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Abstract 
 

Despite a high prevalence of stress in the globalised world, our understanding of cross-

cultural differences in coping styles and their impact on well-being remains limited. Some 

researchers argue for universal effectiveness of specific coping styles, while others suggest 

that coping styles congruent with cultural factors are the most beneficial for well-being. 

This study investigated the effects of cultural orientations (individualism and collectivism) 

on coping styles and well-being of international students (N = 110) in Portugal using an 

online questionnaire. Our study aimed to compare the universal and culturally specific 

perspectives on coping in a collectivist context. According to the dominant literature, we 

expected collectivist participants to use more emotional and avoidant coping styles, and we 

expected these coping styles to be associated with negative well-being outcomes. We 

compared this prediction to the culturally specific perspective, which proposed that 

emotional and avoidant coping would be related to positive well-being outcomes, due to 

cultural congruence. We found a significant association between one cultural orientation 

(individualism) and coping styles, which partially corroborated the culture-specific 

perspective. However, we did not find conclusive support for cultural coping models, as 

emotional coping style was associated with negative well-being, despite cultural 

congruence, and the mediating role of culturally congruent coping styles in well-being was 

not supported. Our study highlighted the important role of culture in stress and coping, and 

we concluded that cross-cultural differences in coping are relatively well-supported, 

however more insight is needed into culture-specific outcomes of coping. 
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Resumo 
 
Apesar da elevada prevalência das perturbações de stress no mundo globalizado, o nosso 

entendimento das diferenças transculturais nos estilos de coping e do seu impacto no bem-estar 

é relativamente limitado. Alguns investigadores argumentam que existem estilos de coping que 

são universalmente mais eficazes, enquanto outros sugerem que os estilos de coping coerentes 

com a cultura são os mais benéficos e resultam em maior bem-estar. O presente estudo investiga 

os efeitos da orientação cultural (individualismo e coletivismo) nos estilos de coping e no bem-

estar de estudantes internacionais em Portugal (N = 110), através de um questionário online. O 

estudo procura comparar as perspetivas universal e de especificidade cultural no que diz 

respeito à eficácia da estratégia de coping usada num macro contexto cultural coletivista. De 

acordo com a literatura dominante, esperávamos que os participantes coletivistas usassem 

estilos de coping de evitamento cognitivo e que este estilo de coping prejudicasse o bem-estar. 

Comparámos esta predição com a que deriva da perspetiva da especificidade cultural, que 

propõe os estilos de coping evitante e emocional, dominantes em culturas coletivistas, deveriam 

resultar em maior bem-estar. Encontrámos uma associação significativa entre a orientação 

cultural dos estudantes (individualismo) e o estilo de coping (instrumental), o que corrobora 

parcialmente a perspetiva de especificidade cultural. Contudo, não encontrámos resultados que 

apoiassem de forma conclusiva os modelos de coping cultural, uma vez que o estilo de coping 

emocional se associou a um prejuízo no bem-estar, para além da coerência cultural. O papel 

mediador do uso de estilos de coping coerentes com a cultura na relação entre orientação 

cultural e bem-estar também não se verificou. O estudo sublinhou o importante papel da cultura 

na gestão do stress e coping e concluiu pela existência de diferenças culturais nas estratégias de 

coping preferenciais. No entanto, salienta a necessidade de obter mais insight sobre os efeitos 

culturalmente específicos das diferentes estratégias de coping no bem-estar dos indivíduos. 
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Introduction 

In today’s globalised world, intercultural mobility is more prevalent than ever. In the past 

decade, the number of international students in Portuguese higher education has more than 

doubled, and the numbers continue to rise each year (Oliveira & Gomes, 2019). Compared to 

domestic students, international students face an increased amount of difficulties, including a 

lack of social support system, language barriers and acculturative stress (Rajab et al., 2014; 

Sherry et al., 2010). As a result, they show higher levels of distress, anxiety, and are at a higher 

risk of mental health problems than domestic students (Hechanova-Alampay et al., 2002; 

Skromanis et al., 2018). It is estimated that up to 20% of international students may experience 

psychological problems during their stay abroad (Leong & Chou, 2002). In addition, there is a 

scarcity of culturally sensitive intervention strategies which are necessary to support students’ 

coping with stress (Mesidor & Sly, 2016; Olivas & Li, 2006).  

Coping strategies refer to the cognitive and behavioural efforts which people employ in 

order to manage and resolve stressors (Lazarus, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Coping is 

also imperative to alleviate acculturative stress, which occurs during any relocation (Berry, 

2006). In order to address the multiple stressors and risks faced by international students, 

research should be informed about which coping styles are associated with most favourable 

well-being outcomes. In addition, stress and coping are deeply embedded within sociocultural 

context, and research on coping must take cultural factors into consideration (Heppner, 2008; 

Wong et al., 2006). Compared to monocultural contexts, there are still relatively few studies on 

coping in intercultural contexts, and many gaps remain in understanding how culture affects 

coping (Kuo, 2011). Building a strong theoretical and empirical foundation of cultural coping 

is necessary to inform culturally sensitive intervention strategies, and thus to improve 

international students’ well-being. 

The aim of this study is to increase our understanding of culture’s role in coping strategies 

and well-being in international students. The present study will examine how cultural factors 

affect coping styles and well-being, and whether the use of culturally congruent coping styles 

is associated with favourable outcomes in student well-being.  

Chapter I – Literature Review 

Coping Styles and Well-Being  

Research on coping styles was pioneered by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) and later 

developed by Parker and Endler (1992), who created one of the most established taxonomies 
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of coping styles to this day, which categorises coping into three main styles. Firstly, task-

oriented coping describes a proactive strategy aimed directly at the problem, such as increased 

efforts to resolve the situation. Secondly, emotion-oriented coping aims to alleviate the problem 

by focusing on the underlying negative emotions. Finally, avoidance coping is considered a 

passive strategy, which does not aim to directly resolve the issue but to avoid it via distraction 

and denial. Research has shown that any individual uses a preferred coping style or set of styles, 

which remain relatively stable over time and can be measured (Carver et al., 1989; Lazarus & 

Folkman, 1984), for example, using the Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations (CISS) by 

Endler and Parker (1990).  

Coping plays a central role in resolving stress, and researchers have established its 

significant impact on individuals’ well-being. Coping styles were shown to significantly predict 

health, as well as psychological and physical well-being (e.g. Lazarus, 1974; Mayordomo-

Rodriguez et al., 2015; for review see Penley et al., 2002). Individuals who cope effectively 

report overall better well-being and psychological adjustment (Selmer, 1999; Somerfield & 

McCrae, 2000).  

Most commonly, researchers have argued that direct, task-oriented coping is the most 

effective in resolving stress, and that it has the most beneficial outcomes on well-being. Seiffge-

Krenke’s (1993) model differentiates between functional coping, which refers to direct, task-

oriented coping, and dysfunctional coping which entails internal repression or withdrawal such 

as avoidant coping. The rationale behind this perspective is that individuals using task-oriented 

coping expend more effort, take actions and generate solutions to the problem. In contrast, 

subjects using emotion- and avoidant-oriented coping are assumed to be more passive, and to 

ruminate or withdraw from the problem without resolving it (Parker & Endler, 1996; Seiffge-

Krenke 1993, 2000).  

In accordance with the universal perspective on functional coping, task-oriented style has 

been linked to lower stress, depression, anxiety and overall better psychological outcomes 

(Bouteyre et al., 2007; Endler, 1997; Endler et al., 2000; Higgins & Endler, 1995; Smith et al., 

2016). In contrast, emotional coping style has been linked to negative outcomes, including 

higher stress, increased acculturative stress and poorer mental well-being (Deatherage et al., 

2013; Kosic, 2004; Smith et al., 2016; Völlink, 2013). Similarly, avoidance coping was found 

to have a negative impact on well-being, and it was linked to poor adjustment and health, and 

even considered counter-effective, because it generated further stressors (Ben-Zur, 2009; Chao, 

2011; Dyson, 2006; Holahan et al., 2005).  
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However, despite the converging results on functional coping, many of the existing studies 

have overlooked cultural and contextual factors, and research on stress and coping has been 

dominated by a culture-independent, intrapersonal and individualistic perspective (Heppner, 

2008; Kuo, 2011). Folkman and Moskovitz (2004) criticised the existing research for its 

acontextuality, as it neglected culture as a fundamental context of coping. Since their seminal 

work, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) postulated that culture and coping with stress are 

interwoven. They proposed that coping strategies are affected by internalised cultural values, 

and that individuals use strategies valued in their given cultural context (see also, Chun et al., 

2006). Despite these propositions, most of the existing studies have relied on a monocultural 

perspective, focusing on Caucasian American samples in a western context (Hobfoll, 2001).  

Culture-Specific Coping Styles  

In response to these criticisms, researchers in cross-cultural psychology have conducted 

comparative studies to examine if coping styles show cross-cultural differences (Kuo, 2011). 

In order to measure intercultural differences, researchers commonly adopt the dimensional 

approach to cultures, developed by Geert Hofstede (2001; as cited in Matsumoto & Yoo, 2006). 

According to Hofstede, countries vary in terms of their values, norms and behaviours, which 

can be clustered into six main cultural dimensions. Cultural dimensions remain relatively stable 

and can be measured, enabling a meaningful comparison and differentiation of cultures 

(Triandis et al., 1986).  

Out of the six cultural dimensions defined by Hofstede, individualism and collectivism 

remain the two most examined (Cozma, 2011). Individualist cultures are described as 

prioritising personal goals, emphasising uniqueness and independence. In contrast, collectivist 

cultures tend to emphasise goals of the group, social harmony and interdependence (Hofstede, 

2001; Triandis 1995, 2001). According to Hofstede, individualism and collectivism are 

considered two opposite poles of one bipolar dimension.  

Most commonly, individualistic countries have been identified in western and northern 

Europe and the USA, and collectivist countries in Latin America, Latin Europe, Asia and Africa 

(Mensah & Chen, 2013). A meta-analysis by Oyserman et al. (2002) confirmed that Euro-

Americans show higher individualism, and subjects in Asian and African countries show higher 

collectivism. In order to compare coping styles across cultures, Hofstede’s dimension of 

individualism and collectivism has been used as a proxy measure of culture on a national level 

(Chun et al., 2006). Most of the existing studies on cross-cultural coping adopted either one 
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monocultural sample from a highly individualist or highly collectivist country, or two 

dichotomous samples from contrasting cultures (e.g. Bailey & Dua, 1999; Li et al., 2012).  

Culture has been hypothesised to affect coping behaviour in multiple ways, including via 

cultural norms and internalised cultural values (Bardi & Guerra, 2011; Matsumoto et al., 2008; 

Taylor, 2004). Cultural norms prescribe which coping behaviours are deemed as appropriate, 

and which are discouraged (Lam & Zane, 2004; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). In a collectivist 

context, cultural norms emphasise social harmony, interdependence and avoidance of conflict, 

and individuals are encouraged to fit into their external environment (Hofstede, 2001). For this 

reason, collectivist participants are expected to modify their own internal state rather than the 

external stressor and to show internalising strategies, such as emotion- and avoidance-oriented 

coping. In contrast, individualist cultural norms encourage independence, direct action and 

control of external environment to suit one’s personal needs. Therefore, individualist 

participants are expected to show more direct, proactive strategies such as task-oriented coping 

(Chun et al., 2006).   

Most of the existing research has supported this dichotomy, and found that participants 

from highly individualist countries, such as the UK or USA, use significantly more task-

oriented strategies, whereas people from collectivist countries, such as Japan or Malaysia, use 

significantly more emotion- and avoidance-oriented coping (e.g. Essau & Trommsdorff, 1996; 

O’Connor & Shimizu, 2002; Perera & Chang, 2015; Seiffge-Krenke & Shulman, 1990). These 

findings were replicated in multiple comparative studies, including in Australian vs. Asian, 

Caucasian American vs. Korean American, and American vs. Thai samples (e.g. Bailey & Dua 

1999; Lee & Mason, 2014; McCarty et al., 1999). 

However, despite the emerging cross-cultural patterns, several studies showed inconsistent 

findings. For example, some researchers failed to find cross-cultural differences in task-oriented 

coping, such as between Asian American, Hispanic and European American samples (Bjorck 

et al., 2001; Lee & Liu, 2001; Lee & Mason, 2014; Mena et al., 1987). Furthermore, some 

studies failed to confirm that collectivist participants use more avoidant and emotional coping 

(e.g. Aldwin & Greenberger, 1987; Chang, 1996). 

In addition to the mixed findings, cross-cultural studies using Hofstede’s dimensional 

approach have been criticised for several reasons, such as for using nationality as a proxy 

measure of culture, and for assuming that individuals within a country share uniform cultural 

values (McSweeney, 2002; Taras et al., 2016). Aggregated national-level data may overlook 

significant within-group variations, for example as a result of subcultures, immigration status 

or ethnicity (Uehara et al., 1994; Yoo et al., 2011).  
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Previous researchers highlighted a so-called ecological fallacy, which occurs when scores 

on the national level are assumed on an individual level (Brewer & Venaik, 2014). For example, 

in a study on cross-cultural coping, Essau and Trommsdorf (1996) considered American and 

German students in their sample to be high on individualism and Malaysian students to be high 

on collectivism, based on the national-level data by Hofstede (1983). These assumptions can 

be problematic, because cultural dimensions on individual and national levels do not necessarily 

correspond (Hofstede, 1980). Some researchers also criticised the unidimensional 

conceptualisation of individualism and collectivism. Rather than a single, bipolar dimension, 

several researchers argued that individualism and collectivism are two orthogonal dimensions 

and can coexist (Singelis et al., 1995). For example, Coon and Kemmelmeier (2001) found that 

people can score high or low on both dimensions.  

In response, some researchers recommended considering individualism and collectivism as 

a multidimensional concept, and to measure it directly on an individual level (Matsumoto et al., 

1997; Singelis et al., 1995; Yoo et al., 2011). Individual-level measures of cultural dimensions 

have shown relatively good psychometric properties and corroborated that the two dimensions 

are not negatively related (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998; Oyserman et al., 2002). 

Due to the mixed results and criticisms of existing studies, research on culture-specific 

coping requires further examination. In order to clarify the role of culture in coping, researchers 

recommended to continue research in the area, using more diverse samples, measures and 

methodologies (Heppner et al., 2014; Kuo, 2011).  

Culture-Specific Well-Being Outcomes  

In light of the findings on cross-cultural differences in coping, researchers have questioned 

the universality of the prevailing functional-dysfunctional paradigm of coping, which argues 

for the effectiveness and positive impact of direct, task-oriented strategies (Seiffge-Krenke, 

1993). Most research on the outcomes of coping styles was conducted in a western context, and 

it has emphasised problem-solving, personal agency and direct action in coping, all of which 

are concepts valued in individualistic cultures (Dunahoo et al., 1998). Therefore, the 

effectiveness of task-oriented coping has been argued to be biased towards individualistic 

cultural values (Heppner et al., 2014).  

In response, recent models of cultural coping propose that that the effectiveness of direct 

coping might be limited to individualist cultural contexts, and that the most effective coping 

styles are those which are congruent with cultural factors (Heppner et al., 2014). For example, 

according to the Contingency Model by Leong and Wong (2003), coping effectiveness depends 
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on the congruence between coping style and cultural context. According to these proposals, 

task-oriented strategies may be incongruent in collectivist cultural contexts, in which direct 

action and confrontation is discouraged (Chun et al., 2006). Instead, the most effective 

strategies in a collectivist context might include emotional and avoidant coping, which entail 

management of internal emotions and avoidance of conflict, congruent with collectivist cultural 

values (Lam & Zane, 2004; Ohbuchi & Atsumi, 2010, Yeh et al., 2006). 

In accordance with the culture-specific perspective, Ohbuchi and Atsumi (2010) found that 

avoidance strategy was effective for Japanese subjects in Japan, which can be attributed to the 

congruence between avoidant coping and collectivist macro-cultural context. Similarly, 

avoidance coping was associated with less distress and impairment in a collectivist sample in 

Polynesia (Allen & Smith, 2015), and with less burnout in Japanese caregivers in Japan 

(Okabayashi et al., 2010). A recent study focused specifically on collectivist coping styles, 

which included items from avoidant and emotional styles, and related them to an increased life 

satisfaction in a sample in China (Wang et al., 2017).  

In addition to macro-cultural context, Heppner et al. (2014) included individual-level 

cultural factors in the Cultural and Contextual Model of Coping (CCMC) and implicated that 

individual cultural values can also shape coping. The CCMC theorises a complex interaction 

between five domains, which include individual cultural factors, coping styles and health and 

well-being. The model hypothesises that cultural factors affect coping, which in turn affects 

well-being and health outcomes, and it suggests that culturally congruent strategies are related 

to positive outcomes (Heppner et al., 2014).  

In line with this proposal, several studies found support for the role of individual cultural 

factors. For example, Okamoto and Teo (2011) found that emotion- and avoidance-oriented 

strategies, congruent with collectivist values, significantly reduced stress in Japanese expats in 

Australia, despite the prevailing individualist context. The authors attributed the positive 

outcomes to the congruency between avoidant coping and collectivist orientation of the 

subjects. Furthermore, Yoshihama (2002) examined the outcomes of passive (avoidant) coping 

strategies in more collectivist, Japanese-born American women and in more individualist, 

Japanese American women. In individualistic participants, proactive coping styles were linked 

to lower distress and perceived as more effective, however in collectivist participants passive 

coping styles were associated with lower distress. In fact, proactive task-oriented strategies 

showed a deleterious effect on collectivist Japanese-born participants. Similarly, Chang (2001) 

compared coping strategies of Euro-American and Asian American students and examined their 

well-being outcomes. In line with prevalent research, the use of avoidant strategies was linked 
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to lower life satisfaction and higher depression in Euro-American participants, however this 

effect did not hold for Asian American students. These results suggest that regardless of 

prevailing cultural context, coping styles congruent with individual cultural orientation can be 

related to better outcomes.  

The models of cultural coping outlined above implicate the role of cultural factors in coping 

styles, including cultural context and individual-level cultural factors. Recent findings suggest 

that the effects of coping styles might not be universal, but instead that coping styles congruent 

with cultural factors might be most effective and related to better outcomes. In spite of these 

postulations, the support for cultural models of coping remains scarce. The authors of the 

models called for future researchers to examine the proposed relationships and to provide 

further insight into cultural coping (Heppner et al., 2014).  

The Present Study 

The present study aims to add to the body of research on cultural coping by responding to 

some of the criticisms of previous studies, and to fill a gap in our understanding of the complex 

relationship between culture and coping. In response to the criticism of monocultural samples 

from dichotomous cultures, the present study uses a multicultural sample of international 

students from 39 countries. This approach has been recommended in a recent study to 

effectively examine cultural differences (Bardi & Guerra, 2011). In addition, the present study 

responds to the call to study culture on an individual level, and it directly measures subjects’ 

cultural orientation using an established psychometric instrument (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). 

Furthermore, in contrast to most existing studies conducted in western individualistic context 

(Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004), this study offers an insight into coping in Portugal, which can 

be considered a collectivist macro-cultural context (Hofstede Insights, 2020). Taking into 

account the recent models of cultural coping, the present study attempts to examine coping 

using an intercultural and contextual approach, taking into consideration cultural factors.   

The first hypothesis of the present study is proposed in line with most of the existing studies 

on cross-cultural differences in coping (e.g. Bailey & Dua 1999; Chang, 1996). If culture-

specific perspectives are adequate, we can hypothesise that (H1) Individuals higher in 

collectivism orientation will use more avoidant and emotional coping styles, and individuals 

higher in individualism will use more task-oriented coping styles. The second hypothesis is 

proposed in agreement with the universal perspective on coping effectiveness, and with existing 

studies showing the dysfunctionality of indirect coping styles (e.g. Chao, 2011; Deatherage et 

al., 2013; Endler et al., 2000). If universal perspectives on coping effectiveness are adequate, 
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we can hypothesise that (H2) Individuals using more avoidant and emotional coping styles will 

show poorer well-being outcomes, such as lower quality of life, higher perceived stress and 

lower life satisfaction, and that individuals using direct styles will show better well-being 

outcomes. 

However, different predictions stem from recent models of cultural coping. In accordance 

with recent theoretical models on cultural and contextual factors in coping (Heppner et al., 

2014), we hypothesise that individuals using coping styles congruent with cultural factors will 

show better well-being outcomes. In contrast to the previous hypothesis, we therefore propose 

that (H3) Individuals using culturally congruent coping, in this case emotional and avoidant 

styles, will show better well-being outcomes.  

Our aim is to compare both universal and culture-specific perspectives on coping styles and 

their effects on well-being in a collectivist cultural context. Our last aim is to test if the 

association between cultural orientation and well-being is mediated by culturally congruent 

coping styles (O1).  

Chapter II – Method 

Sampling and Procedure 

This study used non-probability convenience sampling. The sample was self-selected, and 

anyone who met the selection criteria could participate. The selection criteria were to be an 

international student at a Portuguese university residing in Portugal. The subjects participated 

voluntarily for no incentive, and they were recruited online via social media (Facebook), where 

an advertisement for voluntary participation in an online questionnaire study was posted in 

international student groups. The advertisement included key information about the study 

including its purpose, duration and lack of risks.  

Participants followed the web link and completed the online questionnaire on Google 

Forms, consisting of 72 multiple choice questions (see Appendix A). The questionnaire 

included an informed consent form, which informed the participants that their answers would 

be anonymous, the lack of risks in participating and right to withdraw at any time. After 

completion, the participants filled out sociodemographic information and they were presented 

with a debriefing form and the researcher’s contact information. The present study involved no 

known risks and was approved by the ISCTE-IUL Ethical Board. 

Design  
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This study used a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design. The variables in this study 

included cultural orientations, coping styles and three well-being outcomes, namely perceived 

stress, quality of life and life satisfaction. All of the variables were measured via survey using 

standardised psychometric instruments. 

Participants  

There were 110 participants in the present study. The sample consisted of 74 females, 34 

males and 2 participants preferred not to disclose their gender. All of the participants were 

international students studying at universities in Portugal. The mean age of the participants was 

M = 26.85 years (SD = 3.10). The participants’ nationalities included 39 countries in total. 72% 

of the participants were European, and 28% were from outside Europe including South 

America, Asia, North America, Africa and Australia. Three participants were excluded from 

the present study, because they were Portuguese and therefore did not meet the selection 

criteria. 

Measures  

Cultural Orientation (Individualism and Collectivism) 

A 16-item individualism and collectivism scale (INDCOL; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) was 

used to measure cultural orientations of individualism and collectivism. This scale was adopted 

by Triandis and Gelfand (1998) from the original by Singelis (1995), which was reduced to 16 

items using factor analysis. The factor structure of the scale was confirmed in non-western 

samples such as in Korea, Taiwan, Argentina and Singapore (Chiou, 2001; Soh & Leong, 2002), 

and therefore it was considered suitable for a cross-cultural sample. This scale was reported to 

show higher validity and reliability than other cultural measures (Cozma, 2011), however the 

support for its psychometric properties remains mixed. Some authors reported moderate to high 

internal consistency (Cronbach Alpha from .64 to .83) and test-retest reliability (.45 to .80) 

(Renzhi et al., 2013), while others obtained lower scores (.38 to .73) (Hui & Yee, 1994).  

The scale consists of 16 short statements rated on a 9-item Likert scale (1 = never and 

definitely no, 9 = always and definitely yes). Example items include “I rather depend on myself 

than others” for individualism and “I feel good when I cooperate with others” for collectivism. 

The scale measures four subscales of horizontal individualism (α = .57), vertical individualism 

(α = .66), horizontal collectivism (α = .53) and vertical collectivism (α = .62). Deleting one item 

from individualism and two items from collectivism improved the internal consistencies for 

vertical individualism to (α = .70), vertical collectivism (α = .76), and horizontal collectivism 
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(α = .61). In order to obtain an overall individualism (α = .67) and collectivism (α = .65) scores, 

the horizontal and vertical scores were combined in this study. Other authors previously 

combined the scores for the vertical and horizontal subscales, as they were found to be 

significantly positively correlated to each other, and they should measure the same underlying 

concept (Komarraju & Cokley, 2008; Oyserman et al., 2002).  

Coping Styles  

A brief 21-item CISS Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations (CISS; Endler & Parker, 

1990) was used to assess participants’ coping styles on three subscales, namely task-oriented, 

emotion-oriented and avoidance-oriented coping. The original 48-item instrument was reduced 

to 21 items by the authors by selecting items with the highest validity. The original scale was 

developed in a western context, however it has shown reliability and validity cross-culturally 

in Japan, Korea and Malaysia (Choi et al., 2017) and therefore it was considered suitable for a 

cross-cultural sample. The original study showed adequate test-retest reliability (.51 to .73) as 

well as internal reliability using Cronbach Alpha (> .85) (Endler & Parker, 1990), and several 

other studies confirmed acceptable psychometric properties of this scale (Choi et al., 2017; 

Imran et al., 2020). 

In this scale, participants were asked how they react to a stressful situation using short 

statements rated on a 5-item Likert scale (1 = not at all to 5 = very much). Example items 

include “I determine a course of action and follow it” for task-oriented style (α = .81), “I become 

very upset” for emotion-oriented style (α = .86) and “I take some time off and get away from 

the situation” for avoidant style (α = .75). The overall score for each coping style was obtained 

by adding together the scores for each subscale. 

Perceived Stress  

A brief 10-item version of the Perceived Stress Scale (PSS; Cohen et al. 1983) was used to 

measure the degree to which the subjects perceive their life situations as stressful. The authors 

reduced an original 14-item scale by excluding four factors using exploratory factor analysis 

(Cohen & Williamson, 1988). The PSS was normed against 2,378 American respondents, 

however its equivalence was confirmed in diverse samples including Japanese, Turkish, Thai 

and others, and therefore it can be considered suitable for cross-cultural studies (Lee, 2012). 

The PSS scale has shown good psychometric properties, including high temporal reliability (.82 

to .85) (Roberti et al., 2006) and internal consistency > .70 in 12 reviewed studies (Lee, 2012). 
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The brief version includes 10 statements which ask how often the subject experienced 

certain feelings and thoughts in the last month on a 5-point Likert scale (0 = never to 4 = very 

often). There are six negative items such as “In the last month, how often have you felt anxious 

and stressed?”, and four positive items which must be reversed during scoring, such as “In the 

last month, how often were you able to control the irritations in your life?”. In order to produce 

a total score of perceived stress, the scores of four positive questions were reversed and all of 

the items’ scores were summed up (α = .86).  

Quality of Life  

A brief 26-item version of the World Health Organisation Quality of Life Scale (WHOQOL 

Group, 1996) was used to assess quality of life (QoL) of the subjects. The WHOQOL was 

developed by the World Health Organisation cross-culturally in multiple field centres and 

validated for international samples (Power et al., 1999, WHOQOL Group, 1998). The original 

scale showed high internal consistency using Cronbach alpha (.75 to .88), with the exception 

of social subscale (.66). Test-retest reliability, discriminant and content validity were also 

reported as acceptable (WHOQOL Group, 1998).  

The original version included 100 items, however the reduced brief scale consists of 26 

items most correlated to the total score for each subscale (WHOQOL, 1998, 2012). The scale 

assesses the participants’ subjective judgement of their quality of life in the last two weeks 

across four different domains. The four subscales are namely physical health (7 items; α = .70), 

psychological well-being (6 items; α = .76), social well-being (3 items; α = .63) and 

environment (8 items; α = .77). Furthermore, there are two separate items measuring overall 

quality of life and general well-being. For this study, two items were excluded from the social 

subscale, as they asked their respondents about their sexual life which was not considered 

relevant for the present study. The 26 questions were measured on 5-item Likert scales. 

Example questions include “How healthy is your physical environment” for environmental 

quality of life subscale or “How satisfied are you with your health?” for the overall health 

domain. For each subscale, the mean score was calculated using the scoring instructions, which 

produced separate results for the six different quality of life domains.  

Life Satisfaction 

The Cantril Ladder, based on Cantril’s Self-Anchoring Scale (Cantril, 1965), was used to 

measure the subject’s self-evaluation of how satisfied they are with their life. This well-

established measure of life satisfaction is used by large-scale international surveys including 
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the Gallup Well-Being Index in almost 150 countries (Gallup, 2020) and it has been considered 

suitable for cross-cultural samples (Veenhooven, 2012). It has shown good test-retest reliability 

(.70) and good convergent validity with other well-being scales (Levin & Currie, 2014). The 

original Cantril scale asks to imagine the present and future life satisfaction, however the 

present study only focused on the current state.  

The scale is visually represented by an image of a ten-step ladder with numbers between 

zero to ten. In the instructions, the subjects were asked to “Imagine a ladder numbered from 

zero at the bottom to ten on top, which represents the worst possible to best possible life for 

you. Where do you stand now?” (Gallup, 2020). The subjects selected a number between zero 

to ten, which represented the degree of their current life satisfaction.  

Sociodemographic Variables 

Sociodemographic variables of the participants were collected in the demographic 

questionnaire. The participants were asked to report their gender, age, nationality and 

nationality of their parents, country of origin and country of origin of their parents. They were 

also asked how long they have resided in Portugal, and how long they have lived abroad before 

living in Portugal. Lastly, the participants were asked to report their level of speaking and 

understanding Portuguese on a Likert scale between 1 to 10 (1 = none to 10= fluent). 

Statistical Analyses 

Raw data were checked for duplicates and missing values, and transferred into SPSS 

software Version 26 (IBM Corp., 2019) for further analysis. Three of the participants were 

excluded from the data set because they did not meet the selection criteria, and one data set was 

excluded because it was a duplicate.  

Sociodemographic data (gender, age, nationality) was used for descriptive analysis. If the 

participants indicated multiple nationalities, or a different country of origin than nationality, 

only the first mentioned nationality was used. Participants’ nationalities were grouped together 

and coded into cultural dimension clusters in line with Hofstede’s data (Hofstede Insights, 2020; 

Mensah & Chen, 2013), in order to determine whether individual cultural orientation scores 

correspond to country-level cultural dimensions. For example, highly individualistic countries 

according to Hofstede (e.g. USA, UK, Germany) were grouped together and coded into North 

American and North European clusters, and collectivist countries (e.g. India, Brazil) were 

grouped together into Asian and South American cultural clusters (Mensah & Chen, 2013). 

Firstly, we compared scores between cultural groups, namely whether participants from 
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collectivist countries showed higher levels of collectivist orientation than participants from 

individualist countries. Secondly, we compared scores within each cultural group, namely 

whether participants from collectivist countries showed higher levels of collectivist orientation 

than individualist orientation. However, for the following statistical analyses, we considered 

only individual level cultural orientation.  

SPSS software was used to obtain internal reliability of the scales using Cohen’s alpha, and 

to calculate descriptive statistics including mean values and standard deviations of 

sociodemographic variables, and of each of the five study variables. Pearson’s bivariate 

correlational analysis was run between the study variables (individualism and collectivism, 

coping styles, perceived stress, quality of life and life satisfaction).  

The PROCESS macro model (PROCESS) (Hayes, 2012, 2018) was used to conduct 

mediation analyses in order to examine the association between cultural orientations, coping 

styles and well-being. We examined whether the association between cultural orientations and 

well-being was mediated by coping styles. We conducted the analysis using parallel mediation 

model (Model 4) in order to test the three mediator variables. There were six mediational 

models. The first three models included collectivism as the predictor variable, three well-being 

variables as criterion variables (quality of life, life satisfaction, perceived stress) and three 

coping styles were tested as mediators (avoidant, emotional, task-oriented). The three following 

models tested individualism as the predictor variable, and the criterion variables and mediators 

remained the same. The significance of the effects was tested using bootstrapping (5000 

resamples; PROCESS; Hayes, 2018).  

Chapter III – Results 

Sociodemographic Data  

Detailed sociodemographic variables of the sample can be found in Appendix B. Results 

of the descriptive statistics including means and standard deviations of each variable and for 

each cultural cluster can be found in Table 2.1. Our results for the comparisons between 

individual and national levels were mixed, and the two levels did not always coincide. 

Participants from collectivist cultural clusters (e.g. Asian, South American) scored higher on 

both cultural dimensions than participants from individualist cultural clusters (e.g. North 

American, North European). Participants from collectivist countries scored significantly higher 

on collectivism (M = 28.10, SD = 4.12) than participants from individualist countries (M = 

26.70, SD = 3.27), t(108) = 1.98, p = . 05, however they also scored higher on individualism 

(M = 23.89, SD = 4.45) than participants from individualist countries (M = 23.10, SD = 4.31), 
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t(108) = .89, p = .37. Furthermore, all of the participants scored higher on collectivist orientation 

than on individualist orientation. Participants from collectivist countries scored significantly 

higher on collectivism (M = 28.10, SD = 4.12) than on individualism (M = 24.24, SD = 4.26); 

t(35) = 3.67, p < .00, and participants from individualist countries also scored significantly 

higher on collectivism (M = 26.70, SD = 3.27) than on individualism (M = 22.93, SD = 4.36); 

t(73) = 6.06, p < .00.  
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Table 2.1 

Means and Standard Deviations of the Study Variables in Cultural Clusters 

 

Note. For the purpose of this descriptive analysis, Italy was added to the North European cultural cluster because it scores high on individualism 

according to Hofstede (Hofstede Insights, 2020)

Cultural 
Cluster 

N Individualism 
 
 

M  (SD) 

Collectivism 
 

 
M  (SD) 

Task-  
Coping 

 

M  (SD) 

Emotion- 
Coping 

 

M  (SD) 

Avoidance- 
Coping 

 

M  (SD) 

Quality  
of Life 

 

M  (SD) 

Life 
Satisfaction 

 

M  (SD) 

Perceived Stress 
 

M  (SD) 

North 
European 

68 22.93 (4.28) 26.82 (3.27) 27.50 (4.41) 22.18 (6.49) 21.63 (5.53) 4.09 (.71) 6.85 (1.28) 18.07 (7.03) 

South 
European 

9 23.94 (5.14)  26.94 (4.85) 24.67 (5.98) 23.11 (5.26) 19.44 (5.77) 3.44 (.88) 6.44 (1.42) 16.67 (6.21) 

Asian  11 24.45 (4.12) 29.55 (3.63) 31.55 (2.98) 19.82 (7.11) 21.91 (6.01) 4.27 (.47) 7.27 (0.79) 14.36 (7.45) 

South 
American 

10 25.22 (4.45) 27.25 (4.05) 28.60 (2.50) 21.60 (5.50) 21.10 (6.78) 3.40 (.70) 6.30 (1.57) 18.40 (6.19) 

African  6 22.50 (2.90) 29.08 (4.42) 26.00 (4.05) 20.50 (8.46) 17.50 (5.21) 3.83 (.75) 7.17 (0.75) 14.33 (6.50) 

North 
American 

4 21.88 (6.14) 26.13 (3.84) 26.75 (3.30) 18.50 (8.06) 22.50 (1.73) 4.75 (.50) 7.50 (0.58) 17.75 (1.26) 

Australian 2 25.75 (6.01) 23.25 (1.06) 23.50 (3.54) 24.50 (7.78) 20.50 (9.20) 3.50 (.71) 5.50 (2.12) 26.50 (2.12) 

Total 110 23.36 (4.35) 27.18 (3.65) 27.59 (4.47) 21.78 (6.47) 21.22 (5.63) 3.99 (.75) 6.83 (1.27) 17.55 (6.85) 



 

 
16 

Descriptive Analysis  

For internal consistency scores of each scale, see Table 2.2. The results of Pearson’s 

correlational analyses between the five study variables can be found in Table 2.3. Collectivism 

was not significantly related to any of the three coping styles. However, collectivism was 

significantly positively related to two well-being outcome variables, weakly to psychological 

QoL, r(108) = .27, p = .05 and to social QoL, r(108) = .29, p = .01. Individualism was 

significantly related to two coping styles, namely to task-oriented coping as predicted, r(108) 

= .24, p = .05, but also to emotion-oriented coping, r(108) = .20, p = .05, which was not 

predicted. Individualism was significantly negatively correlated to two well-being outcomes, 

namely to overall quality of life, r(108) = -.21, p = .05, and to social quality of life, r(108) = -

.24, p = .05. 

Out of the three coping styles, task-oriented coping was significantly related to two well-

being outcomes, negatively to perceived stress, r(108) = -.21, p = .05, and positively to 

psychological QoL, r(108) = .27, p = .01. Emotion-oriented coping style was significantly 

correlated to most outcome variables. It showed a moderate positive correlation to perceived 

stress, r(108) = .44, p = .01, and negative correlation to psychological QoL, r(108) = -.36, p = 

.01, to social QoL, r(108) = -.24, p = .05, and to life satisfaction, r(108) = -.35, p = .01. 

Avoidance-oriented coping style was not significantly correlated to any well-being outcome. 

Table 2.2 

Internal Reliability of Measures  

Measure / Subscale Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha Corrected 
Cronbach’s Alpha 

INDCOL 
   Individualism 
      Horizontal Individualism 
      Vertical Individualism 
Collectivism 
   Horizontal Collectivism 
   Vertical Collectivism 

16 
8 
4 
4 
8 
4 
4 

- 
.67 
.57 
.66 
.65 
.53 
.62 

- 
- 
- 

.70 
- 

.61 

.76 
CISS 21 
   Task-Oriented 
   Emotion-Oriented 
   Avoidance-Oriented 

21 
7 
7 
7 

- 
.81 
.86 
.75 

- 
- 
- 
- 

Quality of Life 
   Environmental QoL 
   Physical QoL 
   Psychological QoL 
   Social QoL 

26 
8 
7 
6 
3 

- 
.77 
.70 
.76 
.63 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

Perceived Stress Scale  10 .86 - 
Cantril Ladder  1 -  - 
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Table 2.3 

Pearson’s Correlations of the Study Variables  

*p < .05 **p<.01 

Hypothesis 1: Effects of Cultural Orientations on Coping Styles 

The first hypothesis predicted a direct effect of cultural orientations (collectivism and 

individualism) on coping styles. It was hypothesised that collectivism would be associated with 

higher use of avoidant and emotional coping styles, and individualism with higher use of task-

oriented style.  

For collectivism, the hypothesis was not supported, and it was not significantly associated 

with coping styles. The analysis revealed that the direct effects of collectivism did not reach 

significance for any of the three coping styles, emotional coping (β = -.22, p = .201), task-

oriented coping (β = .19, p = .105), or avoidant coping (β = -.04, p = .775).  

For individualism, the hypothesis was partially supported, and individualism was 

significantly related to task-oriented coping style, β = .25; 95% CI [.06, .44]. Individualism 

accounted for 5.88% of variance in task-oriented coping style. However, individualism was 

also significantly related to emotional coping style, β = .30; 95% CI [.02 to .58], which was not 

predicted. Individualism accounted for 4.01% of variance in emotional coping style. The direct 

effect of individualism on avoidant coping was non-significant (β = -.03, p = .796).  

Hypotheses H2 and H3: Effects of Coping Styles on Well-being  

The second and third hypotheses predicted that coping styles would have a direct effect on 

well-being outcomes. In line with universal effects of coping styles, the second hypothesis 

predicted that avoidant and emotional coping styles would be related to poorer well-being 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
1. Individualism 

 
- 

         

2. Collectivism  .00 -         
3. Task-Coping  .24*  .16 -        
4. Emotion Coping  .20* -.12 .32** -       
5. Avoidant Coping -.03 -.03 .00  .14 -      
6. Perceived Stress  .13 -.06 -.21*  .44**  .16 -     
7. Overall QoL -.21*  .02 .06 -.10  .06 .25** -    
8. PsychQoL -.08  .23* .27*  -.36** -.03 .56** .39** -   
9. Social QoL -.24*  .29** .10 -.24*  .06 .25** .39** .35** -  
10. Life Satisfaction 

 
-.09 .18 .06  -.35**  .01 .50** .38** .54** .47** - 
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outcomes, such as lower life satisfaction, lower quality of life and higher perceived stress, and 

that task-oriented coping would be related to better outcomes. However, in line with the culture-

specific perspective, the third hypothesis predicted that culturally congruent coping, in this case 

avoidant and emotional styles, would be related to better well-being outcomes.   

The second hypothesis was partially supported for emotional coping style, which was 

directly related to two of the well-being outcomes, namely to lower life satisfaction and to 

higher perceived stress. The analysis revealed that emotional coping style significantly 

predicted lower life satisfaction β = -.07; 95% CI [-.11, -.04] and higher perceived stress β = 

.42; 95% CI [.23, .62]. Overall, coping styles accounted for 13,01% of variance in life 

satisfaction and for 21,6% in perceived stress. In the second model (individualism), emotional 

coping style also predicted lower life satisfaction β = -.07; 95% CI [-.11, -.03] and higher 

perceived stress β = .40; 95% CI [.19, .60].  

However, neither one of the hypotheses was supported for avoidant coping style, which did 

not have a significant direct effect on any of the three well-being outcomes in neither 

collectivism nor individualism models, namely on quality of life (β = .00, p = .897; β =.00, p = 

884), on life satisfaction (β = .01, p = .475; β =.01, p = 499) or on perceived stress (β = .13, p = 

.225; β =.14, p = 202).  

Finally, task-oriented coping style did not have a significant direct effect on any of the three 

well-being outcomes in neither collectivism nor individualism models, namely on quality of 

life (β = .01, p = .476; β =.01, p = 437), life satisfaction (β = -.02, p = .432; β = -.02, p = 591) 

or perceived stress (β = -.13, p = .360; β = -.17, p = 250).  

Objective 1: Association between Cultural Orientations, Coping and Well-Being  

In order to determine whether the association between cultural orientations and well-being 

was mediated by coping styles, we examined six mediational models which used cultural 

orientations as predictors (individualism and collectivism), coping styles as mediators, and 

well-being outcomes as criterion variables. The mediational models examined whether 

collectivism and individualism would have an indirect effect on well-being via culturally 

congruent coping styles. However, the mediational hypotheses were not supported either for 

collectivism or for individualism as predictors (see Table 2.4).  

The results of the parallel mediation model which used collectivism as predictor, revealed 

that the direct effect of collectivism on well-being was non-significant for all three outcome 

variables, quality of life (βdirect = .01, p = .543), life satisfaction (βdirect = .05, p = .100) and 

perceived stress (βdirect = .01, p = .972). The total effect of collectivism on well-being was non-
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significant for two well-being outcome variables, quality of life (βtotal = .02, p = .355), and 

perceived stress (βtotal = -.12, p = .520). For life satisfaction, the effect of collectivism was 

approaching significance (βtotal = .06, p = .056). For illustration, see Figure 2.1. 

The results of the second parallel mediation model which used individualism as predictor, 

revealed that the direct effect of individualism on well-being was also non-significant for all 

three outcome variables, quality of life (βdirect = .00, p = .930), life satisfaction (βdirect = .00, p = 

.984) and perceived stress (βdirect = .13, p = .395). The total effect of individualism on well-

being was non-significant for all three well-being outcome variables, quality of life (βtotal = .00, 

p = .848), life satisfaction (βtotal = −.03, p = .337) and perceived stress (βtotal = .20, p = .194). For 

illustration, see Figure 2.2. 

Figure 2.1  

Parallel Multiple Mediator Model with Collectivism as Predictor Variable 
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Figure 2.2 

Parallel Multiple Mediator Model with Individualism as Predictor Variable 
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Table 2.4 

Parallel Mediations of Coping Styles on the Association between Cultural Orientations and Well-Being 

 **p<.01

Mediator Variables Model 

 Avoidant Coping Emotional Coping Task Coping 
Predictor b  p t CI b p t CI b p t CI 

Collectivism -.04 .775 -.29 [-.34, .25] -.22 .201 -1.29 [-.55, .12] .19 .105 1.64 [-.04, .42] 
Individualism -.03 .796 -.26 [-.28, .21] .30** .036 2.12 [.02, .58] .25** .011 2.60 [.06, .44] 

Indirect Effects Model 

 Quality of Life Life Satisfaction Perceived Stress 
 b p t CI b p t CI b p t CI 

Collectivism             
     Col x Avoidant Coping .00 .897 -.13 [-.02, .02] .01 .475 .72 [-.03, .06] .13 .225 1.22 [-.08, .34] 
     Col x Emotional Coping -.01 .150 -1.45 [-.03, .01] -.07** <.000 -3.81 [-.11, -.04]   .42** <.000 4.31 [.23, .62] 
     Col x Task Coping .01 .476 .72 [-.02, .04] -.02 .432 -.79 [-.08, .03] -.13 .360 -.92 [-.41, .15] 
Individualism                  
     Ind x Avoidant Coping .00 .884 -.15 [-.02, .02] .01 .499 .68 [-.03, .06] .14 .202 1.28 [-.07, .35] 
     Ind x Emotional Coping -.01 .165 -1.40 [-.03, .01] -.07** <.000 -3.70 [-.11, -.03]   .40** <.000 3.86 [.19, .60] 
     Ind x Task Coping .01 .437 .78 [-.02, .04] -.02 .591 -.54 [-.07, .04] -.17 .250 -1.16 [-.46, .12] 

Total Effects Model 

 Quality of Life Life Satisfaction Perceived Stress 
 b p t CI b p t CI b p t CI 

Collectivism  
     Col Direct 
     Col Total 

 
.01 
.02 

 
.543 
.355 

 
.61 
.93 

 
[-.02, .04] 
[-.02, .05] 

 
.05 
.06 

 
.100 
.056 

 
1.66 
1.93 

 
[-.01, .12] 
[.00, .13] 

 
.01 
-.12 

 
.972 
.520 

 
.04 
-.65 

 
[-.32, .33] 
[-.47, .24] 

Individualism 
     Ind Direct 
     Ind Total 

 
.00 
.00 

 
.930 
.850 

 
-.09 
-.19 

 
[-.03, .03] 
[-.03, .02] 

 
.00 
-.03 

 
.984 
.337 

 
-.02 
-.96 

 
[-.06, .06] 
[-.08, .03] 

 
.13 
.20 

 
.395 
.194 

 
.85 
1.31 

 
[-.17, .42] 
[-.10, .49] 
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Chapter IV – Discussion 

 International students have been found to face a large number of stressors and to show 

high prevalence of stress and difficulties (Sherry et al., 2010). Despite this issue, gaps remain 

in our understanding of how culture affects stress and coping, which could inform potential 

culture-specific interventions (Griner & Smith, 2006; Olivas & Li, 2006). A body of research 

has shown that cultural factors can shape how people cope with stress, and how coping styles 

affect their well-being (for review, see Kuo, 2011), however the findings have been mixed. 

Some researchers suggested a universal pattern in coping and well-being outcomes (e.g. 

Seiffge-Krenke, 1993), however others argued for a more culture-specific perspective and 

recently proposed models of cultural coping (Heppner et al., 2014; Leong & Wong, 2003).  

Our study followed several recommendations by previous researchers, in order to address 

the methodological shortcomings of existing research, such as using a diverse sample and 

examining culturally congruent coping. Unlike most previous studies, our study was conducted 

in a collectivist macro-cultural context. In response to the mixed results of existing studies, our 

study aimed to further examine the complex role of culture in coping and well-being. 

Furthermore, we aimed to examine recent proposals of cultural coping models, which 

postulated that culturally congruent coping would have favourable outcomes on well-being 

(Heppner, 2014), and to compare them with the universal perspective on coping.  

In addition, previous researchers noted an ecological fallacy in cultural research, which 

occurs when scores on the national level are assumed on an individual level (Brewer & Venaik, 

2014). In response, our study directly measured cultural orientation on an individual level and 

compared whether scores of individualism and collectivism on an individual level correspond 

to the national level. Our findings showed that participants’ individual cultural orientations did 

not always correspond to national cultural dimensions. Therefore, our data supported 

Hofstede’s (1980) notion that cultural factors coexist on multiple levels; however, they do not 

necessarily coincide. 

With regards to the effects of cultural orientations on coping styles, this study found partial 

support for culture-specific coping. In accordance with a body of existing research (for review, 

see Chun et al., 2006), we found that participants higher on individualism used significantly 

more task-oriented coping styles. However, contrary to our predictions, individualist 

participants also employed significantly more emotional coping. Furthermore, contrary to 

existing studies, collectivist cultural orientation was not significantly related to any coping 

styles.  



 

 
23 

With respect to the second and third hypotheses, which predicted that coping styles would 

have significant effects on well-being, we found partial support for the second hypothesis in the 

case of emotional-oriented style. In this study, emotional coping was significantly related to 

increased perceived stress and decreased life satisfaction. These findings corroborated a number 

of existing studies, which have shown the negative effects of emotional coping on well-being 

(e.g. Deatherage et al., 2013). However, in contrast to existing studies (e.g. Bouteyre et al., 

2006; Chao, 2011) and to our predictions, avoidant coping style did not show significant effects 

on well-being. Similarly, task-oriented coping was not significantly related to any well-being 

outcomes. 

Finally, the present study failed to find support for our mediational models, which 

examined whether the association between cultural orientations and well-being was mediated 

by coping styles, based on the implications of recent cultural coping models (Heppner et al., 

2014). We examined whether subjects higher on collectivist cultural orientation would show 

better well-being outcomes, as explained by the use of culturally congruent emotional and 

avoidant coping styles, which was not supported.  

Effects of Cultural Orientations on Coping Styles 

The significant relationship between individualist cultural orientation and task-oriented 

style corroborated a number of existing studies which found the same pattern of cross-cultural 

differences in coping styles (e.g. Lee & Mason, 2014). This result can be explained by the 

assumptions behind culture-specific coping, which suggest that individualist cultural factors, 

such as internalised values and norms, promote direct, proactive behaviours (Chun et al., 2006). 

Therefore, subjects high in individualist cultural orientation were expected to show direct, task-

oriented coping behaviour, which was confirmed by the present study. This finding 

corroborates culture-specific perspective on coping, which suggests that individual cultural 

values can shape the way in which people cope with stress. 

However, an unexpected finding was that individualist subjects also used significantly more 

emotional coping styles. This finding stands in contrast to a number of existing studies, which 

found higher emotional coping in collectivist samples (e.g. Chang, 1996). However, upon a 

closer look at the existing literature, a small number of studies also found higher emotional 

coping in individualist samples (Murakami 1983, as cited in Marsella & Dash-Scheuer, 1987). 

This finding is difficult to explain in terms of cultural norms and values, as individualist cultural 

context would typically not encourage controlling one’s emotional responses, internalising or 

self-blame, which are components of emotional coping style (Parker & Endler, 1996).  
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In some studies, this surprising finding was explained in terms of acculturation, which 

coping styles have been found to be subject to (Bailey & Dua, 1999; Chun, 2003; Kuo & 

Gingrich, 2004). For example, Bailey and Dua (1999) found that the coping styles of Asian 

students in Australia started to resemble the coping styles of the host culture over time. Students 

who have stayed in Australia for longer than six months and were more acculturated, showed 

significantly more individualist coping styles. According to these proposals, the greater use of 

emotional coping styles in our sample could be the result of acculturation process, and 

adaptation of coping styles congruent to the host culture. As Portugal is considered a collectivist 

culture (Hofstede Insights, 2020), it could be postulated that individualist students adapted their 

coping styles to fit the host culture over time. This speculation is in accordance with the culture-

specific approach to coping, however it cannot be confirmed without controlling for 

acculturation.  

Alternatively, a number of studies pointed to the importance of another factor which can 

shape coping styles, namely the type of stressor (Mattlin et al., 1990). Several studies reported 

that when the stressor is perceived as uncontrollable or unavoidable, individuals tend to use 

more indirect strategies such as emotional or avoidant coping (Aldwin & Yancura, 2004; 

Folkman & Lazarus, 1980). According to these arguments, the greater use of indirect coping in 

the individualist subgroup could indicate that these subjects faced more uncontrollable or 

unavoidable stressors, as a result of which they employed indirect strategies. For instance, the 

present study was conducted at the time of a global pandemic, which could be considered an 

uncontrollable stressor for the subjects. However, without controlling for the type of stressor, 

the present study cannot confirm this speculation.  

With regards to collectivism, which was related to emotional and avoidant coping by a 

number of previous studies (see Kuo, 2011), the present study failed to find a significant 

relationship between collectivist cultural orientation and any coping style. Some previous 

studies also failed to confirm this relationship (e.g. Aldwin & Greenberger, 1987; Chang, 1996), 

however the interpretations of these findings remain mixed and speculative.  

Some researchers emphasised that just as people are not completely individualist or 

collectivist in their cultural orientation, individualist and collectivist coping strategies should 

not be viewed as dichotomous or mutually exclusive. Both cultural orientations and cultural 

coping styles may coexist, especially within ethnically and culturally diverse individuals (Coon 

& Kemmelmeier, 2001; Kuo, 2011). For example, Chinese Canadian subjects were found to 

use a combination of individualist and collectivist coping strategies (Kuo & Gingrich, 2004; 

Wester et al., 2006). In addition, some researchers identified significant within-group 
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differences in coping styles in the same collectivist cultural group, based on immigration status 

or country of birth (Yeh & Inose, 2002; Yoshihama, 2002). In the present study, the diversity 

of the sample was not controlled for. Some subjects noted being born in a different country 

from their indicated nationality or having multiple nationalities, however in such cases only the 

first indicated nationality was used in data analysis. According to the findings above, which 

showed that coping styles can vary in bicultural participants, and show significant within-group 

differences based on immigration status or country of birth, our results could have been 

confounded by the diversity of the sample. Therefore, the lack of culture-specific strategies in 

the collectivist subgroup could indicate that the group was more heterogeneous than the 

individualist group.  

 Furthermore, the lack of significant effects of collectivist cultural orientation could be 

attributed to the coping measure used in the present study. A few recent studies criticised the 

use of measures developed in western context, such as CISS used in this study (Endler & Parker, 

1990), and instead recommended the use of emic (culture-specific) measures to study other 

cultural groups (Kuo, 2011). Emically derived scales, such as the Collectivist Coping Scale, 

were developed based on collectivist cultural values, and proposed a different structure of 

coping styles in collectivist populations such as Taiwanese or Chinese (e.g. Heppner et al., 

2006; Moore & Constantine, 2005; Shek & Cheung, 1990). For example, instead of the 

traditional direct (task-oriented) vs. indirect (avoidant) distinction, some researchers identified 

a five-factor structure in collectivist samples, including acceptance, social support or private 

emotional outlets (Heppner et al., 2006). The present study relied on CISS, because it has been 

validated in diverse samples (Choi et al., 2017). However, the possibility that the scales could 

not capture culture-specific collectivist coping styles cannot be dismissed, as collectivism failed 

to relate to any of the three proposed coping styles. Berry (2006) noted that it is still unclear 

whether the task- vs. emotion-oriented coping taxonomy is valid across all cultures. Further 

explorations are necessary to validate the use of culture-specific coping measures, and to 

integrate both emic and etic approaches in research on cultural coping (Leong & Wong, 2003; 

Wong et al., 2006). 

Effects of Coping Styles on Well-Being 

In the present sample, emotional coping style was significantly related to two well-being 

outcomes, namely, to increased perceived stress and to decreased life satisfaction. This finding 

is in accordance with a number of existing studies which related emotional coping to multiple 

negative effects on psychological and physical well-being (e.g. Deatherage et al., 2013). These 
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findings are commonly explained by the components of emotional coping, which include 

internalising cognitive strategies such as self-blame, preoccupation or rumination (Parker & 

Endler, 1996). As a result of ruminating about an issue, individuals were found to further 

increase the amount of stress and exacerbate the issue (Matheson & Anisman, 2003). 

Furthermore, a number of items in the subscale for emotional coping can be considered self-

depreciative, such as blaming oneself for being unable to cope and for not knowing what to do, 

which can further contribute to the negative effects on well-being (Seo, 2012).   

This finding is also in agreement with Seiffge-Krenke’s (1993) model of functional-

dysfunctional coping, which postulated that indirect strategies such as emotional and avoidant 

coping are universally dysfunctional. In contrast to direct strategies, a number of researchers 

have considered indirect strategies to be more ineffective and passive towards the issue 

(Higgins & Endler, 1995; Seiffge-Krenke, 1993). In fact, a small number of previous studies 

confirmed the negative outcomes even in collectivist contexts and claimed that there may not 

be many cultural differences in the functionality of coping, as the negative effects of indirect 

coping persisted regardless of cultural factors (Iwamoto, 2010; Lee & Liu, 2001; Nakano, 

1991). The universalist perspective stands in contrast to the claims of cultural models of coping, 

which argue that indirect coping may be functional in collectivist contexts (Heppner et al., 2014; 

Leong & Wong, 2003). However, the results of the present study are convergent with the 

universalist perspective, as emotional coping was related to negative outcomes even in subjects 

with collectivist cultural orientation, and within a culturally congruent collectivist context 

(Portugal).  

Similar to emotional coping style, avoidant coping was hypothesised to impact well-being 

negatively, as shown by previous studies (Chao, 2011; Dyson, 2006). The rationale behind this 

assumption is similar to the negative effects of emotional coping, namely that indirect strategies 

such as denying the presence of a stressor and not dealing with the issue exacerbates stress for 

the individual (Parker & Endler, 1996; Seiffge-Krenke, 1993). Despite these propositions, 

avoidant coping had no significant effects on well-being in the present sample. It appears that 

avoidance coping was not beneficial for the well-being of the present sample, but also not 

harmful.  

The null results for avoidant coping can be interpreted from a culture-specific perspective. 

Some studies failed to identify the expected negative effects of avoidant coping in more 

collectivist participants, and speculated that avoidance could assist social relations and harmony 

in a collectivist context (Chang, 2001; Ohbuchi & Atsumi, 2010). In light of this speculation, 

it could be proposed that because this study took place in a collectivist macro-cultural context 
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(Portugal), the congruent cultural context could have buffered the negative effects of avoidance 

normally found in studies in individualist contexts. However, these speculations are 

inconsistent with the findings on emotional coping, which appears to be universally 

dysfunctional based on the present sample. 

As mentioned before, previous studied also noted the importance of the type of stressor and 

suggested that in the case of uncontrollable stressors, avoidance coping might not be 

dysfunctional (Terry, 1994; Wadsworth, 2015). This could suggest that the present sample 

might have experienced more uncontrollable stressors at the time of the study, for which the 

use of avoidant coping was not harmful (Endler, 1997).  

Furthermore, Hahn (2011) pointed out that some facets of avoidant coping such as “visiting 

a friend” might not be dysfunctional in some contexts, specifically during short-term 

acculturative stress in international students. While Hahn (2011) considered direct strategies to 

be overall more beneficial, they suggested that purposeful distraction and avoidance might 

momentarily alleviate stress. According to this argument, the lack of significant negative effects 

of avoidance could be interpreted in terms of its short-term use, a speculation which would have 

to be examined by longitudinal studies. Due to the cross-sectional nature of this study and the 

lack of control for type of stressor, the present study is unable to determine the cause of the null 

effects of avoidant coping. 

Finally, the present study failed to identify the positive effects of task-oriented coping, 

which were implicated by multiple previous studies (Bouteyre et al., 2006; Endler et al., 2000) 

and proposed by Seiffge-Krenke’s (1993) model of functional coping. However, a number of 

previous studies showed mixed results, and also failed to identify the positive effects of direct 

coping strategies. Some studies found null effects of direct coping on psychological well-being 

(Aldwin & Revenson, 1987; Carver & Scheier, 1994; Lee & Liu, 2001), and offered several 

speculative interpretations for the lack of effects. 

For example, as mentioned above, this study did not control for type of stressor. As 

suggested by previous studies, in the case of unavoidable or uncontrollable stressors, indirect 

strategies such as acceptance or accommodation might be more functional (Aldwin & Yancura, 

2004; Auerbach, 1989). Therefore, if the present sample faced more uncontrollable stressors, it 

could be postulated that direct strategies could fail to improve their well-being, as they were 

implicated to be effective mainly for problems perceived as controllable (Endler, 1997). Carver 

and Scheier (1994) suggested that while a direct coping approach when facing one focal stressor 

would improve well-being, using a direct approach when faced with multiple stressors could 

exacerbate stress and negative emotions. The authors speculated that direct focus on stressors 
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causes an immediate anticipation of a subsequent stressor, and the individual remains in 

distress. Therefore, it could be speculated that if the present sample faced a number of stressors, 

some of which were uncontrollable, task-oriented coping could have failed to show positive 

effects on well-being.  

Furthermore, the lack of positive effects of direct coping could be interpreted in light of 

cultural theories of coping. Several researchers pointed out the role of cultural congruence in 

coping and suggested that the effectiveness of certain coping strategies might be limited to 

specific cultural contexts (Heppner et al., 2014; Leong & Wong, 2003). In line with this 

argument, it could be proposed that the effectiveness of task-oriented coping could be limited 

to a congruent individualist context. Because the present study was conducted in a collectivist 

macro-cultural context (Portugal), it can be speculated that the incongruence between direct 

coping style and collectivist context might have hindered the positive effects of this strategy. 

However, due to the insignificance of the results, these culture-specific interpretations await 

further investigations. 

Association between Cultural Orientations, Coping and Well-Being 

In terms of the relationships proposed by our mediational model, this study found partial 

support for the effects of cultural orientations on coping style in the case of individualism, 

which is in accordance with cultural specificity of coping styles. However, collectivism was 

not significantly related to any coping style, which did not support our mediational model. 

Furthermore, the effects of emotional coping on well-being showed an opposite pattern to the 

culture-specific predictions, and they failed to support our mediational model. Emotional 

coping was found to have negative outcomes regardless of congruent cultural orientation and 

context, and thus the results appeared to corroborate a universal perspective on the effects of 

coping. Finally, both direct and indirect effects of collectivist orientation on well-being were 

non-significant, and therefore the relationship between cultural orientations and well-being 

remains tentative. 

The relationships between the variables in the mediational model were conceptually 

implicated by cultural models of coping. For example, in the Cultural and Contextual Model of 

Coping, Heppner et al. (2014) proposed an interaction between five domains including 

individual cultural factors, coping styles and health and well-being. The authors called for 

future researchers to empirically determine the exact direction and strength of the relationships 

as well as to explore possible moderations and mediations between the factors. However, the 
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authors also noted that the links between the factors may occur in a bidirectional, transactional 

nature, and that the constructs in the model may represent only a fraction of the total variables. 

This study followed multiple recommendations by the authors (Heppner et al., 2014), such 

as exploring a broader range of cultural contexts and samples, examining culturally congruent 

coping, and proposing a mediational relationship between the factors suggested by the cultural 

models. In spite of this, our study failed to find conclusive support for the cultural models of 

coping. Our results showed partial support for cultural specificity in coping, however contrary 

to the cultural models, the effects of culturally congruent coping styles on well-being were 

negative, and cultural orientations showed null effects on well-being.  

In spite of the mixed results, we believe that our findings do not necessarily contradict the 

cultural models, but instead highlight the complexity of cultural coping, including the number 

of factors and possible interactions proposed. In addition to cultural orientation, there is a 

number of other cultural factors on individual level proposed to shape coping, such as cultural 

self-construal, locus of control and acculturation (Kuo, 2011). It cannot be ruled out that any 

other cultural factors suggested by the cultural models acted as extraneous variables in the 

present study and affected our results. The noise from other variables which this study did not 

control for may have made it difficult to detect an effect (Price et al., 2020).  

With regards to the effects of cultural orientations on well-being, our examination remains 

exploratory. To our best knowledge, there is a paucity of studies in the area of coping which 

have examined the effects of cultural factors on well-being (e.g. Aldwin & Greenberger, 1987; 

Matsumoto et al., 1999). Due to the exploratory nature of this relationship, the null findings are 

difficult to interpret. However, some authors of the cultural coping models consider the 

relationship between cultural coping and well-being as problematic (Chun et al., 2006; Leong 

& Wong, 2003). According to Chun et al. (2006), individualistic coping might focus primarily 

on the self, and emphasise reduction of distress and symptom relief. However, collectivist 

coping might focus primarily on others, aiming to improve others’ well-being and to protect 

interpersonal relationships. The authors use this argument to explain why many cultures use 

seemingly dysfunctional coping (from a western perspective), which does not reduce their stress 

or improve well-being (e.g. Essau & Trommsdorff, 1996; Lee & Liu, 2001). In light of these 

speculations, the use of well-being as an outcome measure of cultural coping might be 

problematic. In summary, the relationship between cultural orientations, coping and well-being 

remains tentative and requires further insight.  

Limitations and Future Directions 
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This study had several methodological shortcomings, which could have limited the validity 

and robustness of the findings. The present study relied on an intercultural student sample, 

which included subjects of 39 nationalities. As a result of self-selection, the nationalities and 

cultural subgroups were not equally represented, and there were more participants from western 

cultural clusters (see Appendix B). Participants from different cultural clusters may have 

systematically varied on factors other than cultural orientation, which could have affected our 

results.  This study planned to recruit a larger sample with balanced cultural groups, however 

as a result of the global pandemic restrictions, systematic recruitment at universities was not 

possible. Therefore, we instead opted for online recruitment and self-selection to obtain as many 

participants as possible.  

In addition, as mentioned earlier, we did not control for diversity of the sample in this study. 

Previous research showed significant within-group differences in the same cultural group upon 

examination of immigration status or country of origin (e.g. Yoshihama, 2002), and found that 

bicultural participants can adopt coping styles from both cultures (Wester et al., 2006). 

Therefore, it cannot be ruled out that the diversity of our sample may have contributed to our 

inconclusive results.  

Some limitations may arise as a result of studying culture using self-report measures. One 

of the main pitfalls of the use of self-report measures to study culture is that they only assess 

explicit aspects of culture which individuals are aware of. However, culture also consists of 

multiple implicit practices, which are not necessarily accessible to consciousness and linguistic 

expression (Oyserman et al., 2002). Therefore, people might not be able to explicitly report on 

their cultural values (Fiske, 2001). This can put into question whether the cultural orientations 

measured by the INDCOL self-report tool accurately reflected the subjects’ cultural values and 

syndromes. Alternatively, some researchers have experimentally manipulated cultural factors 

using cultural priming studies (Oyserman & Lee, 2007).  

With regards to the INDCOL measure, we can also mention the possibility of social 

desirability bias, which was noted by previous researchers (Taras et al., 2014). In this study, 

participants from most cultural clusters scored higher on collectivism than on individualism 

orientation (see Table 2.1). The individualism subscale of the INDCOL measure included 

multiple items emphasising competitiveness, such as “Winning is everything” or “Competition 

is the law of nature” (see Appendix A). In contrast, the collectivism subscale included items 

which emphasised caring for others and social relationships. It could be speculated that the 

items on the collectivist subscale may have been perceived as more socially desirable by the 

subjects, which may have increased their tendency to score higher on this subscale. In order to 
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reduce the possibility of this bias, future studies are advised to inform the participants that their 

answers would be anonymous (Joinson, 1999), a practice which was employed by our study.  

In addition, despite the initial support for the INDCOL scale and its psychometric properties 

(Cozma, 2011), other results have been mixed and reported only low to medium internal 

reliability, as well as issues with replicability (e.g. Soh & Leong, 2002; for review see Taras et 

al., 2014). In this study, three items had to be removed from three subscales in order to improve 

internal consistency. Despite this, the overall internal consistency of the INDCOL scale 

remained low, which has put the construct validity of this measure in question. Low internal 

reliability could indicate that the items in the scale did not accurately capture the construct 

which we intended to measure, in this case collectivism and individualism (Tang et al., 2014), 

which decreased the robustness of our findings. In light of the mixed psychometric support for 

INCOL, future studies are advised to take caution when employing this instrument or to use it 

in combination with other cultural measures (for review, see Oyserman et al., 2002). 

While the instruments used in the present study have been validated on cross-cultural 

samples (e.g. Chiou, 2001; Choi et al., 2017), the measurement equivalence of some of them, 

such as the CISS Coping Scale, has been put into question. Byrne and Watkins (2003) noted 

that even if the factorial structure of an instrument showed a similar pattern in two or more 

countries, this does not guarantee that the measure would operate equivalently across cultures. 

The factorial structure of coping using CISS has been replicated in Japan, Korea and Malaysia 

(Choi, 2001), however other researchers have questioned the universal structure of coping 

styles and the use of etic measures, and instead recommended to use emically-derived measures 

for collectivist samples (e.g. Kuo et al., 2013). Indeed, emically-derived collectivist coping 

measures have obtained different factorial structure than CISS (Heppner et al., 2006).  

Furthermore, the present study did not measure or control for several individual level 

cultural variables which were implicated by previous research on cultural coping, such as 

cultural self-construal, locus of control and acculturation (Kuo, 2011). In light of these 

proposals, it cannot be ruled out that our results were confounded by one or more of these 

variables. Another important variable which was shown to affect coping but was not taken into 

account by the present study is the type of stressor, which could have affected our results.  

In light of the limitations discussed above, we recommend future researchers in the area of 

cultural coping to avoid the methodological shortcomings of the present study. With regards to 

sampling, future studies should take caution when using intercultural samples. It is 

recommended to obtain larger, more balanced samples than the present sample. In terms of 

measurement, our study highlighted the problematic assumptions of national cultural factors on 
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an individual level, and the need for measuring cultural factors using established instruments 

such as INDCOL. Despite this, future researchers are advised to take caution when using the 

INDCOL measure, which has shown mixed psychometric properties. Based on the present 

study, we believe that this measure requires further corroboration or that it should be used in 

combination with other cultural measures.  

Several researchers have encouraged the use of emic-based measures of collectivist coping 

(e.g. Kuo, 2013). Because this study failed to find links between collectivism and any coping 

style measured by CISS, we recommend exploring the use of cultural coping measures such as 

the Collectivist Coping Scale (Heppner et al., 2006; Yeh, 2006). Finally, in light of additional 

factors proposed to affect coping, we suggest that future studies consider controlling for the 

type of stressor and acculturation in order to avoid confounding variables. With regards to 

obtaining further support for the cultural models of coping, we advise to follow the 

recommendations of authors of the models and previous researchers (Heppner et al., 2014; 

Leong & Wong, 2003). Due to the number of cultural factors conceptually implicated by the 

models, we recommend taking additional cultural factors into account, such as self-construal, 

locus of control or acculturation. Future studies can explore cultural factors for example as 

mediator or moderator variables, as the authors recommended to examine a number of possible 

interactions as well as directions of effects between the proposed variables (Heppner, 2014). 

Practical Implications  

In spite of the high prevalence of stress and risk of mental problems in international 

students, a number of researchers have pointed out the scarcity of culture-specific interventions 

which could improve student well-being (e.g. Olivas & Li, 2006). Recently, some coping 

interventions have been applied to student populations, such as the Resilience and Coping 

Intervention (RCI; First et al., 2017) or e-Coping with Academic Stress (de la Fuente et al., 

2018), which aim to help students to use more effective coping strategies. Despite the emerging 

empirical support for cross-cultural differences in coping, these intervention tools have not yet 

taken cultural factors into account.  

In light of the growing evidence for the role of culture in stress and coping (Chun et al., 

2006), we believe that cultural factors should be taken into consideration in interventions, 

especially in the case of diverse student populations and international students. Recent cultural 

coping models emphasise the importance of congruence between coping styles and cultural 

factors, therefore coping interventions might not be universally effective across diverse 

contexts and individuals. At the moment, it cannot be concluded whether some strategies are 
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universally more effective or whether strategies congruent with the students’ cultural 

orientation and context would have the most favourable impact on their well-being. Therefore, 

in order to inform culturally sensitive coping interventions, we would like to encourage further 

investigations into cultural coping and models.  

Conclusion 

The aim of the present study was to increase our understanding of the role of culture in 

coping and well-being, and to explore the effects of culturally congruent coping. This study 

obtained partial support for the effects of cultural orientations on coping in the case of 

individualism and task-oriented coping, and thus partly corroborated the culture-specific 

perspective on coping. In contrast, the effects of coping styles on well-being appeared to be in 

correspondence with a universal perspective. In this study, emotional coping showed negative 

effects on well-being despite culturally congruent collectivist context, suggesting that some 

coping styles might be more or less functional across cultural contexts. With regards to our 

mediational models, which explored culturally congruent coping based on recent cultural 

coping models, our findings were inconclusive. In summary, while empirical support for 

culture-specific coping is becoming relatively robust, the culture-specific effects of coping on 

well-being remain more tentative and require further investigations. 

Despite our mixed findings and several methodological shortcomings, we believe that the 

present study can contribute to research on cultural coping in several ways. Firstly, we 

responded to multiple recommendations and gaps in existing studies, such as by measuring 

culture on an individual level, using a diverse sample in a collectivist context, and examining 

cultural congruence. Therefore, our study shifted away from the predominant focus on 

western, monocultural samples and acontextuality, criticised in cultural psychology (Chun et 

al., 2006). Secondly, the recommendations in the present study can serve to improve the 

robustness and methodological soundness of future research in the area. Finally, we hope that 

our study highlights the important and complex role of culture in stress and coping and 

encourages further research in the area. In light of the tentativeness of models of cultural 

coping, we would like to encourage researchers to further examine coping embedded within 

culture, and to explore diverse cultural factors and contexts. Developing a strong theoretical 

and empirical basis of cultural coping is necessary in order to inform culturally sensitive 

interventions and to improve international students’ well-being 
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Questionnaire  
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On a scale from 1-9 (1= Never or definitely no and 9 = Always or definitely yes), please 
express how well the following statements decribe you.  
 

1= Never or definitely no and 9 = Always or definitely yes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 

 

 

 

1. I rather depend on myself than others. 

2. Competition is the law of nature. 

3. To me, pleasure is spending time with others. 

4. Parents and children must stay together as much as possible. 

5. My personal identity, independent of others, is very important to me. 

6. When another person does better than I do, I get tense and anxious. 

7. It is important that I do my job better than others. 

8. The well-being of my colleagues (classmates) is important to me. 

9. If a colleague (classmate) gets a prize, I would feel proud. 

10. I rely on myself most of the time; I rarely rely on others. 

11. It is my duty to take care of my family, even when I have to make sacrifices. 
 
12. Family members should stick together, no matter what sacrifices are required. 
 
13. I feel good when I cooperate with others. 

14. I often do "my own thing". 

15. Winning is everything. 

16. It is important to me that I respect the decisions made by my groups.  
 
 
 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
 

  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9 
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The following are ways people react to various difficult, stressful, or upsetting situations. 
Please circle a number from 1 to 5 for each item. Indicate how much you engage in these 
types of activities when you encounter a difficult, stressful, or upsetting situation.  

1= Not at all to 5= Very much 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

17. Take some time off and get away from the situation  

18. Focus on the problem and see how I can solve it  

19. Blame myself for having gotten into this situation  

20. Treat myself to a favourite food or snack  

21. Feel anxious about not being able to cope   

22. Think about how I solved similar problems  

23. Visit a friend  

24. Determine a course of action and follow it  

25. Buy myself something  

26. Blame myself for being too emotional about the situation 

27. Work to understand the situation  

28. Become very upset  

29. Take corrective action immediately  

30. Blame myself for not knowing what to do   

31. Spend time with a special person  

32. Think about the event and learn from my mistakes  

33. Wish that I could change what had happened or how I felt  

34. Go out for a snack or meal  

35. Analyse my problem before reacting  

36. Focus on my general inadequacies  

37. Phone a friend  
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On a scale from 0-4 (0 = Never to 4 = Very Often), please please indicate how often you felt 
or thought a certain way in the past month. 

0 = Never 1 = Almost Never 2 = Sometimes 3 = Fairly Often 4 = Very Often 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following questions ask how you feel about your quality of life, health, or other areas of 
your life. Please choose the answer that appears most appropriate. If you are unsure about 
which response to give to a question, the first response you think of is often the best one. We 
ask that you think about your life in the last two weeks.  

1 = Very Poor 2 = Poor 3 = Neither Poor nor Good 4 = Good 5 = Very Good 

 

 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 2 = Dissatisfied 3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied  

4 = Satisfied 5 = Very Satisfied 
 

  

38. In the last month, how often have you been upset because of something 
that happened unexpectedly?  

39. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control 
the important things in your life?  

40. In the last month, how often have you felt nervous and “stressed”?  

41. In the last month, how often have you felt confident about your ability to 
handle your personal problems?  

42. In the last month, how often have you felt that things were going your 
way?  

43. In the last month, how often have you found that you could not cope with 
all the things that you had to do?  

44. In the last month, how often have you been able to control irritations in 
your life?  

45. In the last month, how often have you felt that you were on top of things?  

46. In the last month, how often have you been angered because of things that 
were outside of your control?  

47. In the last month, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so 
high that you could not overcome them?  

 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 

   
    0     1     2     3     4 

 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 

0     1     2     3     4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

48. How would you rate your quality of life?  

 

1    2    3    4    5 

49. How satisfied are you with your health? 1    2    3    4    5 
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The following questions ask about how much you have experienced certain things in the last 
two weeks.  

1 = Not at All 2 = A Little 3 = A Moderate Amount 4 = Very Much 5 = An Extreme Amount 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

The following questions ask about how completely you experience or were able to do certain 
things in the last two weeks.  

1 = Not at All 2 = A Little 3 = Moderately 4 = Mostly 5 = Completely 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following questions ask you to say how good or satisfied you have felt about various 
aspects of your life in the last two weeks.  

1 = Very Dissatisfied 2 = Dissatisfied 3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied  
4 = Satisfied 5 = Very Satisfied 

 
 
 
 

50. To what extent do you feel that physical pain prevents you from 
doing what you need to do? 
 
51. How much do you need any medical treatment to function in your daily 
life?  
 
52. How much do you enjoy life?  
 
53. To what extent do you feel your life to be meaningful?  

54. How well are you able to concentrate? 

55. How safe do you feel in your daily life? 

56. How healthy is your physical environment?  

  

  

 
 
 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
 
 

57. Do you have enough energy for everyday life?  

58. Are you able to accept your physical appearance?  

59. Do you have enough money to meet your needs? 

60. How available to you is the information that you need in your day-to-day life? 

61. To what extent do you have the opportunity for leisure activities? 

62. How well are you able to get around? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1    2    3    4    5 
 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
 

1    2    3    4    5 
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The following question refers to how often you have felt or experienced certain things in the 
last two weeks.   

1 = Never 2 = Seldom 3 = Quite Often 4 = Very Often 5 = Always 
 

 

Assume that this ladder is a way of picturing your life. The top of the ladder represents the 
best possible life for you, the bottom of the ladder represents the worst possible life for you. 
Please indicate where on the ladder you personally stand by circling the number. 

10= Completely satisfied 0= Completely dissatisfied 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

63. How satisfied are you with your sleep? 

64. How satisfied are you with your ability to perform your daily living activities?  

65. How satisfied are you with your capacity for work? 

66. How satisfied are you with yourself? 

67. How satisfied are you with your personal relationships?  

68. How satisfied are you with the support you get from your friends? 

69. How satisfied are you with the conditions of your living place?   

70. How satisfied are you with your access to health services?  

71. How satisfied are you with your transport? 

 

1    2    3    4    5 
 
 1    2    3    4    5 
 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
 1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
1    2    3    4    5 

 
 

 

72. How often do you have negative feelings such as blue mood, despair, 
anxiety, depression? 

 

 
1    2    3    4    5 
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Sociodemographic Data 
 

Please fill in the sociodemographic information below. Your data remains anonymous. 
 

What is your gender? Male / Female / Prefer not to say 

What is your age? ________________ 

What university degree are you currently pursuing? _________________________ 

What is your nationality? ________________________________________________ 

What is your country of origin? ___________________________________________ 

What is the nationality of your parents? ____________________________________  

What is the country of origin of your parents? _______________________________ 

How long have you been living in Portugal?  _________________________________ 

Have you lived outside of your home country before, and if so, for how long? 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

How well can you speak Portuguese on a scale from 0-9?  

0 = Not at all, 9 = Fluently 

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8         9 

How well can you understand Portuguese on a scale from 0-9?  

0 = Not at all, 9 = Fluently  

1          2          3          4          5          6          7          8         9 
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Appendix B 

Sociodemographic Variables of the Sample 

 
 N % total M SD 

Gender - - - - 
     Female 74 67.28 - - 
     Male 34 30.91 - - 
     Prefer not to say 2 1.81 - - 
Age - - 26.85 3.10 
Time in Portugal (months) - - 21.55 17.16 
Time Abroad (months) - - 27.00 35.11 
Portuguese Speaking - - 4.26 2.79 
Portuguese Understanding - - 5.44 2.61 
European 77 70.00 - - 
     North European 58 52.73 - - 
          Czech 15 - - - 
          German 13 - - - 
          British 11 - - - 
          Other North European 19 - - - 
     South European 19 17.27 - - 
          Italian 10 - - - 
          Spanish 3 - - - 
          Slovene 3 - - - 
          Other South European 3 - - - 
Non-European 
     Asian 
          Indonesian 
          Indian 
          Other Asian 

33 
11 
2 
2 
7 

30.00 
10.00 

- 
- 
- 

- - 

     South American 10 9.09 - - 
          Brazilian 8 - - - 
          Chilean 
          Argentinian                           

1 
1 

- 
- 

- 
- 

- 
- 

     African 6 5.45 - - 
          South African 1 - - - 
          Cape Verdean  1 - - - 
          Other African 
     North American 
     Australian 

4 
4 
2 

- 
3.64 
1.82 

- - 

Total 110 100.00 - - 
 


