & 

Blohm, 2004). In addition, this study was conducted as a community-based project, which provided 

the researcher with an opportunity to better understand the sociocultural and institutional contexts 

that often challenges and limits researchers from participating fully in applied acculturation research 

(Chirkov, 2009; Littrell & Salas, 2005; Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010). Critically reflecting on the 

process of engaging and working with immigrant service organizations and community members is 

an excellent way of developing insights into this type of applied research and recommending 

methodological approaches for future consideration (Perez, 2011).  
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It has long been understood that regardless of a newcomers’ past cultural experience, arrival 

in a new host culture will necessarily involve learning about the new society in order to successfully 

navigate the cultural milieu (Littrell & Salas, 2000; Masgoret & Ward, 2006). Past research has 

found that immigrants and sojourners often possess a hybrid set of values (Domino & Acosta, 1987; 

Feldman et al., 1992; Georgas et al., 1996) and social axioms (Safdar et al., 2006) that are presumed 

to represent the transition from one set of cultural beliefs to the next. This is supported by the main 

principle of cultural theory, that all societies enculturate its members with a specific set of values 

and beliefs that guide social interactions (Boon, 1972; Geertz, 1973; Goodenough, 1961; Hofstede, 

1984, 2001; Keesing, 1974; Triandis, 2000; Weinreich, 2009). The enculturation process is dynamic, 

ongoing, and it affects everyone within the society, including newcomers. Kurman and Ronen-

Eilon’s (2004) study illustrated this theoretical assumption by showing that knowledge of the host 

culture’s values and social axioms was more predictive of adaptation than the degree of cultural 

similarity for immigrants to Israel. Knowledge of social axioms significantly accounted for 6% of 

the functional adaptation variance in the Russian sample and 22% in the Ethiopian sample, and 3% 

and 4% of the social adaptation variance, respectively (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004). 

Cultural values (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Schwartz, 1994) and social axioms (Leung et al., 

1995; Leung et al., 2002) were both developed from a psychological perspective about the theory of 

culture. Cultural members rely on certain ideal goals and widely accepted beliefs to improve 

behavioural functionality across different social situations with other cultural members (Leung et al., 

2002; Rokeach, 1973, 1979, 1982; Schwartz, 1994). Knowledge of these values and social axioms is 

developed over the course of a person’s life; refined in ongoing social situations through successful 

or failed interactions (Hofstede, 1984, 2001). For newcomers to be able to adapt successfully to a 

new host culture, they need to be able to interact with cultural host members, which entails using 
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social skills and knowledge that is perceived to be the ‘correct’ approach and, therefore, the most 

appreciated and accepted approach to social interactions by the dominant cultural members (Dew & 

Ward, 1993; Schiefer et al., 2012).  

For immigrants who arrive from culturally distant non-Western countries (e.g., East and 

South Asia, Africa, South Pacific), there are challenges in understanding the cultural approach of the 

host culture that can lead to more adaptation difficulties and a greater need to learn about their new 

society. This is an important acknowledgement considering that a growing proportion of Canada’s 

new immigrants, refugees, and sojourners are arriving from non-Western countries, more than 75% 

of immigrants from 2001 to 2011 (Statistics Canada, 2013). There are several reasons for this trend, 

but predominantly people from these parts of the world are looking for the economic benefits and 

personal safety that Canada can provide (Berry et al., 2006). As such, it is not surprising that 

newcomers often place the greatest priority on economic security when adapting to the host culture. 

However, finding appropriate employment is intimately related to their ability to understand and 

interact successfully with host culture members. Having been raised in cultures that are highly 

discrepant with their new host culture means that many newcomers must turn to ISOs to learn more 

about what is needed to become credible and accepted societal members who are able to secure and 

maintain employment.  

 Immigrant Service Organizations (ISO). Unfortunately, relatively little research has 

explored the organizational factors that moderate programming for immigrants, which has been 

identified as an important next step in future acculturation research (Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010). Of 

the research that has been done with ISO programs, much of this has focused on the delivery of 

health services (e.g., Blignault, Ponzio, Rong & Eisenbrucha, 2008; Chen, Kazanjian & Wong, 

2009; Perez, 2011; Sandhu, Bjerre, Dauvrin, Dias, Gaddini, Greacen, Ioannidis et al. 2011). These 
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studies indicate that services vary across countries and regions, but these ISOs all reported similar 

problems in dealing with challenges related to cross-cultural interactions, limited trust, and 

marginalization (Sandhu et al., 2011). As such, issues with culture were one of the most common 

challenges faced by these immigrant populations, which limited their access and success in the host 

culture (Chen et al., 2009). Limited access to employment and social opportunities were often 

attributed to language proficiency, specific use of cultural idioms, and problems understanding 

sociocultural behaviours. These authors recommend that ISO staff and clients need intercultural 

training and tools that focuses on building immigrants’ ability to develop diverse social opportunities 

and networks in order to prevent marginalization (Sandhu et al. 2011). This CCT needs to be 

strategically designed to transcend macro-level (i.e., societal) and micro-level (i.e., individual) needs 

in a way that reflects the unique experiences and perspectives of each immigrant (Perez, 2011). 

However, most ISO programs offer a “one-size-fits all” approach, or a standardized macro-level 

approach, that meets government mandates and is easily administered, but may be only moderately 

effective in meeting the needs of the immigrant community and preventing marginalization (Perez, 

2011).  

A few studies have explored ISO programming for immigrants in Canada and found that 

Canadian ISOs are governed by complex federal, provincial, and municipal based funding structures 

(Ku, 2011; Perez, 2011). This can create discrepant ISO service delivery programs that are shaped 

around regional factors, such as policy, sociocultural demographics, immigration history, and 

available resources. The largest immigration centre with the most responsive immigration policies 

and services is found in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA; Ku, 2011). This immigration sector has 

evolved from cultural and racial advocacy groups that were started in the 1970’s into a largely 

government funded industry regulated by Citizenship and Immigration Canada (Ku, 2011). The 
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GTA is one of the most popular destinations in Canada for immigrants because it possesses a diverse 

sociocultural society with strong economics that are attractive to newcomers. Currently, 50% of 

Toronto's population, compared to 20.6% of Canada’s population, were born outside of Canada 

(City of Toronto, 2013). The uniqueness of this community and the continuing growth of the 

immigrant community make Toronto an ideal location for acculturation researchers to work with 

ISOs and different levels of government to assess, develop, and implement theory-based 

acculturative learning programs that facilitate successful adaptation and participation of immigrants 

and sojourners in Ontario society.   

Today, in Canada, ISOs rely heavily on government funding that dictates how these funds 

can be utilized; most funding is designated for linguistic training and employment services (Ku, 

2011). This ‘main-streaming’ of services limits how services are offered to the immigrant 

community and prevents ISOs from offering reflexive or client-centred support to immigrants. 

Furthermore, a lack of stable funding resulting from changing government policy priorities (e.g., 

Immigrant Settlement Funds, Dec 23, 2010) has created a stressful administrative and work 

environment. In fact, women working in ISOs in Vancouver reported feeling “exploited and 

ghettoized in part because working conditions for immigrant and visible minority women in this 

sector is characterized by part-time, low waged, term-limited, and unstable employment” (Lee, 1999, 

p. 99). The result of these factors is a complex and often unstable sociocultural environment that is 

not open or responsive to new or innovative learning approaches to acculturation. 

In order to fully engage in applied acculturation studies, researchers need to be prepared to 

deal with the types of circumstances described above. While this may be a daunting task, calls by 

leading researchers in this field have highlighted the importance of finding ways to support 

immigrant communities or risk becoming unconnected to the phenomenon that we are studying 
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(Chirkov, 2009; Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010). In this way, researchers working with ISOs needs to 

recognize the limited ability of ISOs to develop, implement, and manage any part of a cross-cultural 

research project without perceiving these requests as either a drain on current limited resources or as 

incompatible with restrictive funding mandates. Gaining access and support will necessarily mean 

negotiating to work within strict guidelines and in a manner that can facilitate current program 

needs, like educational training or interactive guest speaking engagements. 

Previous research with CCT has found that interactive lectures focused on knowledge 

acquisition of cultural-general and culture-specific information can be moderately successful when 

issues of limited time, resources, and funding are relevant (Fischer, 2011; Fowler & Blohm, 2004). 

Using the ICS method allowed this research and participating ISOs to add interactive lectures to 

currently offered courses. Furthermore, this CCT approach complimented current ISO programming 

by expanding on instruction that explained and interpreted a variety of social situation that 

immigrants and sojourners often encounter in the host culture. The objective was to affect a deeper 

understanding of the cultural differences in values, social axioms and behaviours that exist between 

the newcomers and host culture members. 

Hypotheses 

As stated, some acculturation researchers believe that the current literature and methodology 

is not well designed to “bring useful and practical results to immigrants’ communities” (Chirkov, 

2009, p. 177; Rudmin, 2003, 2009; Waldram, 2009; Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010; Weinreich, 2009). In 

response to this constructive criticism, this study was developed to explore and develop an applied 

acculturation learning design based on CCT theory that could assist immigrant and sojourner 

communities to better understand their new sociocultural society, while assessing that impact of 

learning about theory-driven concepts of culture on psychological and behavioural adaptation. The 
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first step was to approach and develop strategic partnerships with ISOs that would allow for a 

cultural learning intervention that could be assessed with a pre- and post-test data collection. 

Recognizing the complex and diverse circumstances from which these organizations operate, this 

study endeavoured to maintain a balance between a rigorous approach to research methodology 

while meeting the idiosyncratic needs of each ISO. This resulted in the development of a 2-hour 

CCT session that focused on the pragmatics of cultural differences and adjusting to a new society by 

learning about cultural values and social axioms as a way of improving effective intercultural 

interactions with host cultural members (Bochner, 1982; Littrell & Salas, 2005; Zakaria, 2000). Data 

collections and training sessions were often co-managed by the researcher and ISO stakeholders, 

which placed limitations on the scope of the research and the hypotheses that could be addressed.  

Past research (Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Calvez, 2008) and the findings from Study 2 

have demonstrated that certain types of cultural knowledge (i.e., values or social axioms) are 

predictive and supportive of psychological and/or behavioural adaptation. However, no acculturation 

research was found that directly assesses the impact of learning about culture on immigrants’ and 

sojourners’ adaptation to the new host culture. Due to a paucity of applied acculturation research, 

this study is being conducted as a reflexive exploration of the learning approach to acculturation. 

The following six hypotheses are tentative and exploratory:  

Hypothesis 1: Participants in the experimental group will report a higher level of 

psychological well being at Time 2 than the control group.  

Hypothesis 2: Participants in the experimental group will report a greater increase on their 

scores on the PWB from Time 1 to Time 2 than participants in the control group.   

Hypothesis 3: Participants in the experimental group will report fewer sociocultural 

difficulties at Time 2 than the control group. 
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Hypothesis 4: Participants in the experimental group will report a greater decrease on their 

score on the SCAS from Time 1 to Time 2 than participants in the control group.   

Hypothesis 5: Participants in the experimental group will report a higher level of interaction 

with Canadians at Time 2 than the control group.  

Hypothesis 6: Participants in the experimental group will report a greater increase on their 

score on the INEC-Canadian from Time 1 to Time 2 than participants in the control group. 

Method 

 Procedures and Participants 

Procedures. ISO support was important for identifying potential immigrants and 

international students (i.e., sojourners) who were new to Canada and currently seeking services that 

could facilitate their adaptation to the new host culture. Initially United Way Toronto, one of the 

main funding agencies for immigrant support services, was involved as the primary source of 

advocacy for immigrant service organizational support. Due to a change in key personnel, United 

Way was unable to fulfil this role. Over 30 ISOs were identified and approached to participate in this 

study (see Appendix J). Numerous information sessions, meetings, and documents were offered to 

key ISO administrators to gain their support for this study. The majority of the ISO administrators 

validated the need for the study; however, a number of issues were identified as challenges to their 

participation. For the most part, ISOs expressed concern about the perception of participating in 

research with clients who are not familiar with the concept of research, which could impact service 

relations and provision of services. Furthermore, many ISOs had limited resources to support 

research activities or policy restrictions preventing support. Nine ISOs and international student 

centres were able to offer support in different ways. Several ISOs were only able to promote the 

study through email or newsletter announcements, while the other ISOs offered a combination of 
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support with the promotion, recruitment, facilitation with data collection, and/or offering of CCT 

sessions. Due to the variable support offered, and to maintain working relationships with these ISOs, 

the study procedures were modified to capitalize on the limited ISO capacity and support, while 

maintaining the integrity of the study design. For example, one ISO found participant support for the 

collection of data, but inconsistencies with participation in the CCT sessions forced the researcher to 

designate this site as a control site. At another ISO, the only available time for the CCT sessions was 

at the end of the day when some participants had family responsibilities, so the researcher created a 

90-minute CCT session. At a postsecondary institution, ethical restrictions prevented the collection 

of data on campus, which forced the creation of an additional step whereby recruited participants 

were asked to go to an online survey at a later time. Together these changes impacted the 

standardization of procedures and introduced additional levels of procedural difficulty and 

measurement error (for more detail about these changes, see Appendix K).    

All participants were screened for a moderate level of English so that participants were able 

to adequately understand the CCT session and questionnaire materials. Participants were expected to 

have completed level 5 in the Language Instruction for Newcomers to Canada program. Despite this 

requirement, participants’ language comprehension varied from very low to high. All eligible 

participants first completed either an online or paper questionnaire (i.e., Time 1), then they were 

encouraged to attend a training session one to two weeks later, and, lastly, they completed the 

second questionnaire (i.e., Time 2) about four to six weeks after the training session. Participants 

were offered an English glossary that was provided with the paper questionnaire (for a review, see 

Appendix B) or recommended to use an Internet dictionary for the online survey. Those who 

completed all three steps were assigned to the experimental group, and those who completed the two 

questionnaires, but did not attend the CCT session, were assigned to the control group.  
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Participant assignment to group conditions was not random due to several factors. Several 

recruitment sites expressed concern about offering CCT to some participants and not to others and, 

therefore, all people at these sites were first considered for the experimental group. Conversely, one 

recruitment site expressed concern about participants’ low interest in the CCT session so all 

participants from this site were assigned to the control group.  In addition, several participants were 

identified as having completed the first questionnaire, but did not attend the training session across 

different sites. These participants were sent the second questionnaire and if they completed it they 

were assigned to the control group.  

Using the ICS method for CCT, a 2-hour interactive educational session was offered to 

participants, individually or as a group. This was a compromise on the original, more extensive 

training plan that was not well received by ISOs who did not have the space, time or resources to 

support this approach. Group attendance ranged from two to ten people, but not all group members 

volunteered to participate in the data collection. Training sessions lasting from 90 minutes to 120 

minutes depending on the level interaction, language proficiency, and availability of participants. 

Regardless of the session length or number of participants, each session was structured and used the 

same materials.  

CCT materials were based on Fowler and Blohm’s (2004) recommended approach to use 

both general and country-specific cultural information. First, participants were given a brief review 

of the cultural history of Canada in order to provide a context for learning about psychological 

theories of culture in relation to Canadian society. This included explanations about English-French 

relations, the role of Indigenous peoples in Canada, and the development of multiculturalism as a 

government policy. Next, participants learned about psychological theories of culture (e.g., 

Hofstede, 1984, 2001) and the role that values and social axioms (i.e., Schwartz et al., 2001; Leung 
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et al., 2004) play in the daily interactions of cultural members. This included explicating the role of 

culture as a mechanism for organizing social actions to facilitate survival for individuals and their 

cultural group. Lastly, each participant was provided with an assessment document that contained 

their personal scores for each value on the PVQ and social axiom on the SA-I (see next section). 

Participants’ scores were reported next to the representational scores for the same values and social 

axioms for people from Ontario. The direct comparison between the participants’ scores and those 

from people in Ontario was used as a tool to further discuss role of culture and cultural behaviour in 

adapting to Ontario.    

CCT discussions were approached using an empowerment perspective. Caution was used to 

express the learning of Ontario culture as a choice that each participant could make in different 

social interactions with Ontarians. Examples were provided that highlight the advantages of 

choosing to work with Ontario values and social axioms as well as choosing to work with 

participants’ own values and social axioms. As such, one of the primary goals in each presentation 

was to help participants to develop an awareness of the differences that exist between their cultural 

views and those of their new host culture, the reasons and motivations behind these differences, and 

options and advantages that could be obtained by addressing these differences using the CCT 

information.  

Participants. Well over 300 immigrant and sojourners were presented information about the 

study, of which 143 participants volunteered to participate and completed the pre-questionnaire 

(Time 1). Only 73 participants completed Time 2 surveys and, therefore, were eligible for inclusion 

in this study; 38 participated in the experimental condition and 35 in the control condition. All 

participants were recruited from either an ISO or a university international student centre in Southern 
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Ontario. Whenever possible, attempts were made to manage the participant demographic 

characteristics in each group to create equitable group conditions.  

For the experimental condition, the majority of participants were female, 68.4%, and had a 

mean age of 35.5 years, ranging from 19 to 67 years. Approximately 86% of these individuals 

arrived in Canada in the last three years as a landed immigrant (47.4%) or with a visa (45.4%; 

student, visitor or dependent visa). This group was highly educated; 76.3% reported having a 

university degree, 31.6% with a Bachelor Degree and 44.7% with a Masters or Professional Degree. 

When asked if they plan to stay, 73.7% indicated that they would stay and 10.5% were undecided. 

Those participants who reported their country of birth were from the East Asia (26.3%), Middle East 

(23.7%), Latin American (18.4%), South Asia region (10.5%), and other countries (21.1%; e.g., 

Europe, Russia, Pacific Asia, unknown).  

For the control group, a greater proportion of participants were female, 80%, with a mean age 

of 33.3 years, ranging from 21 to 45 years. Approximately 73% of the control group had arrived in 

Canada within the last three years, and 48.1% arrived as landed immigrant and 48.1% arrived with a 

student, visitor or dependent visa. The majority of participants in this group either reported their 

country of birth in the South Asian region (68.6%), East Asian region (11.4%), Latin American 

region (2.9%) or other countries (e.g., Europe, Russia, Pacific Asia, unknown). Fewer of the control 

group participants than the experimental group claimed that they would be staying in Canada 

(48.6%), with 22.9% undecided. However, similar to the experimental group, this sample was highly 

educated with 25.8% reporting having a Bachelor Degree and 51.6% having a Masters or 

Professional Degree.  

Overall, the experimental and control groups are comparable in many ways. A mean 

comparison found that these groups were statistically similar for Age, Homogeneity, Marital Status, 



                                                             94 

 

Income, Education, and Immigrant Arrival Status. The two demographics that were significantly 

different were Sex and Region Born. The control group was more homogeneous with a greater 

number of female South Asian participants, which could be an influencing factor in these analyses.  

Materials 

The two questionnaires, i.e., Time 1 and Time 2, contained eleven scales with 239 items and 

17 demographic questions. This study used the same five scales that were used in Study 2: PVQ, 

SA-I, PWB, SCAS and INEC. Additional materials included the training session handout and 

participant specific value and social axiom assessments.  

Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ). Similar to Study 1, the 40-item PVQ was used to 

assess ten value types: Benevolence, Universalism, Self-direction, Stimulation, Hedonism, 

Achievement, Power, Security, Conformity and Tradition (Schwartz, 1994).4 Participants used a 6-

point Likert scale to indicate how much they are like the person described in the item: (1) very much 

like me, (2) like me, (3) somewhat like me, (4) a little like me, (5) not like me, and (6) not like me at 

all. Previous Cronbach’s alphas have been reported for the PVQ between .49 and .77 (Schwartz, 

2003). The Cronbach’s alphas for this study were consistent with past research (Schwartz et al., 

2001; Schwartz, 2003) with the lowest coefficients found for Self-direction at Time 1 at .50 and 

Time 2 at .49, and the highest coefficients for Achievement at Time 1 at .78 and Time 2 at .79 (see 

Table 13). 

Social Axiom Survey (SA-I).  Similar to Study 1, the 60-item SA– I was used to measure 

four social axioms: Fate Control, Religiosity, Reward for Application, and Social Cynicism. 

Participants rated their level of belief about items on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) strongly believe, (2) 

believe, (3) no opinion to disbelieve, (4) disbelieve and (5) strongly disbelieve. Past research has 

                                                
4 These ten values correspond to two higher-order value dimensions; Openness to Change-Conservation and Self-
transcendence-Enhancement dimensions. 
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found Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .32 to .79 for the original five factors (Leung et al., 2002), 

and between .62 to .88 for studies that corrected for poor loading items and cultural influences 

(Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Safdar et al., 2006). This study had reasonable to good reliability 

with Cronbach’s alphas in T1 and T2 for Fate Control at .67 and .76, Religiosity at .59 and .49, 

Reward for Application at .80 and .78, and Social Cynicism at .78 and .69, respectively. 

Psychological Well-being Scale (PWB). The PWB is an 18-item scale that measures 

participants’ reports of six aspects of well-being (i.e., self-acceptance, positive relations with others, 

autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth) as an estimate of 

psychological adaptation (Lay & Safdar, 2003; Ryff & Singer, 1996). Participants were asked to rate 

how much they believed an item described themselves (e.g., I have confidence in my own opinions, 

even if they are contrary to the general consensus). Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) 

strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral or don’t know, (4) agree, and (5) strongly agree. Past 

research has reported good reliability with Cronbach's alphas ranging from .74 to .91 (Lay & Safdar, 

2003; Ryff & Singer, 1996). An initial reliability analysis found low reliability for Time 2 with a 

Cronbach’s alpha score of .57 for Time 2 (.79 for Time 1). Several items were identified as having 

poor item-total correlations and, when removed from the composite score, the reliability was .74 for 

Time 1 and .71 for Time 2.5 The revised PWB variable was used in this study for both Time 1 and 

Time 2. 

Socio-cultural Adaptation Scale (SCAS). . The SCAS is a 29-item scale that measures 

important behavioural domains (i.e., understanding Canadian worldviews, humour, using public 

transport, expressing ideas, following rules, etc.) that are necessary for managing daily social 

situations within a new host society (Searle & Ward, 1990; Ward & Kennedy, 1999). Participants 

were asked to indicate the amount of difficulty they experienced in each of these domains (e.g., 
                                                
5 Items removed were items 5,6, 15, 16, and 17; analysis of remove items found no systematic reason for their removal. 
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Being able to see two sides of an inter-cultural issue). Participants rated their level of difficulty on a 

5-point Likert scale: (1) no difficulty, (2) slight difficulty, (3) moderate difficulty, (4) great 

difficulty, and (5) extreme difficulty. Past research has found great reliability with Cronbach’s 

alphas ranging from .87 to .91 (Kunsta & Sam, 2013; Wu & Mak, 2012).  The Cronbach’s alpha for 

this study was excellent at .95 and .96 for Time 1 and 2, respectively. 

Individual Network of Ethnic Contacts (INEC). The INEC is a 12-item scale that 

measures the frequency of contact a participant has on a regular basis with relatives, friends, 

neighbours and work colleagues who are members of either the participants’ ethnic group, the 

broader immigrant group or English Canadians (Landry & Bourhis, 1997). Items are arranged as 

four sets of questions for each of three groups (e.g., How often are you (or were you) in contact with 

your relatives who are … (a) members of your own ethnic group, (b) English Canadians, and (c) 

immigrants settled here). Participants rate their level of contact on a 5-point Likert scale: (1) rarely, 

(2) occasionally, (3) sometimes, (4) often, and (5) very frequently. An option to indicate the item 

was ‘Not Applicable’ was available. Past research has found this scale to be reliable with Cronbach’s 

alphas ranging from .65 to .81 for different cultural samples (Barrette, Bourhis, Personnaz, & 

Personnaz, 2004; Landry & Bourhis, 1997; Safdar, Rasmi, Dupuis, & Lewis, 2009). For this study 

the Cronbach’s alphas were acceptable with .80 for Time 1 and .79 for Time 2. 

Participant Specific Values and Social Axioms Assessment. In the CCT session, 

participants were given a document that showed how they personally scored on the PVQ and SA-I in 

comparison to a community sample of people from Ontario. Participants’ responses on the PVQ and 

SA in the Time 1 questionnaire were used to create the scores reported on the assessment. These 

scores were provided with a detailed explanation for each corresponding value or social axiom. 
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Content was tailored to the participant based on whether his or her scores were higher, equal or 

lower than the scores found for Ontario people (for an example, see Appendix L).  

  CCT Session Handout. All participants spoke English as a second language, each 

participant was provided with a paper copy of the CCT information to read during the presentation. 

The materials were developed using CCT theory and following Fowler and Blohm’s (2004) ICS 

method. First, a brief review of the cultural history of Canada was developed based on the Canadian 

citizenship study guide (CIC, 2012) to ensure practical benefits for participants regardless of the 

purpose of the study. Second, the review of the theory of culture and society was designed using 

Hofstede’s (1984, 2001) cultural theory and research on values and social axioms (Schwartz et al., 

2001; Leung et al., 2004). Lastly, the information used in the participant assessment of values and 

social axioms was developed based on statistical analysis and results of participants’ and an Ontario 

sample scores on the PVQ and SA-I. Explanations of these findings were based on the literature 

(Schwartz et al., 2001; Leung et al., 2004) and anecdotal examples derived from previous 

educational sessions with past participants (for an example, see Appendix M).  

  Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Similar to Study 1 and 2, all scales were assessed for missing data, and mean substitution was 

used when less than 5% of the data was missing. Seventy-six participants completed the pre- (i.e., 

Time 1) and post-questionnaire (i.e., Time 2), of which three participants were removed from the 

analyses due to perceived irregularities with responses (e.g., no response variation on scales) or 

missing data for dependent variables. The completion rate for both questionnaires was around 50%. 

As a result, 38 complete data sets were used in the experimental condition and 35 were used in the 

control condition.  The PVQ and the SA-I were scored using Schwartz et al.’s (1997) centred scores; 
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mean of a participant’s score on all scale items is subtracted from each value- or axiom-score. The 

remaining variables were scored using mean scores as recommended in past research (Safdar et al., 

2009). 

Independent Variables. The 40-item PVQ assessed values and the same 39 items from the 

SA-I that were used in Study 1 and 2 were used to assess social axioms for both group conditions 

and iterations of the questionnaire (i.e., Time 1 and 2). The computed centred scores revealed that 

skewness ranged from -0.82 to 1.13 for the experimental group and -1.78 to 1.79 for the control 

group, and the kurtosis -1.22 to 2.07 for the experimental group and -1.23 to 6.15 for the control 

group. In the control group there were several variables (i.e., T1&2 Achievement, T1 Self-direction, 

T1&2 Tradition, T2 PWB) that high levels of kurtosis, which suggests a lack of variation and high 

level of similarity in scores. These variables were not manipulated in order to maintain compatibility 

with current and past measures. The Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .49 to .96, with several 

measures scoring on the low side of the acceptable range for both iterations of the questionnaire, 

which is reasonable for a culturally diverse and small sample.  

An examination of the variables for the two groups provides an overview of which values 

and social axioms were likely to have an impact on the primary analyses (see Table 14). Both the 

experimental and the control groups identified similar values and social axioms as the most and least 

important values. The most important value was Power, with the experimental group scoring it 

substantially higher than other values (Mcentred =  1.25, SD = 0.98) in comparison the control group 

(Mcentred =  0.79, SD = 0.9). Conversely, the Security values were identified as least important; 

Mcentred =  -0.6 (SD = 0.43) for the experimental group and Mcentred =  -0.37 (SD = 0.37) for the 

control group. Similarly, both groups identified Social Cynicism as the most important social axiom 

(Mcentred = 0.52, SD = 0.51 and 0.46, SD = 0.38, respectively) and Reward for Application as the least 
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important social axiom (Mcentred = -0.7, SD = 0.39 and -0.53, SD = 0.37, respectively). The remainder 

of the values and social axioms were scored in an equitable pattern of importance between groups.6 

Table 13 
 
Alpha Coefficients for all variables used in Time 1 and Time 2 (N= 73) 

 T1 Alpha Coefficient T2 Alpha Coefficient 
Values   

Achievement .78 .79 
Benevolence .72 .75 
Conformity .55 .56 
Hedonism .53 .52 
Power .79 .72 
Security .57 .70 
Self-direction .50 .49 
Stimulation .67 .71 
Tradition .66 .73 
Universalism .68 .76 

Social Axioms   
Fate Control .67 .76 
Religiosity .59 .49 
Reward/Application .80 .78 
Social Cynicism .79 .69 

Dependent Variables   
PWB .74 .71 
SCAS .95 .96 
INEC .80 .79 

 

 For the most part, immigrant and sojourner participants’ self-reports indicate that they are 

psychologically and behaviourally adapting to Ontario society. However, there were slight 

differences found between the groups on different measures of psychological and behavioural 

adaptation. For a review of the mean scores, see Table 14. Cursory assessments of these results 

                                                
6 Similar to Study 1, this study found greater consensus, less variance, for the least important beliefs. Neither group 
scored exactly the same on each value or social axioms between Time 1 and Time 2, but the control group ranked the 
importance of values exactly the same while the experimental group had slightly different rankings. It is possible that 
something may have had an influence on the experimental group and not the control group.  



                                                             100 

 

suggest a possible positive change in behavioural adaptation, but not for psychological adaptation, 

for immigrant and sojourners who received the CCT session.  

Table 14 
 
Variable Scores for the Experimental (N=38) and Control Groups (N=35) for Time 1 and Time 2 
 
 Experimental Group  Control Group 
 Time 1  Time 2  Time 1  Time 2 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 
Values            

Achievement 0.24 0.79  0.13 0.67  0.17 0.48  0.13 0.43 

Benevolence -0.38 0.62  -0.30 0.46  -0.24 0.45  -0.26 0.39 

Conformity -0.24 0.69  -0.18 0.50  -0.21 0.45  -0.16 0.46 

Hedonism 0.16 0.94  0.01 0.72  0.31 0.59  0.31 0.52 

Power 1.25 0.98  1.07 0.89  0.79 0.90  0.84 0.90 

Security -0.60 0.43  -0.49 0.46  -0.37 0.37  -0.45 0.38 

Self-direction -0.34 0.53  -0.36 0.49  0.03 0.46  0.02 0.44 

Stimulation 0.56 0.88  0.35 0.84  0.35 0.64  0.36 0.58 

Tradition 0.86 0.78  0.72 0.75  0.11 0.63  0.11 0.59 

Universalism -0.58 0.38  -0.34 0.45  -0.35 0.39  -0.32 0.31 

Social Axioms            

Fate Control 0.46 0.49  0.57 0.58  0.40 0.44  0.37 0.49 

Religiosity 0.02 0.39  -0.04 0.41  -0.12 0.29  -0.16 0.28 

Reward/Applic. -0.70 0.39  -0.66 0.29  -0.53 0.37  -0.51 0.34 

Social Cynicism 0.52 0.51  0.45 0.44  0.46 0.38  0.48 0.36 

Dependent Variables            

PWB 3.76 0.44  3.54 0.32  3.44 0.37  3.25 0.36 

SCAS 2.05 0.55  1.97 0.52  2.30 0.66  2.32 0.66 

INEC-Canadian 1.68 1.21  1.84 1.16  1.51 1.23  1.55 1.19 

INEC-Ethnic 2.54 1.20  2.66 1.10  2.80 0.93  2.82 0.89 

INEC-Immigrant 2.67 1.16  2.61 1.04  2.15 0.88  2.29 0.94 
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Correlational Analyses 

 A correlational analysis was conducted to assess if the values and social axioms are operating 

as theoretically expected. Assessing the control group matrices for values and social axioms found a 

number of the strong correlations, positive and negative, in the Time 1 matrix that were also found to 

be the strongest correlations in the Time 2 matrix. For example, in Time 1 Stimulation was 

positively correlated with Power (r(35) = .49, p = .003) and Achievement (r(35) = .57, p < .001) and 

negatively correlated with Conformity (r(35) = -.68, p < .001), which was similar to Time 2, 

respectively, at r(35) = .52 (p = .002), .5 (p = .002), and -.63 (p < .001). These significant positive 

and negative relationships are hypothesized by Schwartz’s (1994) circumplex model (see Appendix 

N). Similarly, social axioms were also found to possess consistent and expected relationships 

between Time 1 and Time 2. For example, Social Cynicism, a negative view of humanity, was found 

to have negative relationships with Reward for Application (Time 1, r(35) = -.77, p < .001; Time 2, 

r(35) = -.67, p < .001) and Religiosity (Time 1, r(35) = -.55, p = .001; Time 2, r(35) = -.47, p = 

.004), both positive beliefs about people and the social world. A review of the correlations between 

values and social axioms found predictable relationships. For example, the Fate Control positively 

correlated with Stimulation (Time 1, r(35) = .53, p = .001; Time 2, r(35) = .41, p = .016) 

representing a link between controlling one’s life and valuing an exciting life and negative 

correlation with Security (Time 1, r(35) = -.37, p = .028; Time 2, r(35) = -.52, p = .002) describes 

the negative association with reliance on social order. 

The experimental group was found to have less consistency between the two questionnaires 

than the control group, but the consistent relationships that were found were consistent with the 

theoretical model. For example, Stimulation was found to be positively correlated with Self-direction 

(Time 1, r(38) = .46, p = .004; Time 2, r(38) = .43, p = .007) and negatively with Conformity (Time 
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1, r(38) = -.66, p < .001; Time 2, r(38) = -.53, p = .001). The one consist relationship found for 

social axioms was the predictive negative relationship between Fate Control and Social Cynicism 

(Time 1, r(38) = -.51, p = .001; Time 2, r(38) = -.49, p = .002), beliefs about controlling one’s future 

versus a lack of trust in the social world.  

This correlational analysis provides validation for the use and appropriate functioning of the 

values and social axiom constructs for both groups. The control group’s higher degree of consistency 

is supportive of the limited intervention that they experienced, but it is not conclusive. Overall, the 

control group had 24 significant correlations in Time 1 and 12 correlations in Time 2; ranging from 

r(35) = -.77 (p < .001) to .57 (p < .001) for both matrices. In comparison, the experimental group 

was found to have fewer significant correlations; seven significant correlations over .4 in Time 1 and 

11 in Time 2 that ranged between r(38) = -.66 ( p < .001) to .46 (p = .004). 

Primary Analyses 

 This quasi-experimental design was examined using a mixed method analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) to assess whether there were group condition and time differences in scores on five 

dependent variables. The assumption of independence of observation was met, normality was dealt 

with by transforming two variables (i.e., SCAS and INEC-Immigrant), and sphericity was not an 

issue. Out of the five ANOVAs that were analyzed, two were found to have significant findings, but 

did not support the main hypotheses.  

 To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, a 2 x 2 analysis of variance with condition (experimental, 

control) and time (Time 1, Time 2) as between-subjects factors revealed a significant main effect for 

PWB, F(1,70) = 18.85, p < .001, partial eta2 = .21 , and for condition, F(1,70) = 16.98, p < .001, 

partial eta2 = .2. This indicates that over time there were changes in the participants’ reports of 

psychological well-being, and that each group reported different levels of psychological well-being 
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(for descriptive statistics, see Table 15). However, the interaction effect between PWB x Condition 

was non-significant, F(1,70) = 0.09, p = .761, partial eta2 = .001. An assessment of the means across 

dependent variables (groups and time; see Figure 1) reveals that both groups reported lower levels of 

psychological well-being over time, Mdifference = .22 (SD = .07) versus Mdifference = .19 (SD = .07). As 

such, these findings do support hypothesis 1 that the experimental group members would have a 

higher score on the PWB at Time 2 than the control group, but not in a manner that we described. 

The second hypothesis that the training session would have a positive impact on the PWB for the 

immigrants and sojourners in the experimental group was not supported. 

 To test Hypotheses 3 through 6, behavioural adaptation was assessed using both the SCAS 

and the INEC. No significant results were found for the INEC, but a main effect was found for the 

SCAS (for descriptive statistics, see Table 16). The analysis of variance found one significant main 

effects for condition, F(1,69) = 5.5, p = .022, but no significant results for time, F(1,69)= .547, ns. 

This indicates that there was no change in the participants’ level of sociocultural difficulty over time, 

but there was a difference in the reported levels of sociocultural difficulty between groups (see 

Figure 2), the control group reported fewer difficulties than the experimental group at both Time 1 

and Time 2.  
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Table 15 

Psychological Adaptation as a Function of Group Condition and Time (N=72) 

 Time 1  Time 2  Marginal Mean 

 M SE  M SE  M SE 

Experimental 3.76ab .445  3.54ab .316  3.65 .05 

Control 3.44ab .372  3.25ab .355  3.34 .056 

Marginal 
Mean 3.6 .439  3.4 .364    

Note:  a denotes significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2, p < .05. 
 b denotes significant difference between the Experimental and Control groups, p < .05. 
 

Figure 1. PWB Scores as a Function of Group Condition and Time. 
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Table 16 

Sociocultural Difficulty as a Function of Group Condition and Time (N=71) 

 Time 1  Time 2  Marginal Mean 

 M SE  M SE  M SE 

Experimental 0.38 .111  0.39b .102  0.39 .017 

Control 0.32 .133  0.32b .136  0.32 .023 

Marginal 
Mean 0.35 .124  0.36 .125    

Note:  SCAS scores were transformed using a log10 manipulation. 
a denotes significant difference between Time 1 and Time 2, p < .05. 

 b denotes significant difference between the Experimental and Control groups, p < .05. 
 

Figure 2. SCAS Scores as a Function of Group Condition and Time. 

 

Note: SCAS scores were transformed using a log10 manipulation. 



                                                             106 

 

 

Discussion 

The purpose of the third study was to explore if learned theory-driven knowledge about 

culture would have a positive impact on immigrants and sojourners adapting to Ontario society and 

to assess an applied framework of conducting acculturation research that could support immigrant 

communities. The second objective was identified as an important focus for future researchers to 

assess learning approaches to acculturation (Berry, 2006; Masgoret & Ward, 2006). Unfortunately, 

this study was not able to properly assess or provide support for the main hypotheses that learning 

cultural knowledge can have a positive impact on psychological and behavioural adaptation.  

The first hypothesis was found to be falsely true, acting counter-intuitively to the proposed 

hypothesis. The experimental group was found to have a higher mean score on the PWB at Time 2 

than the control group. The hypothesis was based on the belief that cultural training would have a 

positive impact on the psychological well-being of the participants, thus leading to an increase in 

scores that was greater than what would be found for the control group (i.e., Hypothesis 2). Instead 

what we see happening for both groups is a decrease in the mean scores from Time 1 to Time 2. 

Without a third measurement time to approximate a baseline measure for participants on the PWB, it 

is difficult to truly understand this finding. However, this effect is likely the result of demand 

characteristics and regression to the mean. It is possible that participants were encouraged by the 

study’s descriptions about CCT and understanding the host culture that they used this knowledge as 

a cue to act in a way that inflated their scores on the Time 1 for PWB. As a result, their Time 2 

measures regressed back to a position more representative of their actual scores, which is often 

found for repeat measures of the same individual (Bonate, 2000). This might also explain why the 
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experimental group who knew they would participate in the CCT session experienced the higher 

mean score at Time 1 and the greatest decrease at Time 2.   

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were not supported because the group means at Time 2 indicate that the 

experimental group was experiencing more sociocultural difficulties than the control group. 

Considering that there were no effects from the CCT, this finding may be indicative of a broader 

issue that may have had a big impact on the entire set of analyses, systematic group differences. Due 

to difficulties and restrictions in recruitment, the randomize assignment of participants to conditions 

was not possible and this study was forced to rely on one recruitment site for the majority of control 

group participants. As a result of local community demographics and snowball sampling, this 

community sample was more homogenous than the experimental group: participants were more 

likely to be female, South Asian, younger, unemployed, making little or no money and planning on 

leaving Canada. Control group members were recruited from a strong immigrant family community 

organization that most often supports mothers who need assistance with family and social support, 

which resulted in a sample that has a low likelihood of broad social interactions with Canadian 

society. In comparison, the experimental group was recruited from an assortment of language and 

employment programs that support newcomers who are planning to stay and work in Canada. By 

their involvement in these support services, the experimental group has already acknowledge a 

certain level of difficulty engaging with Canadian society. In addition, these participants were found 

to be more culturally diverse with 68.4% coming from East Asian, Middle Eastern and South 

American cultural regions. This control group’s unique sociocultural circumstances likely had an 

impact on the correlational analyses where a greater number of significant correlations were found 

for the control group than the experimental group, which suggests that there was more symmetry 

between control group participants’ responses than there was with the experimental group. This 
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helps to explain the main effect found for the SCAS, the control group experienced fewer 

sociocultural difficulties, while the experimental group encountered more sociocultural difficulties.   

The analyses for Hypotheses 5 and 6 found no significant results. A review of the group 

means indicates that the experimental group had slightly more interactions with Canadians than the 

control group, but a comparable number of interactions with the participants’ ethnic group and other 

immigrants. Neither group was found to have any change in the number of social interactions 

between Time 1 and 2 on the three subscales. The most plausible explanation for these null results 

was the limited time between measurements (i.e., 4 to 6 weeks), which limited the amount of 

opportunities that participants in the experimental group had to synthesize the training session 

material and apply it in social interactions. As a result, there was no change in the interactions with 

other people in the host culture.  

The main success of this study is found in the lessons learned that could be helpful in future 

applied acculturation studies. One of the most important lessons learned was that, despite the 

theoretical and applied framework of this research and its alignment with the organizational 

philosophies, many of the ISOs in the GTA were either unprepared to dedicate any resources or 

unwilling to risk working with innovative processes. The key to ISO engagement was most often 

achieved from a top-down approach to stakeholder engagement; first enlisting a key executive 

administrator’s support and then working downward to engage with the frontline staff. The 

engagement of multiple stakeholders was instrumental in overcoming the intercultural and 

organizational dynamics that often limited immigrant participant understanding, motivation, and 

commitment to the project. Furthermore, as Lee (1999) identified, some ISO employees reported 

being overworked and were unwilling to invest any time realigning the misperceptions and 

suspicions expressed by the participants. Frontline staff were not resistant to engaging in the project, 
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often it just took time to ensure that no or only a small amount of additional work would be expected 

from them before they were willing to support the project. The important point is that once a 

researcher has established ISO engagement, the process of collecting data was achievable.  

The second most important lesson learned was how to overcome the natural hesitancy that 

many newcomers experienced when approached to volunteer in the study. Immigrants and 

sojourners are courageous people, but they are a vulnerable population. Many immigrants and 

sojourners to Canada come from countries where research is a foreign concept and personal security 

is low. This naturally leads to concerns about privacy or behaving appropriately or the fear that data 

provided might be used to harm them. Furthermore, they often feel pressure to figure things out 

quickly so they can find employment. As a result, they need to perceive that the time invested in the 

study is worthwhile and likely to lead to a practical improvement in their own lives. For example, 

the questions most often asked at information sessions were whether or not the information provided 

would help them get work? Or if the information provided would help explain why Canadians are 

averse to giving them fair opportunities for good employment? Designing the project in a way that 

meets the perceived needs of the immigrant participants was critically important for their 

engagement. Established partnerships with ISO staff also helped provide credibility about the safety 

of the research. Furthermore, the frontline staff often had the knowledge, time and personal 

relationships to know the right way to approach these issues and how to offer quality answers.   

This study was not successful in producing statistically significant results, but the anecdotal 

feedback provided by the immigrant and sojourner participants was that there is a need for practical, 

evidence-based strategies that could facilitate successful adaptation. While it is likely that this CCT 

material was not easily understood for numerous reasons (e.g., passive approach, cognitive overload, 

short learning time, etc.), the opportunity to discuss cultural and acculturation issues was well 
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received. Future research should continue to examine ways of providing newcomers with new ways 

of appreciating the circumstances surrounding adapting to a new host culture.   

General Discussion 

All three studies have contributed in their own way to a better understanding of how to help 

immigrants’ and sojourners’ understand and adapt to a host culture. Furthermore, this research has 

advanced the literature about values and social axioms in several unique ways. The first important 

finding in this line of research was that both values and social axioms uniquely contributed to the 

explanation of psychological and behavioural adaptation, but values were found to have a 

substantially stronger ability to explain variance in the dependent variables than social axioms. Bond 

and colleagues (2004) also reported a similar pattern for values, but Kurman and Ronen-Eilon 

(2004) did not. As such, this finding lends support to both the continued importance of using values 

and social axioms to understand sociocultural behaviour.  

The central issue that prevents social axioms from potentially having greater ability to predict 

or describe sociocultural behaviour is an ongoing issue of inconsistency with the survey items not 

supporting an established set of social axiom dimensions. Since the inception of social axioms, the 

cross-cultural literature contains numerous studies that have used this tool, but in a way that is 

inconsistent with the original proposed social axiom dimensions (e.g., Kuo et al., 2006; Kurman & 

Ronen-Eilon, 2004; Kwantes et al., 2008; Safdar et al., 2004, 2008). Question items often have poor 

loading or they cross-load across factors that prevent these analyses from achieving a consistent 

simple structure. Furthermore, question items often produce different or unique variations of the 

social axiom dimensions. Despite these failings, many researchers have continued to use this tool 

due to the fact that it is able to describe culture and explain sociocultural behaviour variance. 

Fortunately for cross-cultural research, many of these issues have been addressed in the revised 
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Social Axioms Survey II that has improved the reliability of question items and the five social axiom 

dimensions (Leung et al., 2012).  

On the other hand, cultural values are well-established and were found in this study to be a 

good tool for understanding immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to a host culture. Values were 

found to consistently explain a substantive amount of variance for all three measures of adaptation, 

which is a unique finding in acculturation studies. Past research has typically found that values and 

social axioms both predict different types of adaptation (Calvez, 2008; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 

2004). As such, this finding provides a strong endorsement for the continued use and examination of 

values as a consequential element in newcomers’ acculturation processes.   

Another important finding was that immigrants’ and sojourners’ current values were better 

able to explain adaptation to the host culture than the newcomers’ level of value cultural fit with the 

host culture. Many past acculturation studies have found and suggested that value cultural fit (e.g., 

Musiol & Boehnke,  2013; Rosales Meza, 2010) and social axiom cultural fit (Kurman & Ronen-

Eilon, 2004) were important predictors of adaptation. This study supports this approach to 

understanding acculturation with the finding that the cultural fit variables that had the strongest 

relationship with adaptation were the values and social axioms that Ontario people placed the least 

amount of importance on. One reason why cultural fit may not have had as strong of an effect in this 

study was that the higher importance placed on values or social axioms was associated with greater 

variance and less consensus in the host culture. This created more ambiguity in the fit measurements 

for immigrants and sojourners, which indicates a complicated relationship between value and social 

axiom cultural fit and adaptation that is hard to explain. 

Another issue with the cultural fit variables was the assumption that these objective measures 

were objective and accurate measures of a newcomers’ fit with the host culture. While the use of the 
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same measurement tool is objectively the same when used between cultural samples, the underlying 

cultural construct that it measures may not be equitable. For example, individuals from 

individualistic and collectivistic societies may have an equitable preference for the Benevolence 

value, but how they understand and work with the concept of helpfulness is likely to be very 

different due to cultural differences. Therefore, comparing equal measures on an objective cultural 

fit measure belies the underlying cultural context that may or may not contribute to a newcomers’ 

ability to fit into the host culture. In this study, cultural fit variables were not strongly related to 

adaptation, which indicates that these measures of proximity of sociocultural understanding were not 

supportive of better adaption. From an acculturative learning perspective there is little to be gained 

for the immigrant and sojourner community from an improved understanding of the level of fit 

between newcomers and the host culture since they can’t control where they come from. Instead, 

researchers might better serve these communities by exploring how a newcomer is able to culturally 

fit into a host culture effectively (Jun & Gentry, 2005).    

Another consequential finding of this study was the need to consider using a broad spectrum 

of community members to establish a representative sample of values and social axioms. Two 

previous studies found vastly different results than this study using the same values theory (i.e., 

Schwartz) in the same region sampling university students (i.e., Cleveland et al., 2011; Lan et al., 

2010). Hofstede (2001) and cultural researchers (Lehman, Chiu, & Schaller, 2004) have been 

proponents of the theory that cultural values are stable constructs throughout a society. So it is 

interesting and disconcerting that the inclusion of a broader sampling with non-university 

community members could produce such discrepant results. However, this finding is in agreement 

with a new and emerging revelation about values based on new evidence that suggests that there is 
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less consensus about values within a country than once believed (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; 

Greenfield, 2014; Morris, 2014; Schwartz, 2014a; Wan & Lu, 2014; Yamagishi, 2014). 

In 2011, Fischer and Schwartz reported that there was more variance within country value 

ratings (i.e., between cultural members) than there was between countries. This lack of cultural 

group consensus was found with three different value measurement scales in three different data sets 

with 67, 19, and 62 countries, respectively (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011). The implications of this 

finding are substantial, not just for this line of research but, for many of the widely-accepted theories 

that view culture as shared meaning system where values are a stable core component of that system 

(e.g., Hofstede, 2001; Lehman, Chiu, & Schaller, 2004). From this theoretical perspective, cultural 

members were thought to share and ascribe to similar values, social axioms, meanings, practices, 

symbols, and norms as the rest of their host culture (Hofstede, 2001; Schwartz, 2014a). This appears 

to be a misperception of host culture (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011), which requires revisiting our 

understanding of cultured society and the models that explain it (Greenfield, 2014; Morris, 2014; 

Schwartz, 2014a; Wan & Lu, 2014; Yamagishi, 2014).   

Schwartz’s (2014a) has recently revised his theory to explain these new findings. In this new 

model, he clarifies that culture is found purely in the social context of culture members, not in their 

minds. In this way societal culture is a latent, normative value system that is used to guide the 

functionality of societal institutions, but not as a direct guide for cultural members (Schwartz, 2011). 

Interactions and associations with societal institutions provide the social context through which 

cultural members’ thoughts, beliefs, and actions are mediated in a cultural context. Rewards and 

punishments are meted out through institutional policies and practices, thus communicating cultural 

values and expectations (Schwartz). As no two individuals ever interact with all of the same 

institutions or with a specific institution in the same way (e.g., the effects of individual traits; such as 
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personality, abilities, genes), every cultural member develops an idiosyncratic understanding of 

culture and its values. So it is with an increased emphasis on societal institutions acting as mediators 

for the cultural context that we can explain cultural member value discrepancies while still providing 

a stable theoretical perspective about a society’s culture (Schwartz). 

Schwartz’s (2014a) and others’ (Greenfield, 2014; Morris, 2014; Wan & Lu, 2014) revised 

cultural hypotheses are useful for explaining the studies by Cleveland (2011), Lan (2010) and 

colleagues. These two studies found convergent validity for a representative preference for 

Ontarian’s most important values as Hedonism, Achievement, and Benevolence and the least 

important as Power and Tradition. These findings are in stark contrast to the present study, which 

found Tradition, Power, and Conformity as the most important values and Self-direction and 

Benevolence as the least important. The new cultural hypothesis (Schwartz, 2014a) explains that 

individual cultural values are susceptible to a number of influences, like socio-demographic 

characteristics (Greenfield), cognitive abilities (Morris) and adaptive benefits (Wan & Lu). By 

sampling from the university setting, these studies were biased by the institutional factors of student 

screening that filters for specific socio-demographic, cognitive, and adaptive abilities in students. In 

essence, university students are selected and rewarded for valuing gratification, success, ambition, 

and cooperation (i.e., Hedonism, Achievement, and Benevolence values). These studies are great 

examples of how institutions in a cultural society develop and emphasize their own version of the 

societal values that best facilitate its specialized tasks and challenges, which it transmits to 

participating cultural members through exposure and reward systems (Greenfield; Schwartz, 2014b; 

Wan & Lu). As such, these studies do provide an awareness of Ontario values, but one that is shaped 

by postsecondary institutions and, as a result, may not be an accurate representation of the broader 

cultural population.  
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These new cultural hypotheses support the approach in this study to use a broad community 

sampling to represent the Ontario cultural perspective of values and social axioms. No cultural 

member possesses a complete or accurate understanding of culture (Keesing, 1974; Schwartz, 

2014a), so a representative sample must include individuals with a variety of personal 

characteristics, institutional associations, and socioeconomic differences. Selecting a sample with a 

high degree of heterogeneity will include the idiosyncratic uniqueness of numerous individuals that 

should cancel each other out and leave exposed the underlying latent cultural construct (Fischer & 

Schwartz, 2011; Schwartz, 2014b). This is the rationale that supports the acceptance of this study’s 

results as the most representative set of values for Ontario compared to the other two studies 

(Cleveland et al., 2011; Lan et al., 2010). 

Additional confirmation for this set of values was found in the second study where the 

immigrants’ and sojourners’ values that were best able to predict psychological and behavioural 

adaptation were the same values that were most strongly valued by people in Ontario. This is 

convergent evidence for the accuracy this study’s assessment of Ontario values based on the learning 

approach to acculturation (Masgoret & Ward, 2006). From this perspective, the newcomer 

participants are learning about their new host culture and those participants who are most accurate in 

identifying important values for the host culture are more likely to experience stronger increases in 

psychological well-being and contact with Canadians, and fewer difficulties with sociocultural 

adaptation.  

The last finding worth noting is the unanimous voice found in ISOs for new and improved 

methods of supporting immigrants’ and sojourners’ adaptation to the host culture. From executives 

down throughout the organization and with clients, there was a general appreciation and desire to see 

more evidence-driven approaches in immigrant service programming. In part, this study was 
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attempting to answer this need, but the complexity of issues that were encountered at each stage of 

this research demonstrate why there is a paucity of applied research in this area. Any one of these 

issues could have had a negative effect on the outcomes of this study, but the culmination of issues 

created an immense challenge to finding significant results. Problems enlisting support, navigating 

policies, engaging participants and employees, administering and collecting materials, maintaining 

research interest, and collecting meaningful data all contributed to a complicated analysis. As such, 

it is difficult to conclude from this study that there was no effect to be found between learning host 

cultural knowledge and adaptation to a host culture.  

Future Directions 

It is easy to understand why academic acculturation researchers are so reluctant to engage 

with immigrant and sojourner communities to conduct research that directly meets the needs of these 

communities. Within the ‘publish or perish’ scholastic environment, the challenges encountered by 

this study are a testament to the very real obstacles that prevent researchers from demonstrating how 

current theories or models can assist acculturating individuals and communities (Ward & 

Kagitcibasi, 2010). Fortunately, the learning approaching to acculturation lends itself readily to the 

ISO environment where learning about the host culture is an important objective. Future 

acculturation research should look to investing in long-term working relationships with ISOs to 

develop reciprocal educational research opportunities with newcomer clients. ISOs are a naturally 

trusted partner in the immigrant and sojourner communities and proponents of client success. It is a 

natural fit for acculturation researchers to partner with these organizations to offer value added 

educational experiences that examine theory-driven approaches to improved adaptation. 

Furthermore, these partnerships present an opportunity to collect a large amount of longitudinal data 

on newcomer acculturation experiences that could be used to improve current acculturation models. 
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The benefits to ISOs are just as impactful, with improved programming based on needs assessments, 

quantitative data for funding applications, evidence-based decision making for policy and 

programming, and, most of all, improved adaptation outcomes for their clients.  

Another future direction that should be examine by acculturation researchers is the way that 

immigrants and sojourners use their past and current cultural knowledge in their process of adapting 

to a host culture. This study found that specific values and social axioms were strongly related to 

positive adaptation outcomes. For example, preference for Power, Hedonism and Stimulation values 

and the Social Cynicism social axiom were all related to improved psychological well-being. These 

findings need to be explored in order to better understand how different types of cultural knowledge 

can improve adaptation and the quality of life for newcomers. Resilience is an important quality for 

successful adaptation to a host culture (Geeraert & Demoulin, 2013; Sirikantraporn, 2013), and 

learning more about the types of cultural knowledge that supports immigrant and sojourner 

resilience is an important future direction for research.  

The role that social axioms can play in acculturation research is also an important line of 

research to continue pursuing. The cross-cultural literature is replete with studies that demonstrate 

the potential of this construct to expand our understanding of sociocultural behaviour (e.g., Bond et 

al., 2004; Kurman & Ronen-Eilon, 2004). Problems with construct reliability is something that has 

limited its potential and acceptance to a broader community of cross-cultural researchers, but the 

new revised survey tool provides a new look at the role of social beliefs in guiding sociocultural 

behaviours.  

A final future direction for research would be to explore the current CCT literature and to 

examine how these CCT theories and practices could be used to support immigrants and sojourners 

adjustment to a new host culture. In particular, this line of research would need to examine post-
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departure CCT studies to establish the best practices and to determine how this research could be 

modified to work in a heterogeneous classroom setting that is more reflective of ISO support 

services. While the acculturation experiences may be similar between expatriate employees and 

immigrants, the way CCT is offered to these two groups does not align with their practical realities. 

Future research should examine these similarities and differences with the goal of developing better 

supportive programming for newcomers. 

Limitations 

 This line of research was ambitious in that it attempted to explore a new applied approach to 

acculturation research examining the effects of learned cultural knowledge within a classic quasi-

experimental design. There were several points of concern from a methodological or design 

perspective that limited the effectiveness of the study to promote the learning approach to 

acculturation. Despite these limitations, the results that were generated did support further research 

in this area.  

The first limitation was the result of the loss of United Way Toronto’s support due to changes 

in personnel. Without a major community sponsor to promote and support the original more 

substantial approach to CCT with a greater number of participants, this study was affected by the 

diverse conditional support offered by smaller community ISOs. Working independently with each 

ISO, the researcher had to contend with the unique set of circumstances (e.g., policy, resources, 

administration engagement, client socio demographics) that each ISO presented. To overcome these 

ISO issues, the study design needed to be flexible in a way that limited the ability of the researcher 

to maintain the original study design. For example, one university would not allow any recruitment 

or data to be collected on campus, but accepted online solicitation and data collection. For another 

ISO, the administrators facilitated data collection with one cohort via paper and pencil, and in the 
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next cohort passively informed participants about an online survey that no participants completed. A 

community ISO was unable to organize training sessions for participants, which prevent these people 

from being included in the experimental condition. Most ISOs placed different restrictions on the 

time allowed to present CCT materials.  All together, the involvement of multiple ISO organizations 

with their unique operational expectations and abilities to take part in the research severely 

challenged this study to maintain a reasonable level of control on the design. 

The previous limitation contributed to the next two limitations; a variance in the time 

differences between Time 1 and Time 2 surveys and a small sample size. A large number of 

participants were recruited into the study and these individuals all received the CCT session. At the 

time of the second survey (i.e., Time 2) there were numerous problems with the following up; often 

participants were difficult to reach due to changes or incorrect contact information or they postponed 

their completion of the survey. As a result, the initial research design was to use a 4 to 6 week time 

period between surveys, but numerous issues created a range of 4 to 10 weeks. The other limitation 

was a high attrition rate in the number of participants who completed the second survey (i.e., Time 

2), which limited number of participants for study three. This limitation made it difficult to 

determining if the third study had the ability to find any statistically significant results, assuming that 

they existed.  

 Another limitation of this study was the ability of the researcher to be an effective instructor 

for participants who had English as a second language. Regardless of the approach used, the CCT 

literature has identified that a cross-cultural trainers’ ability to connect with participants and provide 

material in a relatable manner is one of the most difficult tasks to perform well (Paige, 1996). All 

efforts were made to ensure that participants’ English language skills were efficient enough to 

understand and participate in the survey and training sessions by requiring participants to have a 
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level 5 in the Language Instruction for Newcomers to Canada (LINC) system. Despite this 

qualification, the training material was often found to be difficult to express in terms that were easily 

accessible to newcomers. This was due to the limited skills of the researchers, the abstract 

complexity of the content, and the limited language skills and vocabulary of participants. Additional 

issues were found for large group presentations where participants were either less willing to 

actively participate or had different cultural backgrounds that made examples accessible to some 

participants but not others. Smaller group training sessions were more effective in developing terms 

and ideas with participants that provided opportunities for deeper exploration of the training 

material. The result of these issues was an inconsistent dissemination of the CCT material to the 

experimental group that likely affected all participants’ learning of the material about Canadian 

culture. 

 The next limitation of the study was a high level of heterogeneity in the cultural background 

of participants in both groups, but mostly in the experimental group. With restrictions placed on the 

recruitment procedures by ISOs, access to participants was limited and the researcher was unable to 

pre-screen for a specific cultural group membership or to balanced demographic qualities across 

groups. This increased the statistical noise that needed to be overcome to find any potential 

significant result. This limitation could have been overcome if a greater amount of time was used to 

collect data in specific locations that possessed more homogenous cultural backgrounds.   

 The final limitation of this study worth noting was the restricted understanding or 

appreciation of participants for the type of CCT that was offered. It is possible that many participants 

perceived the training sessions as too ‘academic’ (i.e., cognitive) or removed from their daily lives. 

Naively, or not, the researcher attempted to teach newcomers a high level understanding of Canadian 

culture that could be versatile and informative across sociocultural circumstances. In hindsight it is 
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obvious that this was a researcher-to-community participants approach (i.e., a top-down approach) 

toward CCT. Many participants acknowledged that they had hoped for more practical tips and 

knowledge that could be used in their daily lives or in achieving employment and work success. To a 

lesser extent this did occur in the training sessions, with participants being given examples about 

how values and social axioms affect work environments and the strategic choices that immigrants 

and sojourners could make to affect positive impressions on Canadians. Regardless, involving the 

ISOs at an earlier stage in the designing of the study and doing a needs assessment of newcomers 

would have helped shaped the study toward a more tangible, practical, and concrete approach to 

training sessions and the development of resources, which might have had a bigger impact with the 

community.   

Conclusion 

This line of research has highlighted the role and importance of examining cultural 

knowledge as a sociocultural tool that supports immigrants and sojourners adaptation to a new host 

culture. By grounding this research in the applied setting, it was able to identify important theoretical 

elements and methods that could have an impact in the lives of newcomers, while providing 

direction for future acculturation research. Research in the applied setting is complex, at times 

perplexing, but also rewarding. Working directly with ISOs and recent immigrants and sojourners 

highlighted several benefits of the learning approach to acculturation, as it is related to cultural 

knowledge. For example, cultural fit with a host culture provides advantages to newcomers adapting 

to a new society, but these studies demonstrated that immigrants’ and sojourners’ ability to use 

cultural knowledge contributed more to their psychological and behavioural adaptation than cultural 

fit. In this way, facilitating an accurate understanding of the host society, including values and social 

axioms, based on a broad representative sample of that society is important. Researchers need to be 
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cognisant of institutional factors that can shape the results on cultural scales; inaccurate 

generalizations can lead to misunderstandings that could prolong or increase difficulties for 

newcomers adapting to a new society. This research has also found values to be an important 

construct for explaining newcomers’ adaptation above and beyond what was found with social 

axioms. Future studies should continue to look at the relationship and contribution of both values 

and social axioms within the learning approach to acculturation. 

Acculturation research often uses the essentialist approach to culture that suggests that it is 

stable in time and place (Morris, 2014), rather than as a dynamic and always evolving sociocultural 

context (Geertz, 1973; Goodenough, 1961; Keesing, 1974). This will always be perceived as a 

shortcoming in this type of research since the accuracy or applicability of this information for any 

given situation is difficult to determine. However, if one presumes that in any given moment and 

place that there are central tenants to a sociocultural society that can be taught and used to assist 

newcomers, then the essentialist approach is appropriate. The point of applied acculturation research 

is to find ways for immigrants and sojourners to learn about their host culture and start the process of 

approximating this understanding of the host culture into a working theory. Once started, newcomers 

can rely on the social dynamics of culture to actively and accurately shape their understanding 

through the rewards and punishments found in the interactions with its institutions and cultural 

members. It is in this way that both newcomers and acculturation researchers can capitalize on 

imperfect methodological and cultural knowledge lessons while still addressing the important needs 

of immigrants and sojourners.  
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Appendix A 

Theoretical model of Schwartz’ (1994) value relationships. 

 
Note. Retrieved on March 8, 2014 from http://cespinosaelvira.wordpress.com/2010/10/01/the-
values-theory-by-shalom-h-schwartz/.  
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Appendix B 

Scales used in Study 1 (PVQ and SA-I) and Study 2 & 3 (PVQ, SA-I, PWB, SCAS, and INEC). 

Portrait Values Questionnaire (Schwartz et al., 2001) 

Please read each description and think about how much you believe each description is or is not like you. Circle the response 
that shows how much the description is or is not like you.  (PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWERS) 
 

How much you believe  
each person is or is not like you? 

Very Much 
Like You 

Like 
You 

Some-
what 
Like 
You 

A 
Little 
Like 
You 

Not 
Like 
You 

Not 
Like 

You At 
All 

 

1. Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important 
to him or her. He or she likes to do things in your own 
original way.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

2. It is important to you to be rich. You want to have a lot 
of money and expensive things. 1 2 3 4 5 6  

3. You think it is important that every person in the world 
be treated equally. You believe everyone should have 
equal opportunities in life.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

4. It's very important to you to show your abilities. You 
want people to admire what you do.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

5. It is important to you to live in secure surroundings. 
You avoid anything that might endanger your safety.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

6. You think it is important to do lots of different things in 
life. You always look for new things to try.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

7. You believe that people should do what they're told. 
You think people should follow rules at all times, even 
when no-one is watching.    

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

8. It is important to you to listen to people who are 
different from themselves. Even when you disagree 
with others, you still want to understand them.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

9. You think it's important not to ask for more than what 
you have. You believe that people should be satisfied 
with what you have.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

10. You seek every chance you can to have fun. It is 
important to you to do things that give you pleasure.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

11. It is important to you to make your own decisions about 
what you do. You like to be free to plan and to choose 
your activities for themselves.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

12. It's very important to you to help the people around you. 
You want to care for other’s well-being.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

13. Being very successful is important to you. You like to 
impress other people.  1 2 3 4 5 6  
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14. It is very important to you that your country be safe. 
You think the state must be on watch against threats 
from within and without.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

15. You like to take risks. You are always looking for 
adventures.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

16. It is important to you always to behave properly. You 
want to avoid doing anything people would say is 
wrong.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

17. It is important to you to be in charge and tell others 
what to do. You want people to do what you say.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

18. It is important to you to be loyal to your friends. You 
want to devote yourself to people close to you.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

19. You strongly believe that people should care for nature. 
Looking after the environment is important to you.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

20. Religious belief is important to you. You try hard to do 
what your religion requires.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

21. It is important to you that things be organized and clean. 
You really do not like things to be a mess.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

22. You think it's important to be interested in things. You 
like to be curious and to try to understand all sorts of 
things.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

23. You believe all the worlds’ people should live in 
harmony. Promoting peace among all groups in the 
world is important to you.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

24. You think it is important to be ambitious. You want to 
show how capable you are.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

25. You think it is best to do things in traditional ways. It is 
important to you to keep up the customs you have 
learned.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

26. Enjoying life’s pleasures is important to you. You like 
to ‘spoil’ yourself.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

27. It is important to you to respond to the needs of others. 
You try to support those you know.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

28. You believe you should always show respect to your 
parents and to older people. It is important to you to be 
obedient.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

29. You want everyone to be treated justly, even people you 
don’t know. It is important to you to protect the weak in 
society.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

30. You likes surprises. It is important to you to have an 
exciting life.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

31. You try hard to avoid getting sick. Staying healthy is 
very important to you.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

32. Getting ahead in life is important to you. You strive to 1 2 3 4 5 6  
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do better than others.  

33. Forgiving people who have hurt you is important to 
you. You try to see what is good in others and not to 
hold a grudge.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

34. It is important to you to be independent. You like to rely 
on yourself.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

35. Having a stable government is important to you. You 
are concerned that the social order be protected.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

36. It is important to you to be polite to other people all the 
time. You try never to disturb or irritate others.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

37. You really want to enjoy life. Having a good time is 
very important to you.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

38. It is important to you to be humble and modest. You try 
not to draw attention to yourself.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

39. You always want to be the one who makes the 
decisions. You like to be the leader.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

40. It is important to you to adapt to nature and to fit into it. 
You believe that people should not change nature.  1 2 3 4 5 6  

 
 

Social Axiom Survey (Leung et al., 2004) 

The following is a series of beliefs. Each represents a commonly held opinion. Please read each statement and then indicate 
the whether you think that you strongly believe, believe, no opinion to disbelieve, disbelieve or strongly disbelieve the 
statement.  (PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWERS) 

 

Belief 

 

1. Powerful people tend to exploit others.  1 2 3 4 5  

2. Power and status make people arrogant.  1 2 3 4 5  

3. Kind-hearted people are easily bullied.   1 2 3 4 5  

4. Significant achievement requires one to show no concern for the 
means needed for that achievement.  1 2 3 4 5  

5. Kind-hearted people usually suffer losses.  1 2 3 4 5  

6. Old people are usually stubborn and biased.  1 2 3 4 5  

7. Young people are impulsive and unreliable.  1 2 3 4 5  

8. It is easier to succeed if one knows how to take shortcuts.  1 2 3 4 5  

9. Females need a better appearance than males.  1 2 3 4 5  

10. It is rare to see a happy ending in real life.  1 2 3 4 5  

11. People will stop working hard after they secure a comfortable life.  1 2 3 4 5  
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12. People deeply in love are usually blind.  1 2 3 4 5  

13. To care about societal affairs only brings trouble for yourself.  1 2 3 4 5  

14. Most people hope to be repaid after they help others.  1 2 3 4 5  

15. Harsh laws can make people obey.  1 2 3 4 5  
 

16. One has to deal with matters according to the specific circumstances.  1 2 3 4 5  

17. There is usually only one way to solve a problem.  1 2 3 4 5  

18. Old people are a heavy burden on society.  1 2 3 4 5  

19. The various social institutions in society are biased toward the rich.  1 2 3 4 5  

20. Humility is dishonesty.  1 2 3 4 5  

21. One’s behaviours may be contrary to his or her true feelings.  1 2 3 4 5  

22. People may have opposite behaviours on different occasions.  1 2 3 4 5  

23. Human behaviour changes with the social context.  1 2 3 4 5  

24. There are phenomena in the world that cannot be explained by 
science.  1 2 3 4 5  

25. Current losses are not necessarily bad for one’s long-term future.  1 2 3 4 5  

26. To deal with things in a flexible way leads to success.  1 2 3 4 5  

27. To plan for possible mistakes will result in fewer obstacles.  1 2 3 4 5  

28. To experience various lifestyles is a way to enjoy life.  1 2 3 4 5  

29. Individual effort makes little difference in the outcome.  1 2 3 4 5  

30. One’s appearance does not reflect one’s character.  1 2 3 4 5  

31. One will succeed if he/she really tries.  1 2 3 4 5  

32. Adversity can be overcome by effort.   1 2 3 4 5  

33. Every problem has a solution.  1 2 3 4 5  

34. Good deeds will be rewarded, and bad deeds will be punished.  1 2 3 4 5  

35. Hard-working people will achieve more in the end.  1 2 3 4 5  

36. One who does not know how to plan his or her future will eventually 
fail.  1 2 3 4 5  

37. Knowledge is necessary for success.  1 2 3 4 5  

38. The just will eventually defeat the wicked.  1 2 3 4 5  

39. Competition brings about progress.  1 2 3 4 5  

40. Social justice can be maintained if everyone cares about politics.  1 2 3 4 5  

41. Failure is the beginning of success.  1 2 3 4 5  

42. A modest person can make a good impression on people.  1 2 3 4 5  

43. Caution helps avoid mistakes.  1 2 3 4 5  
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44. Mutual tolerance can lead to satisfactory human relationships.  1 2 3 4 5  

45. Belief in a religion helps one understand the meaning of life.  1 2 3 4 5  

46. Belief in a religion makes people good citizens.  1 2 3 4 5  

47. Religious faith contributes to good mental health.  1 2 3 4 5  

48. There is a supreme being controlling the universe.  1 2 3 4 5  

49. Religious people are more likely to maintain moral standards.   1 2 3 4 5  

50. Religion makes people escape from reality.  1 2 3 4 5  

51. Ghosts or spirits are people’s fantasy.  1 2 3 4 5  

52. Religious beliefs lead to unscientific thinking.  1 2 3 4 5  

53. Individual characteristics, such as appearance and birthday, affect 
one’s fate.  1 2 3 4 5  

54. Good luck follows if one survives a disaster.  1 2 3 4 5  

55. Fate determines one’s successes and failures.  1 2 3 4 5  

56. There are certain ways to help us improve our luck and avoid unlucky 
things.  1 2 3 4 5  

57. There are many ways for people to predict what will happen in the 
future.  1 2 3 4 5  

58. All things in the universe have been determined.  1 2 3 4 5  

59. A person’s talents are inborn.  1 2 3 4 5  

60. Most disasters can be predicted.  1 2 3 4 5  

 
Psychological Well-being Scale (Ryff, 1989) 

You are asked to rate yourself by indicating the extent to which you agree with the statement as descriptive of you. Please 
read each statement and then indicate the whether you think that you strongly disagree, agree, neutral/don’t know, agree or 
strongly disagree with the statement.  (PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWERS) 

 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neutral 
or 

Don’t 
Know 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. I tend to be influenced by people with strong opinions 1 2 3 4 5 

2. In general, I feel I am in charge of the situation in which I live 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I think it is important to have new experiences that challenge how you 
think about yourself and the world 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I have not experienced many warm and trusting relationships with 
others 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I live life one day at a time and don’t really think about the future 1 2 3 4 5 

6. In many ways, I feel disappointed about my achievements in life 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I have confidence in my own opinions, even if they are contrary to the 1 2 3 4 5 
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general consensus 

8. The demands of everyday life often get me down 1 2 3 4 5 

9. For me, life has been a continuous process of learning, changing, and 
growth 1 2 3 4 5 

10. People would describe me as a giving person, willing to share my time 
with others 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Some people wander aimlessly through life, but I am not one of them 1 2 3 4 5 

12. I like most aspects of my personality 1 2 3 4 5 

13. I judge myself by what I think is important, not by the values of what 
others think is important 1 2 3 4 5 

14. I am quite good at managing the many responsibilities of my daily life 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I gave up trying to make big improvements or changes in my life a 
long time ago 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Maintaining close relationships has been difficult and frustrating for 
me 1 2 3 4 5 

17. I sometimes feel as if I have done all there is to do in life 1 2 3 4 5 

18. When I look at the story of my life, I am pleased with how things have 
turned out 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Socio-cultural Adaptation Scale (Searle & Ward, 1990) 

You are asked to indicate how much difficulty you experience in Canada in each of these areas. Please read each statement 
and then indicate if you have no difficulty, slight difficulty, moderate difficulty, great difficulty or extreme difficulty with the 
tasks provided.  (PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWERS) 

 
 No 

Difficulty 
Slight 

Difficulty 
Moderate 
Difficulty 

Great 
Difficulty 

Extreme 
Difficulty 

1. Making friends 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Finding food that you enjoy 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Taking a Canadian perspective on the culture 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Understanding the Canadian value system 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Making yourself understood 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Seeing things from your ethnic group’s point of view 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Going shopping 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Dealing with someone who is unpleasant 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Understanding jokes and humour 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Going to social gatherings 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Communicating with people of a different ethnic group 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Understanding ethnic or cultural differences 1 2 3 4 5 
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13. Dealing with unsatisfactory service 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Worshipping 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Understanding the Canadian political system 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Talking about yourself with others 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Understanding the Canadian’s world view 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Family relationships 1 2 3 4 5 

19. The pace of life 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Being able to see two sides of an inter-cultural issue 1 2 3 4 5 

21. Following rules and regulations 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Dealing with people in authority 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Using the transport system 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Dealing with bureaucracy 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Dealing with people staring at you 1 2 3 4 5 

26. Accommodation 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Finding your way around 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Dealing with the climate 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Relating to members of the opposite sex 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Individual Network of Ethnic Contacts (Landry & Bourhis, 1997) 

We would like you to think about the people you interact with on a regular basis in your everyday life. Some of the following 
questions may not apply to your particular situation. For example, if you do not have any friends whose background is English 
Canadian then in this section you would circle X (not applicable) for the question dealing with the amount of contact you have 
with friends of English Canadian background. Please read each statement and then indicate if you rarely, occasionally, 
sometimes, often, or very frequently are in contact with others.  (PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR ANSWERS) 
 

 Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often Very 
Frequently 

Not 
Applicable 

1. How often are you (or were you) in 
contact with your relatives who 
are… 

     
 

a. Members of your own ethnic 
group 1 2 3 4 5 X 

b. English Canadians 1 2 3 4 5 X 

c. Immigrants settled here 1 2 3 4 5 X 

2. How often are you (or were you) in 
contact with your friends who are…       

a. Members of your own ethnic 
group 1 2 3 4 5 X 
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b. English Canadians 1 2 3 4 5 X 

c. Immigrants settled here 1 2 3 4 5 X 

3. How often are you (or were you) in 
contact with your neighbours who 
are… 

     
 

a. Members of your own ethnic 
group 1 2 3 4 5 X 

b. English Canadians 1 2 3 4 5 X 

c. Immigrants settled here 1 2 3 4 5 X 

4. How often are you (or were you) in 
contact with your work colleagues 
who are… 

     
 

a. Members of your own ethnic 
group 1 2 3 4 5 X 

b. English Canadians 1 2 3 4 5 X 

c. Immigrants settled here 1 2 3 4 5 X 
 

Demographic Questions 
The following questions will be used to compare your answers with other participants who might have answered similarly or 
differently. The information will not be associated with your identity in any way. Please answer the following questions to 
the best of your ability:  

 
1.              Are you:    □ Male     □ Female 

 
2. What is your current age?  ______ 
 
3. Where were you born? ______ (country & province) 
 
4. Where was your mother born and raised? ______ (country & province) 
 
5. Where was your father born and raised? ______ (country & province) 
 
6. How would you describe your ethnic/cultural background?  
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

7. How Canadian would you consider yourself to be? (circle corresponding number) 
 

        Not Canadian 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 Very Canadian 
 
8.              What is the highest level of education you have attained? 
 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. What is your current marital status? 
 

         Single  :  Married  :  Common-law  :  Divorced  :  Prefer not to Say 
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10. How many immediate family members do you spend time with regularly? Please count how many brothers, 
sisters, parents, grand parents, uncles and aunts you spend time with at least once or twice a week:  

   _____________________________________________________ 
   
11. Please indicate your current income in the list provided.  
 

 Less than $25,000  :  $25,001 - $40,000  :  $40,001 - $55,000  :  $55,001 - $70,000v  More than $70,000 
 
 

12.        What education level did you attain in your country of origin?  
 

       Elementary School  :  Secondary School  :  Bachelor Degree  :  Master’s Degree  
 

13.        What age were you when you came to Canada?  _________________________ 
 

14.        Please indicate your immigration status when you came to Canada: 
 

       Canadian Citizen  :  Landed Immigrant  :  Refugee Status  :  Student Visa   :  Other _______ 
 

15.        Please indicate your current immigration status: 
 

       Canadian Citizen  :  Landed Immigrant  :  Refugee Status  :  Student Visa   :  Other _______ 
 

! Do you plan to live (or try and live) in Canada permanently when you have completed your studies?  
 
        Yes  :  No 
 

16.        Would you please explain, to your best ability, why you chose to come to Canada? 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

17.           Have you worked in Canada since your arrival? 
 

Yes  :  No 
 

18. If you have worked in Canada since your arrival, indicate the level of difficulty you had in gaining employment: 
 

No 
Difficulties 

at All 

 
 
 

Medium 
Difficulty  Great 

Difficulty 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix C 

Words and Definitions used in the Questionnaire 

This is a list of words or terms used in the questionnaire that are often misunderstood by people. If you have any problems 
understanding a word or term, please don’t guess at what it means, check this list. Words in this list were underlined in the 
questionnaire to help identify which words you can look up in this list. 
 
Word or Term  Definition 
A personal victim  You have been harmed, injured, or treated unfairly. 
Abilities  A person’s skill or talent to do something. 
Accommodation  Finding a place to stay or live. 
Achievement  To complete something that you specifically tried to do. 
Achievements  A list of things that someone has done successfully.  
Adapt  To change so that you are better able to live or do things in a new place. 
Adventures  To be in activities that are exciting, dangerous or risky. 
Adversity  Problems doing something; difficulties. 
All the worlds’ people  Everyone in the world. 
Ambitious  To have a strong desire or want to succeed or achieve success.  
An effort  Having difficulty doing things or getting the energy to do things. 
Appearance  The way someone looks. 
Arrogant  To think you are more important than you are. 
Avoid  To stay away from something. 
Background  Your or someone else’s family’s culture or ethnicity. 
Be in charge  To be the person who is responsible for something or someone. 
Been determined  The idea that everything is happening for a reason. 
Behave properly  To act in a way that is expected by someone or everyone. 
Biased  To see things only one way, sometimes in a negative way. 
Blind  To not be able to see the world around you. 
Bullied  When someone is harmed or unfairly force to obey by a stronger person. 
Burden on society  When society has to look after and support someone or something. 
Bureaucracy  All the departments or programs that make up the government. 
Caution  To take care to stay away from danger or harm. 
Challenge  To test the truth or correctness of your abilities or ideas. 
Character  The qualities, traits or abilities that explain a person. 
Circumstances  The facts, properties or conditions of an event, activity or situation. 
Climate  The weather and the different seasons (summer, fall, winter, spring). 
Colleagues  People you work with. 
Comfortable life  To have enough money and things to live well, with no concerns. 
Committed  Being loyal towards someone or something. 
Common-law  Having a long-term relationship, but you are not married. 
Competition  When people compete or try to win at something. 
Confidence  To have strong feelings about yourself. 
Consent Form  An ethical document that states your rights as a participant in a study. 
Contact  How often you talk, meet or spend time with someone. 
Continuous process  Something that continues to happen, ongoing. 
Contrary  To be the opposite, to have the opposite meaning. 
Creative  Being original or coming up with new ideas or ways to do something. 
Culture  The beliefs, practices and rituals that explain a how a group of people live. 
Curious  To be very interested in things or people. 
Customs  The activities or ways of doing things by a cultural group of people. 
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Appendix D 

Table of values and social axioms raw and centred scores for immigrant sample based on region (n= 
130). 

 
Note: Other = Europe, Russia, Pacific Asia and those who did not report origin.  

 South Asia 
(n=42)  East Asia 

(n=38)  Latin American 
(n=15)  Middle Eastern 

(n=15)  Other 
(n = 20) 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

Raw Scores               
Achievement 2.25 0.66  2.57 0.69  3.27 1.05  1.99 0.56  2.63 1.01 
Benevolence 1.86 0.61  2.22 0.64  1.83 0.32  1.75 0.57  2.11 0.86 
Conformity 1.88 0.61  2.07 0.51  2.26 0.62  1.53 0.51  2.25 0.85 
Hedonism 2.70 0.90  2.20 0.85  2.29 0.92  2.58 0.94  2.68 0.72 
Power 3.04 1.05  3.32 0.72  4.04 0.96  3.42 1.00  3.35 1.24 
Security 1.74 0.60  1.89 0.56  1.86 0.59  1.48 0.41  1.92 0.51 
Self-direction 2.20 0.66  2.28 0.62  1.93 0.61  1.95 0.57  2.03 0.40 
Stimulation 2.56 0.70  2.89 0.85  2.76 0.84  3.11 1.01  3.00 1.01 
Tradition 2.18 0.66  3.03 0.73  3.16 0.83  2.67 1.01  2.98 1.21 
Universalism 1.77 0.55  1.96 0.45  1.64 0.36  1.61 0.66  1.92 0.56 
Fate Control 3.11 0.51  3.13 0.60  3.36 0.60  3.32 0.56  3.31 0.46 
Religiosity 2.53 0.50  2.79 0.43  2.95 0.68  2.64 0.54  2.95 0.45 
Reward/Appl 2.09 0.50  2.27 0.44  2.16 0.26  2.07 0.59  2.21 0.41 
Social Cynic 3.15 0.50  3.17 0.53  3.36 0.67  3.09 0.63  3.46 0.69 

Centred Scores               
Achievement 0.11 0.41  0.19 0.55  0.85 0.78  -0.10 0.48  0.23 0.68 
Benevolence -0.28 0.47  -0.16 0.56  -0.58 0.38  -0.34 0.57  -0.29 0.58 
Conformity -0.26 0.42  -0.31 0.48  -0.16 0.59  -0.57 0.50  -0.15 0.77 
Hedonism 0.56 0.82  -0.17 0.65  -0.12 0.90  0.48 0.76  0.28 0.70 
Power 0.89 0.91  0.95 0.73  1.63 0.78  1.33 0.91  0.95 0.94 
Security -0.40 0.37  -0.49 0.47  -0.55 0.45  -0.61 0.22  -0.48 0.40 
Self-direction 0.05 0.46  -0.10 0.47  -0.48 0.49  -0.14 0.43  -0.36 0.55 
Stimulation 0.41 0.60  0.52 0.70  0.34 0.73  1.02 0.98  0.60 0.86 
Tradition 0.04 0.53  0.66 0.57  0.74 0.80  0.57 0.97  0.58 1.02 
Universalism -0.38 0.39  -0.41 0.28  -0.77 0.25  -0.48 0.52  -0.48 0.35 
Fate Control 0.45 0.38  0.34 0.45  0.49 0.49  0.62 0.55  0.40 0.52 
Religiosity -0.13 0.40  0.00 0.47  0.07 0.43  -0.06 0.36  0.04 0.25 
Reward/App -0.57 0.35  -0.52 0.36  -0.71 0.29  -0.63 0.40  -0.70 0.33 
Social Cynic 0.49 0.42  0.39 0.39  0.48 0.40  0.39 0.53  0.55 0.51 
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Appendix E 
 

Study 2 Theory-driven 4-Factor Solution without Social Complexity social axiom items with 
Rotated Factor Loadings and Simple Structure (n=130). 
 

Theory-driven solution without Social Complexity items 
Item Leung et al.’s  

5 Factors 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

1 SocCyn   .489  

2 SocCyn   .521  

3 SocCyn   .533  

4 SocCyn   .326  

5 SocCyn   .508  

6 SocCyn   .602  

7 SocCyn   .522  

8 SocCyn   .344  

9 SocCyn 0 0 0 0 

10 SocCyn   .625  

11 SocCyn   .459  

12 SocCyn   .541  

13 SocCyn   .274 .234 

14 SocCyn r r r r 

15 SocCyn r r r r 

16 SoCom r r r r 

17 SoCom r r r r 

18 SocCyn   .290  

19 SocCyn .577    

20 SocCyn r r r r 

21 SoCom r r r r 

22 SoCom r r r r 
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23 SoCom r r r r 

24 SoCom r r r r 

25 SoCom r r r r 

26 SoCom r r r r 

27 SoCom r r r r 

28 SoCom r r r r 

29 SoCom r r r r 

30 SoCom r r r r 

31 ReApp .577    

32 ReApp .668    

33 ReApp .611    

34 ReApp r r r r 

35 ReApp .572    

36 ReApp r r r r 

37 ReApp .566    

38 ReApp r r r r 

39 ReApp .548    

40 ReApp r r r r 

41 ReApp .481    

42 ReApp .621    

43 ReApp .732    

44 ReApp .614    

45 Relg .225 .785   

46 Relg  .856   

47 Relg  .844   

48 Relg  .577   

49 Relg  .657   

50 Relg 0 0 0 0 
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51 Relg 0 0 0 0 

52 Relg    .304 

53 FatCo    .444 

54 FatCo    .652 

55 FatCo  .316  .385 

56 FatCo    .350 

57 FatCo    .518 

58 FatCo r r r r 

59 FatCo  .291   

60 FatCo    .581 
Note 1: SoCyn = Social Cynicism, SoCom = Social Complexity, ReApp = Reward for Application, Relg = Religiosity, and FatCo = 
Fate Control. 
KMO = .62; Total Variance Explained = 33.9%; Factor 1 =10.5%, Factor 2 = 9.6%, Factor 3 = 8.6%, and Factor 4 = 5.3%.  
r = items removed in Study 1 when they loaded less than 5% with a factor or cross-loaded equitably on more than one factor.  
0 = items in Study 2 that loaded less than 5% with a factor or cross-loaded equitably on more than one factor.  
 
Note2: Alternate Factor Solutions 
19 Factors identified with Eigen Values greater than 1, accounting for 60.3% of the variance; 
Data-driven 5-factor solution, 34% variance explained, mixed social axiom factors; 
Data-driven 4-factor solution, 31% variance explained, mixed social axiom factors, no Fate Control; and, 
Theory-driven 4-factor solution without Reward for Application, 30% variance explained, more mixed social axiom factors than the 
solution reported above. 
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Appendix F 

 
Correlation matrix of values and social axioms for the immigrant sample in Study 2 (n= 130). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Achievement 1             

2. Benevolence -.309** 1            

3. Conformity -.377** .073 1           

4. Hedonism -.004 -.260** -.166 1          

5. Power .383** -.436** -.254** .054 1         

6. Security -.275** -.107 .113 -.136 -.306** 1        

7. Self-direction -.147 -.032 -.224* -.036 -.065 .001 1       

8. Stimulation .276** -.141 -.628** .206* .161 -.281** .260** 1      

9. Tradition -.199* .091 .285** -.382** -.201* -.155 -.449** -.341** 1     

10. Universalism -.482** .291** .078 -.231** -.580** .325** .105 -.203* -.043 1    

11. Fate Control .048 -.045 -.211* .268** .124 -.097 -.047 .194* -.107 -.188* 1   

12. Religiosity -.014 .049 .094 -.129 -.126 -.027 -.232** -.129 .316** .071 -.122 1  

13. Reward/ Applic. -.078 .185* .048 -.194* -.250** .146 .209* -.013 -.150 .295** -.332** -.225* 1 

14. Social Cynicism .053 -.181* .031 .094 .243** -.057 -.012 -.030 .002 -.206* -.268** -.379** -.587** 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix G 
 

Correlation matrix of value and social axiom cultural fit variables for the immigrant sample in Study 2 (n= 130). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. CF-Achievement 1             

2. CF-Benevolence .126 1            

3. CF-Conformity .379** .064 1           

4. CF-Hedonism .197* .042 .156 1          

5. CF-Power .185* -.118 .198* .200* 1         

6. CF-Security .230** .131 .172 .161 -.060 1        

7. CF-Self-direction -.073 -.048 .134 -.122 .076 .065 1       

8. CF-Stimulation .174* .064 .502** .027 .109 .201* .195* 1      

9. CF-Tradition .096 .143 .181* .261** .277** -.030 .231** .218* 1     

10. CF-Universalism .331** .069 .186* .251** .236** .089 .005 .181* .224* 1    

11. CF-Fate Control .034 -.014 .261** .227** .077 .029 .030 .114 .025 -.024 1   

12. CF-Religiosity -.106 -.147 -.099 .044 -.024 -.055 .084 -.078 .088 -.054 .157 1  

13. CF-Reward/ Applic. .150 -.081 .118 .215* .088 .090 -.092 .159 .090 .138 .376** .039 1 

14. CF-Social Cynicism .060 -.117 -.016 .161 .085 .061 .037 .027 .183* .096 -.203* .338** .578** 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Appendix H 
 

Correlation matrix of the values and social axioms with the dependent variables for the immigrant 
sample in Study 2 (n= 130). 

Individual Network of Contact 

 
Psych. 

Well-being 

Socio-
cultural 

Adaptation Ethnic 
Group 

Immigrant 
Group 

Canadian 
Group 

Achievement .090 .011 .070 .141 .086 

Benevolence -.150 .138 .046 -.139 -.124 

Conformity .057 .054 -.107 .106 .132 

Hedonism .095 -.030 -.060 .080 .016 

Power .389** -.320** -.010 .125 .064 

Security -.302** .107 .007 .061 .093 

Self-direction -.284** .174* -.011 -.104 -.194* 

Stimulation .020 .089 .000 -.176* -.276** 

Tradition .219* -.172 -.043 -.070 .030 

Universalism -.338** .144 .098 -.119 .032 

Fate Control .119 .011 .031 -.074 -.160 

Religiosity .036 -.026 .039 -.081 -.039 

Reward/ Application -.467** .271** .062 -.098 .020 

Social Cynicism .345** -.250** -.107 .201* .115 

Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix I 
 

Correlation matrix of the value and social axiom cultural fit variables with the dependent variables for 
the immigrant sample in Study 2 (n= 130). 

Individual Network of Contact 
 Psych. 

Well-being 

Socio-
cultural 

Adaptation Ethnic 
Group 

Immigrant 
Group 

Canadian 
Group 

CF-Achievement .072 -.082 -.032 .027 .022 

CF-Benevolence -.130 .034 .108 -.004 -.004 

CF-Conformity .038 -.150 -.101 -.055 -.101 

CF-Hedonism .117 -.091 -.003 .033 .061 

CF-Power .067 -.166 -.022 .062 .034 

CF-Security .263** -.072 .007 -.057 -.022 

CF-Self-direction -.145 .060 -.086 -.151 -.165 

CF-Stimulation .176* -.031 -.176* -.141 -.205* 

CF-Tradition .035 -.064 -.128 .014 -.022 

CF-Universalism .053 .084 -.160 -.055 .024 

CF-Fate Control .058 .012 -.022 -.059 -.132 

CF-Religiosity .027 .090 .026 .067 .078 

CF-Reward/ Application .447** -.207* -.065 .154 .062 

CF-Social Cynicism .348** -.243** -.107 .207* .115 

Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix J 
List of all recruitment sites. 
 

Participant organizations 
• Access Employment – Scarborough 
• Centre for Education & Training – Toronto (Don Mills) 
• COSTI Immigrant Services 
• Immigrant Services Guelph-Wellington 
• Lutherwood Employment Services 
• University of Guelph 
• University of Toronto 
• Welcome Centre – Vaughn 
• Welcome Centre – Newmarket 

 
Contacted to participate in study, no-response or rejected (partial list) 

• Cambridge - YMCA Immigrant Services 
• Centre for Education & Training - Mississauga 
• City of Toronto - Career Bridge  
• Community MicroSkills Development Centre 
• County of Wellington Settlement Services 
• Global Experience Ontario 
• Guelph Wellington Local Immigration Partnership 
• JobStart in Toronto 
• JVS Toronto - Newcomer Employment Services (NES) 
• Kitchener-Waterloo - YMCA Immigrant Services 
• McMaster University 
• Newcomer Information Centre - Mississauga 
• Ontario Council of Agencies Serving Immigrants (OCASI) 
• Ryerson University 
• Settlement.Org  
• St. George's Centre for Adult ESL, Guelph 
• Toronto George Brown College 
• Toronto Region Immigrant Employment Council (TRIEC) is  
• United Way Toronto 
• University of Western Ontario 
• Waterloo University  
• Wilfrid Laurier University 
• York University 
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Appendix K 
 

Modified design and procedures for Study 3. 
 

Original design for Study 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Modified design used in Study 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Modifications explained 
1. Loss of experimental group - ISOs voiced a concern about their clients not receiving the most, 

potentially, impactful CCT session available. In addition, limited access to participants and 
control of the assignment of participants to conditions made the use of two experimental groups 
not possible.   

 
2. Loss of post-test 2 – limited numbers of participants and variations in the implementation of the 

study (e.g., at the end of a 2-week course) lead to high attrition rates that prevented a third data 
collection. 

 
3. Limited to one 2-hour CCT training session – limited access to or high turnover of participants 

at the ISOs and limited willingness of participants to volunteer for a prolonged CCT session 
made the provision of three 2-hour sessions impractical. 

 
4. Variation in CCT training sessions – time made available by ISOs or participants, group 

presentations, and additional time used for low proficient ESL participants created a 
discrepancy in the amount of time used to present the CCT material to different participants.   

 

Pre-test 

Pre-test 

Post-test 

Post-test 

Cross-cultural Training Experimental 
Group 

Control 
Group 

2 -5 days             90 mins to 3 hrs 

4 to 6 weeks  

Pre-test 

Pre-test 

Post-test 1 Cross-cultural Training Experimental Group 1 
Info Only 

Control Group 
No Info or Assessment 

3 days               3 x 2 hours sessions         

5 weeks  

Pre-test Cross-cultural Training Experimental Group 2 
Info & Assessment Post-test 1 

Post-test 1 

Post-test 2 

Post-test 2 

Post-test 2 

8 weeks  
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Appendix L 
 

Participant Specific Values and Social Axioms Assessment. 

 

!
!
!
!
!

Participant Report about Ontario Beliefs: 
A personal comparison of beliefs 

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Understanding my New Society Study – Personal Feedback 
!

Questionnaire Identity Number:    Example    
!
!
!

Created on: June 2013 
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Created by: 
Stryker S. Calvez 

Centre for Cross-cultural Research 
Department of Psychology 
025A MacKinnon Building 

University of Guelph 
Guelph, Ontario, N1G 2W1 
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Page 2 
!

!
!
In 2012, a study was conducted that looked at values and beliefs of people who have a long history 
in Ontario, with multiple generations of family born and raised in Ontario. The data that was 
collected assessed how important certain beliefs are to these people. The results are below. The 
data presented to participants is based on this assessment. The data is considered to be normative 
information, which means that the data represent an average or most common response found in 
Ontario. 
!
Ontarian Values and Social Beliefs 
Values are important ideas that are supported by most 
people in a society. Values are often understood as goals 
or objectives that people strive to achieve in different social 
and personal situations. They vary in importance based on 
their closeness or opposition to each other (see graph). 
IMPORTANT NOTE: people use values to guide their 
decisions and actions and knowing the values of 
others helps to show what other people may do in 
different situations. 

!

!
!
Social beliefs are common beliefs about the world that people use to understand different 
situations in society. Social beliefs provide people with information that can guide their decisions 
and actions in four ways: achieving goals, protecting self, expressing values and understanding 
society. People often believe that there are certain relationships between objects or ideas (e.g., rich 
– greed) that can be used to understand other people. 
!
In the “Level of Importance” graphs below, a score of 0 (zero) represents the most common rating on 
all values and beliefs, so scores above 0 are considered more important than those below 0. 
!

 
!
These bar graphs show that Ontarians place the most importance on values surrounding Tradition and 
Power and, less substantively, on Stimulation and Conformity. Achievement is important, but only in an 
average sense. Conversely, Ontarians place less importance on Security, Hedonism and Universalism, 
followed by Self-Direction and Benevolence as the least important values. 
!
These graphs are the same as the bar graphs shown for values. In the first graph, Ontarians appear to place 
the most importance on social beliefs surrounding Spirituality. Social beliefs related to Reward for 
Application, Social Flexibility and Fate Control appear to have a moderate or normal level of importance to 
people in Ontario. Conversely, Ontarians place the least amount of importance on Social Cynicism beliefs. 
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Page 3 
!

Values 
!
!

Tradition Values Your Score 

0 
Ontario Score 

92 
Average high = 129 
Average low = 56 

!
!
Definition: Tradition values are ideals about respect, commitment and acceptance of the customs and ideas 
that traditional culture or religion provide to the self. 
!
Tradition values come from psychological need to belong to a group identity while contributing to cohesion, 
shared experiences and fate. Tradition values are related to Benevolence, Conformity and Security values, 
but can compete with values related to Hedonism and Stimulation. 
!
Ontario people think it is very important to do things the way they learned from their family and the people 
around them. They place a great deal of importance on following customs and traditions. Traditional values 
are related the past and, as such, these values are conservative and resistant to change. Due to the high 
priority that Ontario people place on values of Tradition, they are very likely to be humble and satisfied with 
what they have and what they do. As such they are likely to follow traditional paths to resources or goals, 
accepting the common customs and beliefs in a religion. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place some importance in values of Tradition, but not as strongly as Canadians. 
!

In social situations about an important group, you place less importance than Canadians on being 
humble and satisfied with what you have, following traditions and customs, and belief in a religion. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you are less likely to reinforce the shared experience and 
cohesion of a group than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to identify what Ontario people see as being related to Traditional values, 
especially those that reinforce the shared experience and cohesion of Ontario society. With Power 
values so strongly rated, following or respecting traditions is likely related to status and prestige in 
some situations. 

!
!
!

Power Values Your Score 

175 
Ontario Score 

91 
Average high = 133 
Average low = 49 

!
!
Definition: Power values are ideals about social status and prestige, which is related to control or dominance 
over people and access to resources. 
!
Social groups and organizations function better when people understand and respond appropriately to the 
different types of status positions in a group. When people approve of the status positions, people feel that 
the dominance and control will lead to increased social functioning and survival. Power values are related to 
Achievement and Security values, but compete with Universalism values. 
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Page 4 
Ontarians feel that it is very important to have someone in charge who directs or tells others what to do. There 
are certain expectations that people should do what he or she is asked to do. Due to the high priority that 
Ontario people place on power values, people respect and respond to social status and prestige. In social 
situations of where someone has control or dominance, Ontarians will place the most importance on having 
someone in charge, directing others, and making important decisions. Power is also related to being 
financially well-off. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place a great deal of importance in values of Power, even more than Canadians. 
!

In social situations of control or dominance, you place more importance than Canadians on being 
financially well-off, being in charge, directing others, and making important decisions. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you are more likely to reinforce Power values, status and 
social structure than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that people from Ontario find it important to have and respond to 
people who have status and prestige. It is a goal that people should all want to achieve, but the fact 
that tradition is another very important value means that Ontario people probably see status and 
power as being attained through traditional approaches. 

!
!

Stimulation Values Your Score 

8 
Ontario Score 

24 
Average high = 66 
Average low = -19 

!
!
Definitions: Stimulation values are ideals about excitement, novelty, and challenge in life. 
!
Stimulation arises from psychological need for variety and stimulation in order to maintain an optimal and 
positive lifestyle. People who value stimulation aim for positive interactions with other people and try to avoid 
distressing or uncomfortable experiences. Stimulation values are related to Hedonism and Self-direction 
values, but compete with Conformity, Tradition and Security values. 
!
Ontario people place a great deal of importance on positive experiences and they will look for adventure or 
thrills. Stimulation is about enjoyment, having a pleasing time or a thrilling time, but not hedonism. Having an 
stimulated life is important to everyone, which is why it is rated as the third highest values. Ontario people 
naturally place a priority on finding excitement, adventure, taking risks and trying new things. People 
appreciate and value those who live exciting lives. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same level of importance in values of Stimulation as Canadians. 
!

In social situations when you can find excitement, you and Canadians place similar importance on 
adventure, taking risks, trying new things and having an exciting life. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you don’t have to change how you approach situations when 
experiences that activate new sensations are relevant. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Ontario people appreciated new or exciting experiences, that 
people who have exciting lives are respected. Excitement is not about new ways of doing things or 
being different, but about engaging in situations or experiences that are commonly seen as 
interesting and exciting. 
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!
!

Conformity Values Your Score 

-50 
Ontario Score 

15 
Average high = 50 
Average low = -20 

!
!
Definition: Conformity values are ideals about limiting or stopping actions, feelings, and desires that are most 
likely going to upset or harm others. This includes not behaving in a way that goes against what people 
expect will happen in specific situations. 
!
The need for conformity comes from a psychological need to use self-control with behaviours that disrupt 
smooth interactions with other people or groups. People who value conformity expect find it important to be 
able to rely on others to act in specific ways at specific times. Conformity values are related to Benevolence, 
Tradition and Security values, but compete with Hedonism and Stimulation values. 
!
Ontario people believe that everyone should follow along with the group decision or expectations; they should 
follow rules at all times, even when no one is watching. Conformity is about being able to see and respond to 
the rules that are important to Ontarians, which leads to the ability to act appropriately and similarly to others. 
When conformity is achieved, people tend to have more trust in the group and are more willing to rely on 
other people for support. Ontario people place a moderate amount of importance on following rules, behaving 
properly, being polite and showing respect to others. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place some importance in values of Conformity, but not as strongly as Canadians. 
!

In social situations about an important group, you and Canadians place similar importance on 
following rules, behaving properly, being polite and showing respect to others. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you are less likely to reinforce the smooth operation and 
identity of your group than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Ontario people recognize that they belong to a group or nation 
that represents certain values and beliefs. There is a general preference for people to conform to 
others so that the group can interact smoothly and be more organized. 

!
!

!
Achievement Values Your Score 

75 
Ontario Score 

-2 
Average high = 34 
Average low = -37 

!
!
Definition: Achievement values are ideals about how people demonstrate competence and achieve success 
according to the local social standards. 
!
Achievement values are determined by the society; cultural standards and social approval. Achievement is 
often associated with competence, which is related to an increased ability to generate resources and ensure 
the survival of a person and the groups that he or she is associated. Achievement values are related to Power 
and Hedonism values, but compete with Benevolence values. 
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Finding ways to achieve in society has some importance for Ontarians. Achievement is related to setting 
goals and achieving them; the bigger the goals the bigger the achievement. Ontario people like to stand out 
and to impress other people to a small degree. In social situations of competition or status, Ontarians will 
make some effort to get ahead in life, showing others their abilities, and living an ambitious and successful 
life. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place a great deal of importance in values of Achievement, even more than 
Canadians. 

!
In social situations of competition, you place more importance than Canadians on getting ahead in 
life, showing others your abilities, and living an ambitious and successful life. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you are more likely to reinforce social standards of success 
and believe that people should work hard to get ahead than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Ontario people believe that people should work hard to get 
ahead. However, conformity values also play a role and may suggest that there are proper times and 
places where achieving or showing off your achievements are appropriate. 

!
!

!
Security Values Your Score 

-45 
Ontario Score 

-16 
Average high = 11 
Average low = -42 

!
!
Definition: Security values are ideals about safety, harmony and stability for society, relationships and 
individuals. 
!
Security values support individuals and groups. Individuals have needs for a healthy, clean and safe place to 
live, while groups need social order, national security, and actions that limit threats to people. Security values 
are related to Tradition, Conformity and Power values, but compete with Stimulation and Self-direction values. 
!
The safety of Ontario has some importance for people living in Ontario. They want their country to be safe 
from threats or people who might harm others. As well, they have some concern about health, safety and 
military strength. In social situations about safety, Ontario people will place a little importance on avoiding 
danger, being organized, having good health, and supporting a stable government that will ensure a safe and 
orderly country. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place some importance in values of Security, but not as strongly as Canadians. 
!

In social situations about safety, you place less importance than Canadians on avoiding danger, 
being organized, having good health, supporting a stable government that will ensure a safe and 
orderly country. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you are less likely to reinforce your own and your country’s 
safety, health and stable organization than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that the people in Ontario live in a moderately safe and secure 
world, so they only have to place a small amount of concern in their country’s safety, health and 
stable organization. However, do not take these values lightly. Despite having a safe and stable world 
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to live in, they still place security values in the middle of the list, not at the bottom. This indicates an 
on-going need to ensure that society operates in a way that maintains the current level of safety. 

!
!
!

Hedonism Values Your Score 

8 
Ontario Score 

-23 
Average high = 11 
Average low = -58 

!
!
Definition: Hedonism values are ideals about pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself. 
!
Hedonism values come from the need for everyone to learn how to satisfy their psychological needs as a way 
of enjoying life. These needs might include enjoyment of food, companionship, sports, music, art, etc. When 
people pursue activities that satisfy an individual need, they often feel pleasure during the activity that helps to 
reinforce the importance of the activity. Hedonism values are related to Achievement and Stimulation values, 
but compete with Benevolence, Conformity and Tradition values. 
!
Ontario people indicate that they place a small amount of importance on enjoying life. Listed in the bottom half 
of the values list, the need to find pleasure in activities is important, but not at the expense of other values. In 
this way, people from Ontario do try to find excitement, fun or pleasure in social situations, but only in 
moderation 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same level of importance in values of Hedonism as Canadians. 
!

In social situations focused on excitement, fun or pleasure, you and Canadians place similar 
importance on having fun, enjoying life’s pleasures and just having a good time. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you don’t have to change how you approach situations when 
satisfying your need for fun and pleasure is relevant. 

!
It is important for you to understand that people from Ontario do find enjoying life’s pleasures and 
having a good time important, but they do not over indulge in these types of activities when other 
values are in play. 

!
!

Universalism Values Your Score 

-42 
Ontario Score 

-35 
Average high = -6 
Average low = -64 

!
!
Definition: Universalism values are ideal about understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the 
welfare of all people and for nature. 
!
Universalism values come from a need to survive, for both the individual and their group. If you recognize that 
limited resources can lead to competition or conflict between people, than an increased importance in the 
care for others can limit this threat or conflict. Universalism values are related to Self-direction and 
Benevolence values, but compete with Power values. 
!
Ontarians place a small amount of importance in the ideals that every person in the world should be treated 
equally or fairly. They want justice for everybody, even for people they don’t know, but not when it interferes 
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with other values. In social situations that focus on an environment (i.e., work, world), they may only place a 
small amount of importance on equal opportunity and treatment, the care of weaker or less capable people, 
and living in peace. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same level of importance in values of Universalism as Canadians. 
!

In social situations focus on an environment (i.e., work, world), you and Canadians place similar 
importance on equal opportunity and treatment, looking after weakness in the environment and 
people, and living in peace. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you don’t have to change how you approach situations when 
harmony with people and the world around you are relevant. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Ontario people place a low priority on reinforcing harmony 
with people and the world around them. Canada’s abundance of resources and opportunity limit the 
need to compete for resources less necessary and, therefore, the need to have higher importance for 
universalism values is low. 

!
!
!

Self-direction 
Values 

Your Score 

-25 
Ontario Score 

-51 
Average high = -24 
Average low = -78 

!
!
Definition: Self-direction values are ideals about independent thought and action - choosing, creating and 
exploring the world in your own way. 
!
Self-direction comes from the psychological need for control, mastery and autonomy (independence). People 
who value self-direction are more likely to do things on their own, set their own expectations for success and 
live with less concern about how other people view or judge them. Self-direction values are related to 
Stimulation and Universalism values, but compete with Security values. 
!
Ontario people think people should be interested in things; they should be curious and try to understand 
everything. However, they do not place much importance on people’s independence or freedom in social 
interactions. As such, Ontario people may place little importance on new and creative ideas, have less 
curiosity about the world and other people, and are less likely to choose their own path in life. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same level of importance in values of Self-direction as Canadians. 
!

In social situations where you have choice or ideas, you and Canadians place similar importance on 
new and creative ideas, curiosity about things, and choosing your own path. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you don’t have to change how you approach situations when 
experiences that activate new sensations are relevant. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that people in Ontario are not as open to new or different ideas as 
they may seem. Be careful when using creative ideas or other ways of doing things in the world since 
many Ontarians have chosen to follow a common path and these new ideas could be threatening. 
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!
!
!

Benevolence 
Values 

!
!
!
Your Score 

-25 

Page 9 
!
Ontario Score 

-51 
Average high = -26 
Average low = -77 

!
!
Definition: Benevolence values are ideals about the preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people 
with whom one is in frequent personal contact. 
!
Benevolence comes from psychological need to belong and have to meaning as a person, often in 
relationship to a specific group. Increasing the harmony and smooth group functioning is often achieved 
through the expression and action of concern for others, especially family. Benevolence values are related to 
Universalism, Tradition and Conformity values, but compete with Achievement values. 
!
Ontario people do want to help other people, but not at the expense of satisfying other values. As such, it is 
only important to them to care for the people they know and like when there are no other competing needs or 
values. Benevolence is about giving, taking care of others and looking after the general welfare of others. It 
would appear that people in Ontario may act polite and concerned about others, but this politeness may not 
lead to helping and caring for others, loyalty, forgiveness or support. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place a great deal of importance in values of Benevolence, even more than 
Canadians. 

!
In all social situations, you place more importance than Canadians on helping and caring for others, 
being a loyal and forgiving friend, and supporting those you know. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you are more likely to support group dynamics through 
concern for other people than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Ontarians place a low priority on supporting group dynamics 
through concern for other people. They may act polite and offer social support, but only when it is 
convenient and does not interfere with the achievement of other values or needs. 

!
!

Social Beliefs 
!
!

Social Cynicism 
Beliefs 

Your Score 

10 
Ontario Score 

-14 
Average high = 15 
Average low = -42 

!
!
Definition: A set of beliefs about a negative view of human nature, a biased view against some groups of 
people, a mistrust of social institutions, and a disregard for ethical means for achieving an end. 
!
Those Ontarians who endorse Social Cynicism beliefs can be distrustful of society, and may endorse beliefs 
about Fate Control. 
!
For the most part, people in Ontario do not have many suspicious beliefs about society. In social situations, 
they have a tendency to trust people in society. This does not mean that they don’t act cautiously toward 
other people, have concern about other people’s intentions or their ability to help. On occasion they may feel 
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that some people are unbending and aggressive in their pursuit of success. However, for the most part, 
Ontario people are fairly trustful of others until they have a reason not to be trusting. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same importance in Social Cynicism beliefs as Canadians. 
!

In social situations, you and Canadians have a tendency to distrust people in society. You might feel 
that you must be cautious of people’s intentions and their ability to help or you feel you have to be 
unbending and aggressive to succeed. You and Canadians can be distrustful of others. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that your distrust about people and situations is the same as 
Canadians. 

!
It is important remember that Ontarians are not too concerned about the influence that other people 
can have on their lives. They do know that people can suffer, can be exploited and bullied and that 
there is no guarantee of achieving a fulfilled and enjoyable life. Success can often mean that people 
feel they need to be arrogant, ruthless, take short cuts and show little concern for others. As well, 
they may believe that people can be easily judged; old people may be stubborn and a burden on 
society, young people may be impulsive, and women may need better appearances. However, 
Ontarians place the least amount of importance on these types of beliefs. 

!
!
!

Social Flexibility 
Beliefs 

Your Score 

17 
Ontario Score 

-2 
Average high = 30 
Average low = -35 

!
!
Definition: A set of beliefs about no rigid rules but rather multiple ways of achieving a given outcome and that 
inconsistency in human behaviour is common. 
!
Ontarians who endorse Social Complexity beliefs are open to learning and understanding how to interact with 
others for success, and may also endorse beliefs about Reward for Application . 
!
Ontarians place a moderate amount of importance on beliefs that they have to have a flexible approach to 
working with people and make plans to deal with different responses in social interactions. People can be 
unpredictable and that their behaviour is affected by different circumstances. As a result, Ontarians are 
moderately prepared to adjust or change in social interactions so that they are better able to succeed. 
However, they are not highly flexible, so there is an equal expectation that people will behave somewhat 
consistently and as expected. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same importance in Social Complexity beliefs as Canadians. 
!

In social interactions with people, you and Canadians believe that people can be unpredictable and 
that their behaviour is affected by different circumstances. As a result you often have to be prepared 
to adjust or change in social interactions so that you are better able to succeed. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that your flexible approach to working with people and making 
plans to deal with different responses is similar to Canadians. 

!
It is important to remember that Ontarians can have complex perceptions of how other people think 
and behave. They may see other people as dynamic; influenced by situations and circumstances and 
capable of inconsistent behaviours. For those who endorse Social Complexity beliefs, dealing with 
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people means being flexible and capable of understanding that there are many ways to experience 
life. It is not possible to know everything, but planning for mistakes and overcoming obstacles leads 
to success in the future. 

!
!
!

Reward for 
Application Beliefs 

Your Score 

-34 
Ontario Score 

1 
Average high = 28 
Average low = -26 

!
!
Definition: A set of beliefs about the idea that effort, knowledge and careful planning will lead to positive 
results. 
!
Those Ontarians who endorse Reward for Application beliefs are more likely to be successful economically, 
personally and socially. These people may also be more likely to endorse beliefs about Social Complexity, 
Religiosity and Fate Control. 
!
For the most part, Ontarians place some importance on beliefs about obtaining goals; that society and people 
will be just in offering rewards for hard work and ability. They believe that people should be recognized with 
support and reward for worthy individuals. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place some importance in Reward for Application beliefs, but less than Canadians. 
!

In social situations focused on obtaining goals, Canadians place more importance than you on the 
belief that society and people will be just in offering rewards for hard work and ability. You are less 
likely to believe that people recognize and support worthy individuals than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Canadians are more trusting in the recognition of their worth 
and how to be rewarded than you. 

!
It is important to remember that Ontarians are not too concerned about achieving a productive life 
because they believe that society is accommodating, that it rewards and punishes the appropriate 
people. They do know that people must work hard and develop knowledge to overcome failure and 
achieve success. Being modest and engaging in good deeds is often rewarded with social approval 
and support, while wickedness and bad deeds are punishable. Social justice is achieved through 
concern for politics and mutual tolerance of others. However, for the most part, Ontarians trust in 
people’s recognition of their worth and how to reward them appropriately. 

!
!
!
Spirituality or 
Religiosity Beliefs 

Your Score 

-8 
Ontario Score 

34 
Average high = 70 
Average low = -2 

!

!
Definition: A set of beliefs about the existence of supernatural forces and the functions of religious belief. 
!
Ontarians strongly endorse Spirituality beliefs that endorse a religious or spiritual lifestyle; that they intend to 
honour a principled life. 
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Ontarians often believe that there are supernatural forces that affect our world for the better and worse. They 
believe that these forces are interacting with their life based on the way that they chose to think and behave. 
For the most part, Ontarians that endorse these beliefs are more likely to place themselves under the 
control of these spiritual influences. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to some importance in Religiosity beliefs, but less than Canadians. 
!

In your social life, Canadians believe, more than you, that there are supernatural forces that affect their 
world for the better and worse. You are less likely to believe that these forces are interacting with your 
life based on the way that you chose to think and behave than Canadians. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that Canadians are more likely to place themselves under the 
control of these spiritual influences than you. 

!
It is important to remember people can believe that the world is more than just what we see, but that 
there is a spiritual dimension to it. People often believe in the spiritual existence of god, or other 
deities or apparitions, which can influence people or their situation. Many people believe that religion 
helps deal with meaning of life, good mental health, moral reasoning, a ground perspective in reality 
and, all-round good citizens. 

!
!
!
Fate Control Beliefs Your Score 

17 
Ontario Score 

-5 
Average high = 39 
Average low = -48 

!
!
Definition: A set of beliefs about the idea that life events are predetermined and that there are some ways for 
people to influence these outcomes. 
!
Those Ontarians who endorse Fate Control beliefs often deal with life by allowing it to occur without trying to 
change the outcome, and they may endorse Social Cynicism and Spirituality beliefs. 
!
For the most part, Ontarians do not place a high or low amount of importance on accepting a situation or their 
circumstances as unchangeable. To a certain degree, they believe that their life will be what it will be and that 
they have some ability to change the outcome or go in a different direction with the right actions. 
!
In comparison, your score on the same beliefs indicates that … 

You appear to place the same importance in Fate Control beliefs as Canadians. 
!

In social situations you and Canadians tend to accept the situation or your circumstances as 
unchangeable. You believe that your life will be what it will be and that you have limited ability to 
change the outcome or go in a different direction without the right actions. 

!
It is important for you to recognize that you accept, or allow, your social circumstance to be as it is 
without trying to change it as much as Canadians. 

!
It is important to remember that Ontarians have moderate beliefs that the world is set in a certain way 
and that people have little control over how to change circumstances. They do think that people are 
often influenced by forces or a destiny that is outside of their control. Success and failure is 
predetermined; influenced by luck, birthdates or inborn talent. They may believe that changing fate 
can be difficult, but taking the right actions can often improve their luck. 
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Appendix M 
 

Example of training material used in Study 3. 
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Appendix N 
 

Correlation matrix of value and social axioms for the experimental group at Time 1 in Study 3 (N= 38). 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Achievement 1.00             

2. Benevolence -.08 1.00            

3. Conformity -.31 -.21 1.00           

4. Hedonism -.18 -.38* -.15 1.00          

5. Power .43** -.11 -.09 -.34* 1.00         

6. Security -.31 -.09 .14 .09 -.18 1.00        

7. Self-direction -.22 .10 -.36* -.05 -.18 -.05 1.00       

8. Stimulation .11 -.02 -.66** .28 -.17 -.18 .46** 1.00      

9. Tradition -.25 -.15 .32* -.16 -.17 -.34* -.23 -.35* 1.00     

10. Universalism -.54** .16 .03 .09 -.57** .26 .06 .03 -.12 1.00    

11. Fate Control .09 -.01 -.09 .20 .23 -.02 -.10 .04 -.24 -.18 1.00   

12. Religiosity -.09 .08 .09 .02 -.14 -.04 -.11 -.10 .14 .10 .00 1.00  

13. Reward/Application .01 .09 -.05 -.20 -.08 .09 .23 .11 -.07 .02 -.11 -.35* 1.00 

14. Social Cynicism -.01 -.12 .04 .05 .00 -.05 -.09 -.08 .13 .04 -.51** -.23 -.63** 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Correlation matrix of value and social axioms for the experimental group at Time 2 in Study 3 (N= 38). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Achievement 1.00             

2. Benevolence -.12 1.00            

3. Conformity .07 .01 1.00           

4. Hedonism -.30 -.34* -.4* 1.00          

5. Power .17 -.14 -.13 -.03 1.00         

6. Security -.33* -.36* -.12 .34* -.35* 1.00        

7. Self-direction -.22 -.17 -.41* .09 -.06 .00 1.00       

8. Stimulation .02 -.15 -.53** .29 -.05 -.15 .43** 1.00      

9. Tradition -.13 .10 .35* -.37* -.08 -.17 -.42** -.32 1.00     

10. Universalism -.33* .27 -.05 -.11 -.45** .18 .09 -.18 -.29 1.00    

11. Fate Control -.02 -.12 .21 .02 .17 .18 -.30 -.21 .07 -.24 1.00   

12. Religiosity -.21 .15 -.08 -.04 -.26 .17 -.31 .01 .41* .12 .03 1.00  

13. Reward/Application -.15 .15 .10 -.07 -.34* -.07 .39* .14 -.07 .17 -.48** -.14 1.00 

14. Social Cynicism .27 -.11 -.20 .06 .29 -.21 .16 .06 -.28 -.01 -.49** -.58** -.27 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  
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Correlation matrix of value and social axioms for the control group at Time 1 in Study 3 (N= 35). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Achievement 1.00             

2. Benevolence -.49** 1.00            

3. Conformity -.51** .31 1.00           

4. Hedonism .20 -.08 -.30 1.00          

5. Power .38* -.64** -.5** .33 1.00         

6. Security -.23 .07 .24 -.51** -.62** 1.00        

7. Self-direction -.07 -.01 -.03 .02 .08 -.19 1.00       

8. Stimulation .57** -.33 -.68** .53** .49** -.39* .23 1.00      

9. Tradition -.4* -.03 .31 -.41* -.09 .13 -.56** -.64** 1.00     

10. Universalism -.49** .47** .20 -.5** -.69** .57** -.23 -.49** .19 1.00    

11. Fate Control .36* -.36* -.5** .27 .5** -.37* .03 .53** -.09 -.52** 1.00   

12. Religiosity -.11 .20 .08 -.23 -.31 .32 -.42* -.35* .39* .33 -.37* 1.00  

13. Reward/Application -.18 .35* .33 -.17 -.57** .45** .05 -.42* -.09 .41* -.68** .23 1.00 

14. Social Cynicism .00 -.25 -.06 .13 .46** -.42* .15 .29 -.05 -.28 .25 -.55** -.77** 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Correlation matrix of value and social axioms for the control group at Time 2 in Study 3 (N= 35). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Achievement 1.00             

2. Benevolence -.46** 1.00            

3. Conformity -.36* .22 1.00           

4. Hedonism .07 -.06 -.23 1.00          

5. Power .32 -.63** -.62** .15 1.00         

6. Security -.26 .08 .27 -.37* -.43** 1.00        

7. Self-direction -.30 .16 -.23 .29 -.04 -.06 1.00       

8. Stimulation .5** -.39* -.63** .43* .52** -.35* .28 1.00      

9. Tradition -.36* .11 .22 -.35* -.01 -.21 -.42* -.56** 1.00     

10. Universalism -.16 .27 .36* -.51** -.62** .54** -.28 -.52** .02 1.00    

11. Fate Control .03 -.08 -.18 .15 .27 -.52** .02 .41* .11 -.35* 1.00   

12. Religiosity -.17 .44** .13 -.09 -.42* .25 .02 -.34* .10 .29 -.33 1.00  

13. Reward/Application .04 .13 .22 -.22 -.33 .24 -.13 -.38* .04 .36* -.62** .16 1.00 

14. Social Cynicism .03 -.33* -.17 .16 .38* .04 .12 .26 -.20 -.26 .01 -.47** -.67** 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix O 
Correlation Matrix of Value and Social Axioms with PWB, SCAS, INEC- CDN, INEC-ETH, INEC-
IMMI for Time 1 and 2 for the Experimental Group in Study 3 (N= 38). 
 Time 1  Time 2 

 PWB SCAS INEC- 
CDN 

INEC-
ETH 

INEC-
IMMI 

 PWB SCAS INEC- 
CDN 

INEC-
ETH 

INEC-
IMMI 

Experimental Group 
Values            
Achievement .20 .02 .25 .31 .12  .19 -.22 .05 .05 .15 
Benevolence -.15 -.02 -.14 .13 .02  -.10 .15 -.24 -.12 -.31 
Conformity .09 -.13 -.01 -.39* .00  .07 .01 -.13 -.27 -.17 
Hedonism .08 .11 -.09 -.04 .03  .25 -.03 .00 .01 .13 
Power .29 -.19 .46** .07 .21  -.08 .00 .26 -.01 .31 
Security -.27 .17 -.30 -.04 -.01  -.05 .14 -.21 -.10 -.05 
Self-direction -.22 .30 -.25 .16 -.07  .08 -.06 .04 .36* .08 
Stimulation -.14 .18 -.09 .23 -.13  -.11 -.05 .22 .29 .03 
Tradition .03 -.28 .02 -.39* -.23  -.22 .17 .23 -.03 -.16 
Universalism -.19 .12 -.20 -.03 -.03  -.05 -.08 -.35* -.15 -.08 
Social Axioms           
Fate Control -.29 .16 .02 .18 -.07  .13 .27 .04 -.14 .03 
Religiosity .13 -.01 -.33* -.22 -.24  -.10 .27 -.07 -.10 -.15 
Reward/Appl -.26 .20 -.19 .19 -.18  -.23 -.03 -.17 .36* -.07 
Social Cynic .33* -.27 .34* -.16 .34*  .12 -.38* .15 -.09 .13 

Control Group 
Values            
Achievement .09 -.03 -.11 -.22 -.22  .22 .06 -.08 -.03 -.21 
Benevolence -.26 .37* .12 -.05 .14  -.09 .41* .05 -.21 .04 
Conformity -.18 .29 .33 .01 .48**  -.33 .22 .18 .05 .37* 
Hedonism .22 -.10 -.16 .10 .08  .43** -.10 -.05 .06 -.03 
Power .49** -.61** -.15 .17 -.10  .30 -.51** .04 .26 .02 
Security -.49** .28 .17 -.11 -.07  -.51** .04 .01 -.37* -.27 
Self-direction -.26 .16 -.23 -.22 -.22  -.01 .12 -.27 -.27 -.36* 
Stimulation .25 -.23 -.37* -.16 -.34*  .43** -.11 -.35* -.07 -.43** 
Tradition .30 -.17 .33 .43* .28  -.02 -.04 .37* .41* .62** 
Universalism -.38* .25 .02 -.13 -.08  -.43* .06 -.11 -.16 -.13 
Social Axioms           
Fate Control .45** -.25 -.23 .03 -.04  .39* -.06 -.06 .34* .26 
Religiosity .05 .05 .18 .25 -.02  -.29 .13 .22 .04 .04 
Reward/Appl -.56** .43** .24 -.10 -.05  .00 .25 .10 -.19 -.17 
Social Cynic .28 -.34* -.21 -.05 .09  -.02 -.30 -.19 -.11 -.06 
Note:  ** = significant at the 0.01 level; * = significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
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