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REPORT OBJECTIVE 

The primary objective of this report is to propose a framework derived from the 

acculturation theory to evaluate the content/context of Chicano / Latino / indigenous films 

exhibited in the 29th annual 2006 CineFestival in San Antonio, Texas.  It is necessary to have a 

framework to evaluate Latino films content/context in order to understand and evaluate the 

different types of ideologies between (immigrant / host) groups regarding the process of 

acculturation.  To illustrate the model application, the film “Recalling Orange County” by 

Mylene Moreno was selected amongst the 89 entries of the 2006 CineFestival.  The 

Framework contains a collection of possible interactions and their consequences between 

members of the immigrant society with the members of the dominant or “host” society.  Each 

possible categorical interaction is described based on research findings from different social 

and economic fields.  By contrasting the pertinent interaction, based on theoretical and 

research findings, with a specific movie content/context, a more objective and detailed 

evaluation is expected.  In order to successfully understand the framework, it is essential to 

locate and describe the historical and current event backgrounds that had lead to the current 

general relationship between Mexicans, Mexican Americans and Anglos.  



Table of Contents 

Chapter One: U.S. – Mexico Relations 

Historical Background:  
Mexican-American War (1846-1848) ………………………………………………...1 
Current Events Background: 
English only Policy ……………………………………………………………………2 

            Anti Immigration Policies ………………………………………………………..........4 
Summary ………………………………………………………………………………6 

Chapter Two 

Influence of film and television ………………………………………………………7 
Latinos in Film and Television ……………………………………………………….8 
Latino Voices – The Latino Film Festival …………………………………………....9 

Chapter Three 

The Acculturation Interactive Model (AIM) ………………………………………...10 
The importance of the interactive acculturation model as the Latino movie content  
evaluative framework ………………………………………………………………..11 
Framework of Contextual Factors …………………………………………………...13 
Empirical Model of Consumer Acculturation (Table 1)……………………………..14  
The acculturation models and how the IAM is structured …………………………..15 
Revised bidimensional model of immigrant acculturation strategy orientation …….18  
ARSMA ……………………………………………………………………………..19 
The model components and relational outcomes …………………………………....20 
The bidimensional scale for host society acculturation orientation …………………22 
Outcomes of host society ………………………………………………………….. .24 

Chapter Four: The Film Evaluation Process 

Latino Film as an acculturation story at one point in time …………………………..26 
Richard A. Krueger model …………………………………………………………..28 
Recalling Orange County, Letters from the other Side, Generations ………………..29 
Formal session .............................................................................................................32 

Chapter Five: Study results and conclusions 

Jurors - Gender, Ethnic and Acculturation orientation ………………………………33 
Jurors Acculturation Orientation Scores (Chart) …………………………………….34 
Juror Evaluations …………………………………………………………………….36 

V 



Questions regarding to the immigrant groups ……………………………………….37 
 Questions regarding to the host community groups …………………………………39 
 Inter-group and interpersonal relational outcomes …………………………………..41 

Overall jurors’ information: Personal data and Film evaluation data ………………..44 
The acculturation orientations adopted by immigrant groups within the host society.45 
The acculturation orientations adopted by the host majority toward specific groups of 
immigrants …………………………………………………………………………...46 
Outcomes of the combinations of immigrant and host majority acculturation 
orientations …………………………………………………………………………..47 
Conclusions ………………………………………………………………………….48 
Bibliography.................................................................................................................50

            Vita...............................................................................................................................54
Appendix 1 (ARSMA II scale………………………………………………………..55

VI



Chapter I 

Historical Background: Mexican-American War (1846-1848) 

A 1,951-mile radius invisible line separates two completely different worlds that 

represent two major cultures and languages dating back to the English and Spanish empires.  

Borderland inhabitants from both sides of Mexico and the United States share a relevant 

historical background, but differ in the way they view themselves and their place in the world.  

It is quite rational to declare that Mexico and the United States have had a long history of 

conflicts throughout their existence.  The Mexican American war is the single most important 

historical event between these two countries that has resulted in two completely different 

versions of how the U.S. gained a vast array of land.    Mexicans will argue that they lost more 

than 1/3 of their land by means of hostility and unfairness, while many Americans believe that 

the territories of Texas, New Mexico, and California were annexed rightfully.  The Treaty of 

Guadalupe Hidalgo was the “peace treaty that ended the Mexican –American War in which 

Mexico ceded 1.36 million km2 (525,000 square miles) to the United States.  The cession 

included parts of modern-day U.S. states of Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, and Wyoming, 

as well as the whole of California, Nevada and Utah” (Cortina 34).  

According to Mexican historian Andres Cuellar, “Mexican nationals living in 

these territories lost their lands and were often treated with resentment by their new 

American counterparts” (Video Interview 2004).  They never immigrated to the United 

States because their home became part of the United States.  Their lands were seized 

and their rights of citizens were violated and treated with the uttermost hostility by the 

American government.  
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 The treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo assured them to retain proprietorship of their lands, 

but the “United States Senate eliminated Article 10, which stated that the U.S. government 

would honor and guarantee all land grants awarded in lands ceded to the United States and 

citizens of Spain and Mexico by those respective governments” (Del Castillo 237).  Even 

though Mexicans were mistreated, they eventually assimilated into mainstream American 

culture and the issue of language became a dominant factor in their treatment by their new 

acquired “host” group.  

CURRENT EVENTS BACKGROUND 

English only Policy  

Language is the process by which individuals exchange thoughts, ideas, and feelings 

with one another.  Without the transmission of opinions and ideas, society could not function in 

an orderly and civilized manner.   Furthermore, language is a “transmitter of culture: it is a 

mechanism by which individuals are socialized into society.  The values, beliefs, and attitudes 

of society are communicated, and a loyalty and allegiance to society are expressed” (Cafferty 

and McCready 87).  In the United States, language has been a problematic issue since the first 

immigration wave of the late 1600’s.  Germans and other European immigrants made 

tremendous efforts to keep their language and cultural heritage during the first establishment of 

American Colonies.  However, English eventually prevailed throughout the new generations 

because of the long distance ties of their ancestor’s native European countries.  In the present 

day,  

“there are a number of differences that set Mexican migration apart from other 
migratory movements: the geographical proximity of Mexico, the historical and continued 
presence of people of Mexican origin in the southwestern United States, constant reinforcing 
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migration, frequent trips between Mexico and the United States and Spanish language usage” 
(Penaloza 33).  

This fairly recent immigration influx from Latin American countries and the increase of 

Spanish speaking individuals in the United States has intensified the debate whether to allow 

other languages in education and business.  More specifically, new immigrants from Mexico 

and Mexican Americans have clashed with Anglos and other Mexican Americans over this 

issue and have created problematic relationships between them.   

According to University of Florida professor Rodolfo Cortina and Spanish sociologist 

Alberto Moncada, linguistics can play an important role in shaping people’s opinions because 

it carries a symbolic and emotional meaning.  For instance, an only English-speaking 

individual might find it difficult to function if he is surrounded, in Los Angeles, New York and 

Miami, of voices and signs other than his native English tongue.  Frustration and anxiety might 

be possible feelings if he/she cannot even get around in his or her own country.   

Advocates of the “English only” policy believe that people should be required by law to 

conduct their daily affairs in English.  “In 1996, for the first time, Congress voted on and the 

House of Representatives approved a bill designating English as the federal government’s sole 

language of official business” (Crawford, 1).  English Only supporter and anti-bilingual 

education activist Ron Unz co-wrote proposition 227, which eliminated bilingual education in 

California.  In an interview with the United Press International, he stated that “learning two 

languages is nice, but what we all know as “bilingual education" is actually Spanish-almost-
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only instruction in our public schools.  If millions of children in America never learn how to 

read or write or even speak English properly, our country could be in big trouble.” 

On the other hand, newly arrived immigrants from Mexico and other Latin American 

countries with a limited or non-existent command of the English language and some Mexican 

Americans (fluent in English) argue that bilingual education is the best tool for learning 

English.  Current president of the Mexican American Political Association Nativo Lopez was 

voted out of California’s Santa Anna Unified School District Board for advocating bilingual 

education.  Lopez “encouraged Mexican-American parents to use the waiver provisions of the 

Unz/Tuchman Proposition 227 that allows for the continuation of bilingual classes if enough 

parents request them” (Cienfuegos 1).  The issue of English only vs. bilingualism, amongst 

other issues, has resulted in a series of proposals and regulations affecting immigration of 

Spanish speaking countries.  

Anti Immigration Policies 

The United States has always been known as the land of opportunity where people can 

achieve financial prosperity.  It has evolved into the dominant world power with a strong 

economy where “immigrants come mainly because it’s the land of opportunity and upward 

mobility where achievement is more important than inheritance” (Franklin D. Roosevelt 

speech).   It has attracted numerous people throughout its existence and great influxes of South 

American immigrants have and are arriving each year in hopes of a better life and to achieve 

the American Dream.  

“Three-quarters of the estimated 12 million illegal migrants in the United States come from Mexico and 
Central America.  Mexicans make up 56 percent of the unauthorized U.S. migrant population, according 
to the Pew Hispanic Center.  Another 22 percent come from elsewhere in Latin America, mainly Central 
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America and the Andean countries. These same countries send many of the half-million new illegal 
immigrants who arrive each year” (Lochhead 2). 

Officially, there are more than 300 million people living in the United States and people 

are wandering when its reaches 400 million.  It is projected that ¼ of the population will be 

Hispanic and if the estimations are correct, this figure will reach this number by the year 2043. 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the population of the United States will be 8% Asian, 

15% African American, and 24% Hispanic in 2043.  Racial diversification will increase and 

race conceptions will mutate into a completely different classification of racial attributes and 

new categories of race will arise as people will identify based on their different ethnical 

makeup.  “More than 7 million people considered themselves multiracial in the US 2000 

Census” (2000 US Census Bureau).  In addition, different subgroups of subcategories between 

groups will emerge as they become more assimilated or as they change their political 

viewpoints.  

Because of these facts and a high level of terrorism activity against the United States, 

the American government voted “260-159 on an amendment to a bill on illegal immigration 

that mandates the construction of specific security fencing, including lights and cameras, along 

the Southwest border for the purposes of gaining operational control of the border” (AFX 

News Limited).  The fence is being compared to the “Berlin wall” by some critics and has 

angered the Mexican government and the Latino community.  Thousands of people have 

shown their opposition to the bill by attending massive demonstrations all over the United 

States and in some Latin American countries.  Mexican president Vicente Fox announced that 
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this measure will affect U.S. and Mexico relations as he stated that the bill was “shameful” 

and pledged to block the plan and organize an international campaign against it (Ramirez 2).  

In  

addition, thousands of military troops are being sent to guard the U.S.-Mexico border to crack 

down on illegal immigration.  In addition, civilian paramilitary groups are being formed for 

the sole purpose of guarding the border against illegal immigrants. “The most publicized of 

today's vigilantes, of course, are the so-called Minutemen who began their armed patrol 

of the Arizona-Mexico border” (Davis 1).  

SUMMARY (US-Mexico relations) 

The strong belief in “Manifest Destiny” by most Americans during the Mexican 

American war, the vast land lost by Mexico and the mistreatment and exclusion of Mexicans 

living in “newly acquired” U.S. territory are only a few aspects that have led to extremely tense 

relations between Mexico and the United States throughout their existence.  Additionally, 

the recent restriction of bilingualism and the new anti-immigration policies imposed by 

the 

American government have also contributed to hostilities between both countries. It is for this 

reason that Mexico and the United States have  

“for nearly two hundreds years, viewed each other with suspicion.  Following 
the Mexican American war, gringos were generally thought to be aggressive, land hungry 
agents of imperialism.  On the other side, many on the United States acted on the belief 
that the Mexicans were mustachioed machos if not banditos – a people, in other words, 
not to be trusted” (Wood 1).   

Many of these negative views were seen in American and Mexican newspapers as 

propaganda and support for the Mexican-American war.  In the present, many of these 

nonconstructive stereotypes of Mexicans are still being reflected in American television 

shows and movies and have expanded to the whole Latino community.  
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Chapter II 

Influence of film and television 

The discussion and research whether television and film affect individuals and societies 

have almost completely disappeared after many research findings show evidence that both 

mediums are extremely powerful in influencing people’s behaviors and beliefs.  The visual 

image has a tremendous impact on how human beings perceive the world, and how they 

interpret it based on their culture, beliefs, and immediate influences.  “An image is worth a 

thousand words” is a famous expression that can best describe the influence of television and 

film.  Each second of a film consists of 24 or 29 images, depending if it was shot digitally or 

with film, and a feature film on average consists of approximately 90 minutes.  This means 

that each feature film consists of roughly 140400 images.  It is inevitable that this fairly new 

medium has and will continue to have a tremendous impact on our society; whether is socially, 

economically and psychologically.  It has provided a doorway to the past by showing us 

historical events and an escape from reality by transmitting entertaining fictional works.  More 

importantly, for this report, it has provided methods for learning and has been a portal for 

immigrants to study the traits and habits of different environments. 

“Television and film inducts changes in individual personality, social behavior, 

modification of everyday life conceptions, such as family and friends, clothing, diet and most 

importantly cultural ethnicity” (Cortina and Moncada 131).  The motion picture has helped us 

view our past by showing us footage of actual events and have entertained us by showing us 

fictional works of art.  It has widely been used for political propaganda and as an influential 
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tool for those in power to persuade its viewers to their ideology.  For instance, the man largely 

credited for the Nazi Party's triumph in attaining accepted support for its creed Joseph 

Goebbels said about the movie Battleship Potemkin:  

“It is a fantastically well made film and displays considerable cinematic artistry.  The 
decisive factor is its orientation.  Someone with no firm ideological belief could be turned into 
a Bolshevik by this film.  This proves that a political outlook can be very well contained in a 
work of art and that even the worst outlook can be conveyed if this is done through the medium 
of an outstanding work of art” (Taylor, 127). 

Do negative portrayals of Mexicans and Mexican Americans in television and film affect 
their relationships with Anglos? 

Latinos in Film and Television 

The representation of accurate historical events in film and television are not easy to 

document because there are always two opposing sides or versions of the story.  As mentioned 

earlier, Americans and Mexicans have completely different views of the Mexican-American 

war, such as the expression, “a terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter.”   Each country, 

state, and social group develops or blends pieces of history to support their beliefs to make 

them the “good guys.”  American movies have a tendency to represent Mexicans and Mexican 

Americans as antagonists and criminals.  These negative portrayals have created certain 

negative stereotypes that people might perceive as “accurate” and “real.”   Unfortunately, 

video and film can also have a tremendous impact on how certain groups view themselves.  In 

some cases, some people are ashamed of their Latino roots and do not want to associate with 

their Hispanic counterparts.  The evidence can be found in the portrayal of Mexicans and 

Latinos in Hollywood blockbusters that have led the American public to mix feelings towards 

Latinos in general.    
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According to University of Texas Professor Charles Ramirez-Berg “Mexicans and 

Mexicans Americans may be stereotypically believed to be lazy, dirty, dishonest, immoral, and 

with a low regard toward life. These traits are then applied to actual Mexicans encountered in 

lived experience” (Ramirez-Berg 39). This being said, Mexicans and Mexican Americans 

along with the Hispanic population are put into a certain category that can lead to racial 

tensions between Hispanics and Anglos.   It can also affect the process of acculturation as it 

affects how the host groups view and treat the Hispanic immigrant community in the United 

States.  

Latino community leaders argue that there is an immediate need to create 

programming that accurately represents Latinos in order to boost their image and contribute 

to their social and economical status.  The solution not only relies on pressuring 

Hollywood to represent ethnic minorities with positive qualities, but to recreate historical 

events in order to educate the public about Hispanic heritage and culture.  The creation of 

stunning visual effects has made us a visual society in the sense that most people would 

rather watch a film than read a book.  In some cases, the exaggeration of special effects can 

alter the credibility and content of films and television shows, but still influence people’s 

perception of themselves and others.  

Latino Voices – The Latino Film Festival  

In the United States, due to a scarce Latino influence in Hollywood, Mexicans and 

Mexican Americans are still being poorly represented in television and films.  However, the 

recent boom of inexpensive digital equipment has revolutionized the film industry by opening 

the door to emerging filmmakers and has given Latinos and opportunity to express themselves.  
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Even though only a small number of powerful individuals and corporations have the capability 

of distributing their programming to the masses, individuals have the capabilities of producing 

high quality visual works.  As a result, a wave of Latino filmmakers and Latino film festivals 

have emerged to provide important regional forums for screening representative film works 

about the Chicano / Latino / Indigenous experience and encourage the discussion and critique 

of contemporary and historical issues rarely seen in the mainstream media.  This recent boom 

of Latino based movies has resulted in numerous studies concerning their content/ context and 

how it influences people’s perceptions of Latinos.  The recurring immigration theme in many 

Latino movies has been of great interest to scholars.  Many theoretical models have emerged 

to capture the essence and behavior of immigrants as they arrive and adjust to a new country, 

but none of them offer a framework that successfully evaluates acculturation ideologies 

between members of the immigrant group and host group. 

Chapter III 

 The Acculturation Interactive Model (AIM) 

In this chapter, the importance of the interactive acculturation model as the Latino movie 

content evaluative framework is stressed first, followed by a brief description of major 

acculturation models.  In addition, indications of the specific components of these models 

integrated in the Interactive Acculturation Model are briefly explained.  Finally, a description 

of the AIM components and the relational outcomes of host community and immigrant 

acculturation orientations are presented.  
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A. The importance of the interactive acculturation model as the Latino movie content

evaluative framework

Latino film festivals are important channels of communication that serve to showcase

Hispanic theme movies and documentaries.  Their purpose, besides entertainment, is to enrich 

Latino culture and to illustrate major concerns affecting the Hispanic community.  Previously 

mentioned, immigration is a recurring subject that deals specifically with the change of 

cultural values and the acquisition of a new language as the transition from Latin American 

countries to the United States takes place.  Usually, they are snapshots that describe explicitly 

or implicitly the interaction between both immigrant and host groups with diverse variants on 

their interpersonal and inter-group relational outcomes, in a given geographical area and in a 

given time period. 

a. Inter-group relational outcomes

The relational outcomes featured in the Latino movies, are portrayed in different cultural 

changes variants in both groups.  In this context, changes have a dual effect; it affects the 

culture of the immigrant group and simultaneously affects the culture of the host society 

groups.  This Latino movie content description falls under the domain of what is known as 

Interactive Acculturation which is defined as  “the process of bidirectional change that takes 

place when two ethnology-cultural groups come in sustained contact with each other” (Bourhis 

and Montrevil 703).  This definition of acculturation assumes that both the host society groups 

and immigrant groups are affected by their inter-cultural exchanges and both are expected to 

modify some aspects of their respective culture.  
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b. interpersonal relational outcomes

Another characteristic of this acculturation model is the possibility to detect, besides the 

cultural changes at a group level, the individual level cultural behavior change.  The impact of 

the relational outcomes on the immigrant groups and individuals was originated by the 

proponents of the bidimensional acculturation perspective, which will be described in detail in 

the next chapter.  According to them, “different ethnic groups’ interactions may have a 

profound effect on a given group, but individuals within that group vary greatly in the extent to 

which they experience and adapt to these changes” (Berry & Sam, 1996).  For instance, a 

particular Mexican group in the United States may be considered to be acculturated to the 

standard American culture because a large number of its members have learned to speak 

English.  Although this observation at the group level is considered valid, individuals within 

the community may differ significantly in their level of acculturation and vary in the ways they 

have adapted to American culture.  The individual-level variability is a major concern of this 

model, but the group-level effect is the primary target because it is linked to the understanding 

of the overall relational outcomes. A variant of the model (to accomplish this group impacts) is 

to use group characters’ attitudes and behaviors to represent entire groups’ attitudes and 

behaviors. These outcomes between host and immigrant groups acculturation orientations 

described in Latino theme films include; consensual, conflictual, or problematic. 

In summary, the possible number of films content variants can be impressively large 

making them difficult to evaluate because of a lack of a standardized defensible protocol.  An 

evaluation framework based on the interactive acculturation model, already tested in other 

academic domain fields, is proposed to serve as the evaluative outline for Latino films.  The 
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framework can provide theoretical explanations to different individual behaviors depending on 

the subject position along the spectrum created by the combination of the parameters 

established by the convergence between the two cultures.  It takes into consideration, in the 

same model structure, the components of immigrant and dominant host groups’ relations in 

cross-cultural settings.  Description of the IAM components and the relational outcomes of 

host community and immigrant acculturation orientations are presented in the following 

sections.  

c. Contextual factors of the acculturation process

Knowledge of the environment in which the acculturation process takes place facilitates a 

deeper understanding of how individuals or groups adapt to a new cultural environment and 

provides the foundations on which acculturation theories are built.  A list of different factors 

that are believed to describe this context can be used as a blueprint for studying how societal 

and individual factors, at each level of the immigration process, influence acculturation 

outcomes. This is particularly relevant because unlike previous research studies, where a 

specific group is selected and described in advance, Latino film content normally portrays 

different immigrant groups as well as different host society groups with different 

characteristics and  and backgrounds.  

To illustrate how a particular acculturation model uses these factors, the Empirical Model of 

Consumer Acculturation developed by Lisa Penaloza and the Framework of Contextual 

Factors by Leopoldo Cabassa influencing acculturation are presented in the following table:  
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Table 1 

Factors affecting acculturation 
1) Prior immigration context
Society of origin factors
Political environment
Economic environment
Social environment
2) Individual factors
Demographics before immigration
Reason for immigration
Role in the immigration decision
Prior knowledge or contact with host
society
Separation from social support
networks
Loss of significant others
3) Immigration context
Type of immigration group
Route of immigration
Level of danger in the immigration
journey
Duration of immigration journey
4) Settlement context
Society of settlement factors
Political environment
Economic environment
Social environment
Immigration policies
Societal attitudes toward immigrants
5) Individual factors
Demographics during and after
settlement
Age at time of settlement
Legal and residency status
Cultural distance between culture of
origin and culture of settlement
Time in the new culture
Expectations for life in the new
culture

Cabbassa, Leopoldo J.(2003) 
Measuring Acculturation: Where we 
are and where we need to go Hispanic 
Journal of Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 
25 No.2, May 2003 127 -146. 

Penaloza, Lisa. Atravesando Fronteras/ Border Crossing: A critical 
Ethnographic Exploration of Consumer Acculturation of Mexican 
Immigrants. The Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 21, No.1 (Jun 1994), 
pp.32-54 

 14



Penaloza started the research project assuming an assimilation perspective in her model 

on Mexican immigrant consumer acculturation, but after collecting data from immigrants 

study subjects through an ethnographic design, she changed to a bidimensional acculturation 

design type.   As she pointed out “Mexican immigrant informants assimilated consumption 

patterns associated with U.S. consumer culture, yet they also maintained aspects of the 

consumer patterns they had acquired in Mexico” (Penaloza 23).  The modified model is 

presented in the previous graph.  According to Penaloza, individual differences among the 

Mexican immigrants on demographic variables, recency of arrival, ethnic identity, and English 

language proficiency prior to immigration provided immigrants with differential skills to adapt 

to the consumer environment in the United States.  These factors coincide with those 

mentioned by Cabbassa in the Society of origin factors and Individual factors before 

immigration. Consumer acculturation agents and the consumer acculturation process factors 

from the Penaloza model can be described by those in the Settlement context and Individual 

factors during and after settlement enumerated by Cabbassa.  However, neither of them 

mentioned the acculturation impact of the interaction effect on the groups or individuals 

belonging to the host society. 

B. The acculturation models and how the IAM is structured.

“Acculturation models are designed to capture the behavioral and attitudinal changes 

that occur when individuals and groups from different cultures interact in a continuous period 

of time” (Cabbassa 23).  This section examines the most prominent acculturation theoretical 

models, pointing out those elements that were transferred to integrate the interactive 
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acculturation model.  Particular emphasis is given to the Bi-dimensional Acculturation model 

and the Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans–Revised (ARSMA-II).  This 

bidimensional scale was used to measure the acculturation orientation of the jurors as it is 

described in the following chapter.  Before the Interactive Acculturation model was developed, 

two different theoretical models competed in explaining the acculturation construct.  The first 

model maintains that acculturation is a unidimensional construct “measured along a single 

continuum from an individual maintaining his/her culture of origin to the adoption of the host 

culture” (Gordon, 1995).  On the other hand, “bi-dimensional models considered that 

acculturation is conformed of two non-correlated dimensions: adherence to the dominant 

culture and maintenance of the culture of origin” (Berry 58). 

Unidimensional Models 

Proponents to the unidimensional approach consider that an adherence to the host 

culture involves a loss of the culture of origin.  The most noted limitation associated with the 

unidimensional model is that it fails to capture how individuals balance both of these cultural 

domains as they go through the process of acculturation.  Instruments based on this model, like 

the Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans forces individuals to make a choice 

between the two cultures (Mexican/Anglo).  A midpoint of this continuum scale can produce a 

bilingual/bicultural indication; it does not provide independent measures of individuals’ 

maintenance of their culture of origin and adherence to their dominant culture.  In addition, 

this model assumes no impact in modifying the host culture groups.  The relevance of this 

model is the range of behavioral, cognitive, and attitudinal domains covered to explain the 

assimilation 
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approach as the major unidimensional acculturation orientation that some groups of the host 

society might profess toward immigrants.  

Bi-dimensional Models 

The noted limitation of how individuals can balance both cultural of origin and host 

culture orientations, as they go through the process of acculturation, provides proponents of the 

bi-dimensional model, the theoretical perspective to develop the bi-dimensional framework. 

This bi-dimensional framework contains two independent dimensions: maintenance of the 

culture of origin and adherence to the host culture. A modified Bi-dimensional model 

developed by J.W. Berry is graphically represented in the table presented below. Dimension 1 

represents the subject’s adherence to his/her cultural of origin. This dimension theoretically 

ranges from strong adherence to the culture of origin to the total neglect or opposition to 

maintaining this culture. The second dimension, modified by Richard Bourhis from the 

original Berry’s model, (which converts the behavioral intentions into preferential judgments) 

regards the desirability of contact with the host society context to provide an attitudinal 

measurement. As a result, a better match with the type of attitudes monitored on the first 

dimension of the model is obtained.  By using the modified Berry Immigrant Acculturation 

Scale, questionnaire items tapping these two dimensions are addressed in the context of 

important immigrant life domains such as cultural maintenance, endogamy-exogamy, 

education, employment, and community involvement.  The modified questionnaire items are 

measured using a seven-point Likert scale.  The subject scores regarding the amount of 

adherence to the culture of origin as well as scores on the adherence to the host society culture 

are calculated. Combinations of questionnaire responses to these two dimensions yield three 

acculturation strategies originally developed by 
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the Berry model: integration, assimilation, and separation.  In addition, anomie and 

individualism are two strategies developed by Bourhis that substituted Berry’s 

Marginalization orientation.    

Table 2 

Dimension 1: Is it considered to be of value to 
maintain the immigrant cultural identity? 
Yes No

Yes Integration Assimilation 
Anomie  

Dimension 2: Is it 
considered to be of 
value to adopt the 
cultural identity of 
the host community? 

No Separation 
Individualism 

Revised bidimensional model of immigrant acculturation strategy orientation. Bourhis, 
R. Y., Moïse, L. C., Perreault, S., & Senecal, S. (1997a). Towards an interactive
acculturation model: A social psychological approach. International Journal of
Psychology, 32, 369-386.

Following the Bourhis conceptualization line, definitions of these five immigrant acculturation 

orientations, are: 

– The integration orientation reflects a desire to maintain key features of the 

culture of origin while also valuing the adoption of key elements of the host 

majority culture.

– Immigrants who adopt the assimilation orientation relinquish most aspects of 

their own culture for the sake of adopting the cultural practices of the host 

majority.

– The separation orientation considers the desire to maintain all features of the 

immigrant culture while rejecting the culture and relations with members of the 

majority host culture.

– Anomie includes the subjects that feel marginalization which dissociate 

themselves from both their ethno cultural origin and the host majority culture. 
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– Individualism. Subjects who prefer to identify themselves as individuals rather

than as members of either an immigrant group or the host majority

Pertinent to this research is the Bi-dimensional scale ARSMA II (Cuéllar, I., Arnold, 

B., & Maldonado, R. (1995).  It is a 30-item Likert type scale, which measures the 

acculturation orientations for immigrants from Mexico. ARSMA-II is an orthogonal, 

multidimensional scale that measures orientation toward the Mexican culture and the Anglo 

culture independently using two subscales, a Mexican Orientation Subscale (MOS) and an 

Anglo Orientation Subscale (AOS). The MOS has 17 items while the AOS has 13 items.  

The First ASMA scale was unidimensional and was replaced by the ARSMA II scale after 

strong arguments against the unidimensional acculturation perspective.  The creation of this 

new bi-dimensional scale allows Mexican origin respondents to evaluate their involvement in 

both cultures independently and produce a better understanding of how individuals balance 

both cultures across different domains (e.g., language use, food and music preference, 

attitudes toward both cultures). A mirror technique in which the two dimensions of interest are 

measured use the same type of sentence structure and wording.  For instance, in the ARSMA-

II, acceptance of behaviors across both cultures is measured by “I associate with Anglos” 

(Anglo domain), and “I associate with Mexicans and/or Mexican American” in the Mexican 

domain.  (Authorization from SAGE publications was obtained).

 ARSMA-II is able to generate both linear acculturation categories (Levels 1-5) and 

orthogonal acculturative categories (Traditional, Low Biculturals, High Biculturals, and 

Assimilated). This classification differs from the modified immigrant acculturation scale 
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developed by Berry because the ARSMA-II scale allows four possible acculturation types 

whereas the other accepts five possible types. By comparing the definitions and descriptions 

of each possible type in both scales, it is possible to find similarities between them.  High 

Biculturals might be equivalent to the Integration orientation, Assimilated individuals with the 

Assimilation orientation, and Traditional individuals with the Separation orientation.  Given 

the ethnic cultural orientation of both scales creators and the contextual origin related to the 

countries and ethnic groups where these scales were developed may account for these 

differences.  E.g. individual isolation orientation in groups with Mexican origin may be 

different from those that exist in Canada. (ARSMA II scale – see appendix 1). 

C. The model components and relational outcomes

Richard Y. Bourhis proposed a theoretical framework based on an acculturation

interactive approach in order to “demonstrate more clearly the interactive nature of immigrant 

and host community relations” (Bourhis, Moïse, Perreault, & Senecal 369). 

This model pretends to indicate the lack of importance given to how the host society groups 

can shape and be shaped by the acculturation orientations of immigrants groups that are not 

present in previous acculturation models.  It assumes that there is a process of bidirectional 

change that takes place when two ethnology-cultural groups come in sustained contact with 

each other.  This interaction, in turn, implies that dominant as well as non-dominant cultural 

groups are influenced by their inter cultural contacts and are expected to modify some aspects 

of their respective culture as a means of their adapted orientations.  

These orientations are: 

(a) The acculturation orientations adopted by immigrant groups within the host society,
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(b) The acculturation orientations adopted by the host majority toward specific groups of 

immigrants, and  

(c) To capture the interpersonal and inter-group relational interactions, the model provides 

outcomes of the combinations of immigrant and host majority acculturation orientations.  

To illustrate how this interactive model is build the following graphic is used: 

Table 3 

Immigrant acculturation group orientations and Host acculturation group orientations   
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The two-bi-dimensionalscales that measure the immigrant acculturation orientations and 

the host society acculturation orientations contrast each other by producing different potential 

outcomes.  The immigration acculturation orientations bi-dimensional scale was explained in 

the previous section.  The two elements of the host society acculturation orientations and the 

outcomes of the host community and immigration acculturation orientations are explained 

individually in the next paragraphs.   

The bidimensional scale for host society acculturation orientation  

A similar bi-dimensional scale used to describe the immigrant acculturation 

orientations in the previous section, is used to measure the host groups orientations toward 

different groups of immigrants. These two dimensions are: (1) Do you find it acceptable that 

immigrants maintain their cultural heritage? (2) Do you accept that immigrants adopt the 

culture of your host community?  

The questionnaire items, of the new Host Community Acculturation Scale (HCAS), 

tapping these two dimensions, deal with salient immigrant/host domains such as cultural 

maintenance, endogamy-exogamy, employment, and rental housing.  Responses to the HCAS 

questionnaire items, scored on seven-point Likert scales, permit a four-way classification of 

host community members’ orientations towards immigrants: integration, assimilation, 

segregation, exclusion, and individualism.  To identify where these orientations are located  

within the bi-dimensional scale interaction the following graph is designed.  
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Table 4 

Dimension 1: Do you find it acceptable that immigrants maintain their 
cultural identity? 

 Yes  No  
Yes  

Integration  Assimilation 

Exclusion 

Dimension 2:  Do 
you accept that 
immigrants adopt the 
cultural identity of 
the host community?  

No Segregation 
Individualism 

As it was done in the previous section, Bourhis gives the conceptualization line of 

these five host community acculturation orientations: 

Integration  

Under this orientation, the host community members accept and value the maintenance of the 

heritage culture of immigrants, and accept that immigrants adopt important features of the 

majority host culture. 

Assimilation 

This orientation assumes that the host community members expect immigrants to relinquish 

their cultural identity for the sake of adopting the culture of the majority host society. It 

corresponds to the traditional concepts of absorption. 

Segregation   

It includes that host community members distance themselves from immigrants by not wishing 

them to adopt or transform to the host culture.  They accept that immigrants maintain their 

heritage culture and they do not favor cross-cultural contacts with immigrants. They also 

prefer immigrants to remain together in separate community enclaves, and are ambivalent 

regarding the status of immigrants as rightful members of the host society. 
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Exclusion 

 Within this orientation, it is expected that host community members do not tolerate the 

maintenance of the immigrant culture by neither allowing immigrants to adopt features of the 

host culture. They deny immigrants the freedom to maintain their heritage culture and believe 

that immigrants can never be incorporated culturally or socially as rightful members of the 

host society. 

Individualism  

 Under this orientation, it is the personal characteristics of individuals that are 

considered.  Such individualists will therefore tend to downgrade the importance of 

maintaining the immigrant  culture or adopting the host culture as a criterion of successful 

acculturation.  

The interpersonal and inter-group relational interactions outcomes  

Finally, by contrasting the acculturation orientations of the Immigrant groups with Host 

Community groups, a series of interaction outcomes are pointed out below. 

Table 5 
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Consensual 

Emerges when the host community and the immigrant group in question share virtually 

the same profile of acculturation orientations: positive and effective verbal and nonverbal 

cross-cultural communications; mutually positive inter ethnic attitudes and stereotypes, low 

inter-group tension, low acculturative stress, and virtually no discrimination between host and 

immigrant group members. 

Problematic relational outcomes  

Emerge when the host community and the immigrant group experience both partial 

agreement and partial disagreement as regards to their profile of acculturation orientations.  

Communication breakdown between speakers of the two communities and negative inter-

group stereotypes lead to discriminatory behaviors causing moderate levels of acculturative 

stress, especially amongst members of the immigrant group.  Problems are also likely to 

emerge for immigrant group members whose acculturation orientation is anomic 

(marginalization) or individualist in a host society that favors integration or assimilation. 

Conflictual 

  In addition to mis-communicating with immigrants, exclusionists and segregationists 

are likely to have very negative stereotypes concerning immigrants. This leads to heavy 

discrimination against them in many domains including employment and housing.  

Furthermore, exclusionists are the most radical members of the host community that are most 

likely to launch racist attacks against immigrants and to organize politically to denigrate and 

expel immigrants.  Under such circumstances, immigrant groups that have very low vitality are 

likely to be more vulnerable and suffer more acculturative stress than medium vitality 

immigrant groups, (whose strength in numbers and institutional support can better shield them 
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against abuses from exclusionist host members).  Separatist immigrants are more likely to 

resist and even retaliate against host community persecutions.  Thus, the model predicts that 

the most inter-group conflict is between exclusionist host community members and immigrants 

who have a strong separatist orientation. 

 In summary, the importance of the Interactive acculturation model is essential for   

evaluating Latino theme Films because it analyzes the interaction and cultural changes of 

immigrant and host groups and predicts each group’s acculturation outcome orientations.  

Chapter IV 

The Film Evaluation Process 

Latino Film as an acculturation story at one point in time 

Films in general, as well as books and television programs, can be considered 

acculturation agents that transcend time and geographical borders.  An  individual residing in 

his/her country of origin, exposed continually to foreign media,  can trigger his/her 

acculturation process by observing and acquiring the culture patterns or values of  foreign 

societies that are abstractly portrayed in movies and television.  Before the  

“introduction of the pictorial mass media, acculturation was modeled as a function of 
direct experience with traditional social institutions. With the advent of the motion picture, it 
became necessary to amend this conceptualization. The motion picture and then television 
have been found to be very powerful socialization agents. Theorists are now beginning to 
realize that these media are also extremely important in the process of 
acculturation” (O’Guinn, Faber & Rice 12).    

 Based on this philosophy, the acculturation process is related to social class and the 

level of education of the viewer.  For instance, an uneducated Mexican farmer will have a 

slower acculturation process than a wealthy Mexican businessperson when focusing on 

television and film to acquire American cultural values.  
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In any case, previous expositions to films and other mass media can predispose an 

individual to a certain acculturation orientation even before arriving to another country for 

immigrating purposes.  Its impact is a determinant factor that should be included in the long 

list of antecedent variables in the acculturation models.  However, even though the 

acculturation process is triggered visually trough films and television, it is only through the 

direct contact with other members or groups of the host culture that the acculturation 

orientation can be truly expressed.  This philosophy can best be explained by the popular 

Mexican axiom: “It is not the same to watch the bulls behind the wall than to be in the ring 

with them.” 

It is important to be aware that differences between immigrant’s expectations and 

perceived realities might also be a factor in his/her acculturation process.  Films with 

immigration content issues Such as bilingual education, health services, Hispanic voting, and 

more specifically, Latino films, can better portray the “reality” that Latinos face in the United 

States.  As mentioned previously, films submitted to Latino Film festivals deal with issues 

concerning the Latino community that are rarely seen on mainstream networks.  

However, it is important to be aware that films submitted to Latino Film Festivals can also 

be “one-sided”.  The content might be obscured by the exaggerated or stereotyped 

representation of the interactions in order to provide dramatic effects resulting in unrealistic or 

bias information.  In addition, films might use individual fragmented incomplete stories 

providing a glimpse of something at one point in time with only one perspective  instead of a 
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well balanced “two sided” version.  Shot selection and composition, visual montage, 

image/sound juxtaposition, and narrative sequencing are all designed to present the author’s 

intellectual interpretation and analysis.  Nevertheless, Latino films and documentaries offer 

access to visual and acoustic worlds portraying the relationship between immigrant groups and 

host society groups.  These visual works allow us to evaluate, analyze, interpret, and 

hypothesize each group’s acculturation orientations.   

To evaluate Latino film content, selected characteristics of the “Evaluator as a Storyteller” 

model by Richard A. Krueger was applied to represent the film evaluation process for this 

project: 

1. Maintain an unbiased inquiry.

Two possible sources of bias related to the participants are the impact of their 

demographic characteristics and their ethnic orientation preferences.  Selecting a 

homogenous sample formed by a group of students from a Master of Business 

Administration program of one of the University of Texas system units, one of the 

most important demographic variables, education level differences, is controlled.  By 

knowing the levels of the participants’ ethnic orientation through the application of an 

Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans-II (Cuellar & Maldonado 1) 

provisions of potential bias due to this factor can be noted and adjusted.   

2. Use a defensible protocol.

An evaluation framework based on the interactive acculturation model, already 

tested in other academic domain fields, was selected to analyze and to report findings.   
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Systematic processes.  Due to a large quantity  of films and documentaries to 

be evaluated and the time and commitment constraints that usually characterize film 

evaluation processes used in Latino film festivals, a  more systematic oriented process 

was designed to avoid the rush of making decisions.  The steps that were followed are 

described below:  

I. With the assistance of two members of the evaluation committee of

the 2006 Cine Festival of San Antonio, Texas; Recalling Orange

County by Mylene Moreno was selected as the most

representative Latino film for this report.  The film includes group

representatives of both Immigrant and Host communities in which

interactions are portrayed more realistically.  Letters from the Other

Side by Heather Courtney and Rene Penaloza was selected in second

place and Generations by Lisa Penaloza was selected in third place

Recalling Orange County 

Director Mylene Moreno
Genre Documentary
Running Time 58 minutes 
Country USA
Synopsis Mylene Moreno recalls her experiences growing up as the daughter of 

immigrants in California’s Orange County and returns to see how much 
things have change since she left.  

Letters from the Other Side 

Director Heather Courtney and Rene Penaloza  
Genre Documentary 
Running Time 72 minutes 
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Country USA – Mexico  
Synopsis With searing intimacy and frankness, Letters from the Other Side 

gives voice to the side of the immigration story rarely told by 
Mainstream American media – that of families and communities left 
behind.  

Generations 

Director Lisa Penaloza 
Genre Documentary  
Running Time 48 minutes 
Country USA 
Synopsis Mexican Americans from San Antonio, Texas share cultural 

experiences, memories, and asses the role of the market in the 
development of their communities.  

II. Two preliminary sessions were designed to learn the testing mechanics

that should be used in the design of the final process to collect the jurors’ 

evaluations.  First, a small group of six students in the last semester of the 

MBA program, from the University of Texas at Brownsville, volunteered to 

form part of the exploratory stage of the study.  (November 3, 2006).  A 

group of 10 students who recently enrolled in the MBA program formed the 

second preliminary session. (November 7, 2006).  

The stages used in both sessions were divided as follows: 

1. An introduction stage was designed to explain the purpose of the study and

how to evaluate a Latino documentary using the acculturation interactive

model.

2. A Microsoft Power Point presentation describing:
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a. Typical Latino films content

b. Evolution of the acculturation models

c. How the models became integrated and amalgamated  to the interactive

acculturation model

d. Description of the interactive acculturation models components

e. Specific questions to determine the evaluator cognitive and affective

aspects of the film based on the Interactive acculturation model. Copies of

the presentation slides, including the questions, were provided to the

participants for further reference.

1. Screening of the documentary Letters from the other side to the

first group

2. A brief explanation of the answering questions procedure and

delivery options

3. Obtain their consent to participate in a formal session in the

future

4. The same procedure was used with the second group except that

Recalling Orange County was screened

A review of all jurors’ evaluations, from both preliminary sessions, revealed that six of 

them misunderstood the instructions and provided answers about the film without following 

the questions as guidelines.  When asked why they did not use the questions as guidelines, 

some of them mentioned that the instructions were unclear. Questions were included as part of 

a description graph of the entire procedure in one slide instead of specifically integrated in a 
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separate slide.  Some considered answering only the affective content questions.  Four students 

from the group of the10 MBA students decided to answer the questions in teams of two 

instead of providing individual evaluations.  In general, only four students from the first group 

answered all questions properly.   

Provisions based from this review were decided as follows: 

Jurors should be selected from students in the last stages of the MBA program, a more 

clear set of instructions as well as a better design questionnaire (Insert the questionnaire) that 

incorporates the cognitive and affective aspects of the evaluator on the elements of 

acculturation evaluative model, and a reward to motivate proper participation in the form of 

some academic credit should be given.  Finally, Recalling Orange County documentary was 

selected for the final evaluation process and adjustments were made to avoid previous 

unwanted outcomes.  A set of questions representing the major dimensions of the model were 

integrated into a standardized format to collect evaluators’ information regarding the film 

content.   

Formal session 

1. A two-hour session was designed to collect data.  The film was screened in a

convenient multimedia room.

2. Consent to participate and agreement on the protection measures to assure anonymity

of their evaluation was obtained.
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3. Verifiable procedures.  Written answers to questions serves as evidence of the 

evaluation procedure.

4. Representation.  The film content selected to illustrate the evaluation procedure is a 

representative case of the recent universe of events of relationships between immigrant 

and host society groups.  For example, the Farmers Branch, Texas community is facing 

a similar situation described in the selected film (Newspaper clips).  On the other hand, 

the selected convenience sample might be considered un-representative because of its 

size.  However, the number of evaluators in any given Film festival evaluation group is 

not larger than the selected sample size.

5. This situation can be replayed, every time it pleases, permitting to see details from 

different perspectives that a one-time direct observation cannot capture. It is the 

objective of the designed procedure, based in the use of the IAM for content evaluation, 

to eliminate as much as possible these biases mentioned previously. 

Chapter V 
Study results and conclusions 

Participants - Gender, Ethnic and Acculturation orientation. 

From a list of 23 MBA students registered in the Business Research course at the 

University of Texas at Brownsville, twenty of them were able to participate in the formal 

evaluation session of the Recalling Cameron County film evaluation.  The gender group 

composition consisted of 9 females and 11 males.  Regarding their ethnic background, the 

group was composed of 4 Mexicans, 11 Mexican-Americans 1st generation (born in U.S. with 
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at least one Mexican parent), 1 Mexican-American 2nd generation (subject and Parents born in 

U.S.), 1 Mexican-American 4th generation, and 1 Anglo female.  Based on their ethnic 

background, a non-proportional conventional re-classification for analytical purposes of the 

participants was included in the three following groups: Mexicans (4), Mexican Americans 

(12), and Anglos (2).  

Table No. 7: Jurors Gender, Acculturation Orientation, and Ethnic/Generation  

Graph No. 1: Jurors acculturation orientations derived from the interaction of the  
       American Orientation score and the Mexican Orientation score.  

G AO E/G MOS AOS MOS-AOS

F HB M-A 1st 3.941176 3.307692 0.633484
F T Mexican 

4.764706 2.692308 2.072398
F A M-A  4th/

Anlgo 2.529412 4 -1.47059
F HB M-A 2nd 

3.647059 3.692308 -0.04525
F T Mexican 

3.705882 3.384615 0.321267
F A Anglo 2 4.076923 -2.07692
F HB M-A 1st 3.941176 3.923077 0.0181
F LB Mexican 

3.4423 4.356 -0.9137
F HB M-A 1st 3.529412 4.230769 -0.70136
M HB M-A 1st 4.823529 4.307692 0.515837
M HB M-A 1st 4.352941 3.923077 0.429864
M LB Mexican 

3.058824 4.076923 -1.0181
M HB M-A 1st 4.176471 3.923077 0.253394
M HB M-A 1st 4.058824 4.307692 -0.24887
M HB M-A 1st 4.5567 4.2356 0.3211
M T Mexican 

3.8334 2.7566 1.0768
M T Mexican 

4.2334 2.556 1.6774
M HB M-A 1st 4.2347 4.327 -0.0923
M HB M-A 1st 3.657 4.235 -0.578
M HB M-A 1st 4.1256 4.5698 -0.4442

Table titles and elements definitions: 
G =gender; AO = Acculturation Orientation 
E/G = Ethnic/ Generation; MOS= Mexican 
Orientation Score; AOS = American 
Orientation Score.  
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  The group predominant acculturation orientation obtained from the ARSMA II 

respective scores was as follows: twelve High Bi-culturals (HB), four Traditionalists (T), two 

Assimilated (A), and one Low Bi-cultural (LB).    To illustrate how the acculturation 

orientations were determined, juror 10’s (identified by the small red circle in the graph) 

average of his Mexican Oriented Score (MOS) is 4.8235, obtained by summing up his score on 

the 17 items related to this orientation and divided by the number of questions.  His average 

American Oriented Score (AOS) is 4.3077 and was obtained by summing up his score on the 

13 items related to this orientation divided by the number of questions. Using the cutting scores 

based on standard deviation, units or fractions thereof about the mean of the original standardization 

sample of ARSMA-II, this juror is considered High Bi-cultural because both scores are greater than the 

cutting point for this category.  (MOS >3.59 and AOS >3.7). This orientation is equivalent to the 

Integration acculturation orientation of the Interactive Model. 

From the table and the corresponding graph, the following observations regarding the 

participants are pertinent to note:  The group members with ethnic Mexican background (4) 

(included within the red large circle in the graph) possess a Traditional acculturation 

orientation, which is an equivalent characteristic to the Separation orientation described in the 

Interactive Acculturation Model.  In addition, two members included within the red square in 

the graphic, besides of being the only two Anglo participants, are the only ones with an 

Assimilated acculturation orientation.  From this set of data, the following groups were 

identified: a group representing the majority that follow an Integration orientation, a group 

characterized by the Traditional orientation and a small group that follow and assimilation 

orientation.  The jurors’ acculturation orientations were marked from the beginning to 
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influence their evaluation outcomes. The impact of this characteristic in the evaluation of the 

films acculturation content is described ahead. 

Juror evaluations 

The requested jurors evaluations were composed of two general areas: Cognitive and 

Attitudinal.  The Cognitive area consists in the ability of the participant to identify the 

immigrant and the host community groups through the representative characters in the film.  

This effort does not require any judgmental evaluation.  The second area consists of a 

combination of the knowledge and evaluation.  It includes the identification of the 

acculturation orientations of the detected groups in the film and the potential relational 

outcomes from the immigrant and host groups.  This task is based on the orientations and 

outcomes definitions conceptualized in the Interactive model as well as the jurors’ personal 

appreciation (Judgmental evaluation). 

.  In order to collect the jurors’ information of these two areas, an improved 

questionnaire was developed.  This was the result from a series of review sessions based on 

previous exploratory attempts.  The new questionnaire was applied after a deep explanation 

of the model composition and screening the Reaching Orange County film.  

Before providing the analysis and evaluation of the data, a brief explanation using one of the 

juror’s answers (the one with red font) is used to illustrate how the information was generated 

and converted into the proper variable measurement.  

The first section of the questionnaire attempts to obtain information regarding the 
domain of the immigrant groups, such as:  
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Section 1:  Questions regarding to the immigrant groups 

1) How many representative groups of the immigrant community are you able to identify

in the movie?

2) Who are the subjects that represent each immigrant group?

3) Which immigrant acculturation orientation each group portrayed?

4) Matching the immigrant acculturation orientation of the model and the immigrant

orientation of each group described in the movie, can you identify any differences

(Content Gaps)?

5) How would you fill the gap?  What is missing?

Instructions: Use the corresponding spaces of a similar table shown bellow to summarize you 

answers to the questions 6 through 10. 

Table 8 

Immigrant 
group 

Representative 
Subjects  

Immigrant 
acculturation 
orientation 

Behavior, attitudes, 
and any other 
manifestation that 
can be used to 
describe the 
acculturation 
orientation 

Interactive 
Acculturation 
model 
description of 
the immigrant 
acculturation 
orientation* 

Differences 
detected 
between the 
movie and the 
model 

Filling the 
gaps 

Youth 
Students 
Recent 
Arrivals and 
first 
generation  

Rick Solis born 
in Mexico City 
Youth 2 
First generation 
Mexican 
American (Calls 
himself Chicano) 
Youth 3 
Unspecified 
Mexican 
American 

Integration Favorable orientation 
to cultural language 
and values while 
integrating to the 
host culture. 
Youth 2 “I am 
Chicano I believe I 
should keep the 
heritage alive” 
(Spoken in prefer 
American accented 
English) 

Integration none none
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Ingrid Iglesias 
Immigrant from 
El Salvador 

Integration We are not letting 
go, we are halfway, 
we do American 
things, but we also 
identify with our 
own culture. (Perfect 
American accented 
English) 

Integration None none

Imelda 
Hernandez 
Mexican 
Immigrant 
(recent arrival) 

Integration Volunteer for Nativo 
Lopez, and advocate 
of bilingual 
education.  

Integration None None

Nativo Lopez 
born and raised 
in California 

Integration Advocate for 
bilingual education. 

Integration None none

Loretta Sanchez 
politician 

Integration First Latina 
congresswoman  - 
Advocate for 
Immigrant and 
women rights 

Integration None None

Gustavo Ireland 
reporter 

Not enough 
information to 
make an 
assessment 

Spoke about the 
issue of Bilingual 
Education – Neutral  

Not enough 
information to 
make an 
assessment 

Not enough 
information to 
make an 
assessment 

More detailed 
political views 

Mexican 
American 

Sal Tinajero 
Santa Anna 
School trustee 

Integration Advocate of 
Bilingual Education 
and supporter of 
Nativo Lopez. 
“Latinos have 
assimilated because 
when they go to 
Mexico they get 
made fun of” 

Integration None None

Vivian Martinez Assimilation Rejects bilingual 
education and 
believes everyone 
should be 
mainstreamed 

Assimilation None None 

Beatriz Salas 
Mexican 
Immigrant and 
Santa Anna 
parent 

Assimilation Believes that Nativo 
Lopez advocates the 
“Reconquista” and 
rejects bilingual 
education and says 
(with a strong 
Spanish accent) that 
they are rejecting the 
American ways. 

Assimilation None None 

Unidentified man 
(Behind fence) 
 (Fluent in 
Spanish) 

Assimilation “Estamos en Estados 
Unidos, porque 
estamos hablando 
espanol en lugar de 
ingles” – “We are in 
the United States, 
why are we speaking 
Spanish instead of 
English.” 

Assimilation None Strong 
opposition to 
retain 
language and 
culture and 
believes in the 
relinquishment 
of immigrant 
culture 

Mexican 
American  

Alfred and 
Magdalena 
Garcia 

Assimilation “They are putting the 
Spanish language 
and culture above 
English and 
American culture 
and that is not right” 
“People that come to 
this country better 
start learning English 
and emigrate the 
proper way. Our 
great grandfathers 

Assimilation None None 
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did it, why can’t 
they? 

First 
generation 
German 
American 
(2 years old) 

Herald Martin Assimilation Lost his German 
heritage and became 
completely 
assimilated to the 
American culture 
and language.  

Assimilation None Member of 
both 
immigrant and 
host culture.  

Santa Ana 
residents for 
20 years 

Juan and 
Yolanda Ochoa 

Integration “We speak English 
and Spanish at home 
and I will teach my 
children the history 
of Mexico”  

Integration None None

Information provided by the juror in this section indicates that there were five 

immigrant groups in the film. (representatives of 16 characters).  The juror answered that 

three groups acculturation followed an Integration orientation and two groups followed and 

assimilation orientation.  To support his appreciation of the group’s orientations, the juror has 

to provide (in column four of the above table) evidence of behavior, attitudes, and any other 

manifestation that can be used to describe the group acculturation orientation.  The next 

column is used for confirmation purposes by checking the model descriptions of the selected 

orientations.  The last columns ask the juror to reflect if there is a gap between his belief based 

on the film and the description conceptualized in the model.   

Section 2: Questions regarding to the host community groups. 

1. How many representative groups of the host community are you able to identify in the
movie?

2. Who are the subjects that represent each host community group?

3. Which host community acculturation orientation each group portrayed?

4. Matching the host community acculturation orientation of the model and the host
community orientation of each group described in the movie, can you identify any
differences (Content Gaps)?

5. How would you fill the gap?  What is missing?
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Instructions: Use the corresponding spaces of a similar table shown bellow to summarize you 
answers to the questions 6 through 10. 

Table 9 

Host 
Community 
group 

Representative 
Subjects  

Host 
community  
acculturation 
orientation 

Behavior, attitudes, 
and any other 
manifestation that 
can be used to 
describe the 
acculturation 
orientation 

Interactive 
Acculturation 
model 
description of 
the host 
community 
acculturation 
orientation*  

Differences 
detected 
between the 
movie and the 
model 

Filling the 
gaps 

Dave Hoen 
Santa Ana 
resident 

Segregation “If you are going to 
be bringing kids 
from all over the 
city, we don’t 
believe it’s the best 
approach.” 

Segregation None None 

Bob Dornan 
US Congressman 

Segregation  
Exclusion 

Strong suspicion of 
immigrants 

Segregation  
Exclusion 

Does not show 
an overall 
assessment in 
his political 
view other 
than in voting. 

More 
political 
view to 
better 
determine 
his 
acculturation 
orientation 

John Shuibe 
Santa Ana 
resident and 
president of the 
floral park 
neighborhood 
association 

Segregation Opposed school 
project in Floral 
Parks 

Segregation None None 

Herald Martin 
Immigration 
reform activist 

exclusion Immigrants are only 
here for the benefits. 
Real love is back in 
Mexico and can 
never assimilate.  

Exclusion None none

Santa Anna 
residents – 
Anti-
immigration 

California 
Coalition for 
Immigration 
Reform 
Organization 
opposed to 
Immigration 

Exclusion “Get Nativo out” 
“We need to have 
troops on the border 
to stop immigrants” 
“Bilingual education 
is Anti-American” 

Exclusion None None

Anti-bilingual 
activist 

Tim Whitcare 
Recall Campaign  

Assimilation Believes that 
immigrants can 
succeed by adopting 
the English language 
and American 
culture. Strongly 
opposes bilingual 
education. Believes 
Nativo is part of the 
“Reconquista” 

Pro 
Immigration  

Joe & Kim Gerda 
Parents 

Integration Disappointed about 
relocating school 
and  

Third 
generation 
Mexican 
American 

Alfred and 
Magdalena 
Garcia 

Assimilation “They are putting 
the Spanish 
language and culture 
above English and 
American culture 
and that is not right” 
“People that come to 

Assimilation None None 
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this country better 
start learning 
English and 
emigrate the proper 
way. Our great 
grandfathers did it, 
why can’t they? 

A similar procedure for the immigrant groups’ information takes place for the host 

community groups and their acculturation orientations.  He identified four host community 

groups.  Information provided by the juror in this section indicates that there were two 

groups characterized with an assimilation orientation, one with integration orientation, and 

another (with equal number of characters) with segregation/exclusion orientations.  

Section 3:  Inter-group and interpersonal relational outcomes 

6. Can you identify the different inter-group (Between the host community and the 
immigrant groups) relations?

7. How does the film dramatize the Interpersonal and inter-group (between the immigrant and 
the host community groups) relational outcomes?

8. Is the immigrant depicted as threatening to the host community?

9. Does the film present acculturation in positive terms (I.e. As an opportunity for 
economic mobility or greater freedom), or in terms that are more negative (I.e. 
discrimination)? 

Table 10 
Host 
Community 
groups and 
their 
orientations

Characters 
from the 
group

Host 
community  
acculturation 
orientation

Behavior, 
attitudes, and 
any other 
manifestation 
that can be 
used to 
describe the 
acculturation 
orientation 

Immigrant 
groups and 
their 
orientations 

Characters 
from the 
group 

Immigrant 
acculturation 
orientation 

Behavior, 
attitudes, and 
any other 
manifestation 
that can be used 
to describe the 
acculturation 
orientation 

Relational 
outcomes 
portrayed 
in the film 
Differences 
detected 
between the 
movie and 
the mode  l

Relation
outcome
expected
from the
interacti
model*F
the gaps

Santa Anna 
residents – 
Anti-
immigration 

Dave Hoen 
Santa Ana 
resident 

Segregation “If you are 
going to be 
bringing kids 
from all over 
the city, we 
don’t believe 
it’s the best 
approach.” 

Mexican 
American 

Nativo 
Lopez 
born and 
raised in 
California 

Integration Advocate for 
bilingual 
education. 

Conflictual 
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Bob Dornan 
US 
Congressman 

Segregation  
Exclusion 

Strong 
suspicion of 
immigrants 

Loretta 
Sanchez 
politician 

Integration First Latina 
congresswoman  
- Advocate for 
Immigrant and
women rights 

Conflictual

John Shuibe 
Santa Ana 
resident and 
president of 
the floral 
park 
neighborhood 
association 

Segregation Opposed 
school project 
in Floral 
Parks 

Gustavo 
Ireland 
reporter 

Not enough 
information 
to make an 
assessment 

Spoke about the 
issue of 
Bilingual 
Education – 
Neutral  

Herald 
Martin 
Immigration 
reform 
activist 

exclusion Immigrants 
are only here 
for the 
benefits. Real 
love is back in 
Mexico and 
can never 
assimilate.  

Sal Tinajero 
Santa Anna 
School 
trustee 

Integration Advocate of 
Bilingual 
Education and 
supporter of 
Nativo Lopez. 
“Latinos have 
assimilated 
because when 
they go to 
Mexico they 
get made fun 
of” 

Conflictual

California 
Coalition for 
Immigration 
Reform 
Organization 
opposed to 
Immigration 

Exclusion “Get Nativo 
out” 
“We need to 
have troops 
on the border 
to stop 
immigrants” 
“Bilingual 
education is 
Anti-
American” 

Mexican 
American  

Vivian 
Martinez 

Assimilation Rejects 
bilingual 
education and 
believes 
everyone 
should be 
mainstreamed 

Problematic

Anti-
bilingual 
activist 

Tim 
Whitcare 
Recall 
Campaign  

Assimilation Believes that 
immigrants 
can succeed 
by adopting 
the English 
language and 
American 
culture. 
Strongly 
opposes 
bilingual 
education. 
Believes 
Nativo is part 
of the 
“Reconquista” 

Beatriz 
Salas 
Mexican 
Immigrant 
and Santa 
Anna parent 

Assimilation Believes that 
Nativo Lopez 
advocates the 
“Reconquista” 
and rejects 
bilingual 
education and 
says (with a 
strong Spanish 
accent) that 
they are 
rejecting the 
American 
ways. 

Consensual 

Unidentified 
man 
(Behind 
fence) 
 (Fluent in 
Spanish) 

Assimilation “Estamos en 
Estados 
Unidos, porque 
estamos 
hablando 
espanol en 
lugar de ingles” 
– “We are in 
the United 
States, why are 
we speaking 
Spanish instead 
of English.” 

Consensual

Alfred and 
Magdalena 
Garcia 

Assimilation “They are 
putting the 
Spanish 
language and 
culture above 

Consensual
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English and 
American 
culture and that 
is not right” 
“People that 
come to this 
country better 
start learning 
English and 
emigrate the 
proper way. 
Our great 
grandfathers 
did it, why 
can’t they? 

A partial examination of the inter-group interactions-contrast matrix template 

manifested conflictual relationship outcomes.  These inter-groups include extreme members 

from the host culture with an exclusion or/and segregation orientation and Immigrant groups 

with an integration orientation.  Problematic or consensual relationship resulted when both 

groups’ orientations maintain certain affinity.  From the overall matrix of the 20 groups 

interrelationships developed by this juror, a large number of relation outcomes were 

classified as problematic (10), six conflictual and four consensual.  

A similar procedure was used to obtain all of the jurors’ information. The information 

is presented in the following table. 
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Table 11 -  Overall jurors’ information: Personal data and Film evaluation data  

Juror ‘s 
Acculturation 
Orientation and 
Ethnic/Generation 

Number of Immigrant 
Orientations selected 

Host society groups 
orientations selected 

Relational  
Outcomes between 
 immigrant and host 
 group orientations 

Juror’s 
Gender

Orient
-ation

Ethnic/ 
Gene- 
ration 

Number 
of 
Immigrant 
groups 
Identified 

Integr
ation

Sep
arati
on

Assi
mila
tion 

Number 
of Host 
groups 
identified 

Inte
grati
on 

Segrega
tion 

Assim
ilation

Conse
nsual 

Proble
matic 

Confli
ctual  

F  HB M-A 1st 5 5 4  2 2 X 
F T Mexican 4 1 1 2 4  2 2 X 
F A M-A  4th 4 3  1 4  2 2 X 
F HB M-A 2nd 4 3  1 4  1 3 X 
F T Mexican 4 1 1 2 4  1 3 X 
F A Anglo 4 1  3 3  1 2 X 
F HB M-A 1st 5 3  2 3  2 1 X 
F LB Mexican 5 4  1 4  2 2 X 
F HB M-A 1st 5 3  2 5  2 3 X 
M HB M-A 1st 5 3  2 4 1 1 2 X 
M HB M-A 1st 4 3 1  5  2 3 X 
M LB Mexican 4 3  1 4  2 2 X 
M HB M-A 1st 5 2 1 2 5 1 2 2 X 
M HB M-A 1st 4 2 1` 1 5  2 3 X 
M HB M-A 1st 4 3 1  4  1 3 X 
M T Mexican 4 3  1 4  1 3 X 
M T Mexican 4 4 3  1 3 X 
M HB M-A 1st 3 3 3 3 X 
M HB M-A 1st 5 3 1 1 4  1 3 X 
M HB M-A 1st 4 2 1 1 4  1 3 X 
Gender: M = Male, F = Female;  
Orientation: HB = High Bicultural, LB = Low Bicultural, T = Traditional, A = Assimilated  
Ethnic/ Generation: M-A = Mexican-American, 1st = First Generation, 2nd = Generation, 4th = Generation 

Model Elements Analysis 

As mentioned in previous sections, the content film evaluation through the Interactive 

Acculturation Model is the objective of this report. The model elements serve as the data 

analysis framework as follows. 
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(a) The acculturation orientations adopted by immigrant groups within the host society.

In general, the average number of immigrant groups identified by the jurors was four.  

From the frequency distribution table below, the number of groups range from three to five. 

Only one juror selected three groups, while the remaining nineteen jurors selected from four to 

five groups.  A consistency pattern was corroborated by the juror’s immigration group 

identification. 

Chart 2 

Number of immigrant groups identified 

 Groups  Frequency 
Total 

Groups 
3.00 1 3.0
4.00 12 48.0
5.00 7 35.0
Total 20 86.0

The acculturation orientations of the 86 immigrant groups identified by the jurors are 

as follow: 55 or almost 63% of them favored the integration orientation and 23 for 

assimilation. This leaves the integration immigrant orientation as the most preferred by more 

than twice the groups who identified with the assimilation orientation. 
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Chart 3 

Immigrant 
Acculturation  
Orientation 

Number of 
Immigrant groups 

Integration 55

Assimilation 23

Separation 8

Total 86

Immigrant acculturation orientations of 86 
groups identified by the 20 jurors
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(b) The acculturation orientations adopted by the host majority toward specific groups of

immigrants. 

The average number of host community groups identified by the jurors was four.  From 

the frequency distribution table below, the number of groups range from three to five. Twelve 

jurors identified groups of four, and an equal number of jurors identified groups of three or 

five.  The consistency was narrower compared to the one of the immigrant groups. 

Frequency distribution for number of host 
groups 

 Groups size Frequency 
Number 

of groups
3.00 4 12
4.00 12 48
5.00 4 20
Total 
Jurors 20 80.0

12 jurors found 4 host groups 5.004.003.00

Groups sizes selected
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Number of Host community groups detected
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The acculturation orientations of the 80 host community groups identified by the 

jurors are as follow: 50 or almost 63% of them favored the assimilation orientation, 29 for 

segregation, and only two for integration orientation.  

Acculturation orientations in the Host Community 
groups identified by the 20 Jurors  
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From the analysis of the information provided above, jurors perceived a hostile 

receptive community.  More than half of the host groups identified by the jurors were 

perceived to maintain the most extreme acculturation orientation towards the immigrant 

groups.  

(c) Outcomes of the combinations of immigrant and host majority acculturation

orientations.

To capture the interpersonal and inter-group relational interactions outcomes, jurors were

asked to compare the Immigrant groups’ acculturation orientation and the host community 

groups’ orientations.  An example of a juror partial interaction analysis (presented in a 

matrix format) was presented in the juror evaluation section three.  The one that prevails as 

the majority   from the total number of possible outcomes is selected. 

The results are as follow: 

a. Sixteen of the twenty jurors identified the Problematic outcome as the most prevalent

outcome relationship.
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b. Six jurors selected the Conflictual outcome.

c. None of the twenty jurors’ averages pointed towards the Consensual outcome.
(Although, some individual comparisons did account for consensual interrelationship
outcomes).

It is significant to repeat that this study followed a group rather than individual approach.  

Therefore, the final outcome is based on the interactive results of the whole group of jurors.  

An interesting finding is that those who evaluate the interaction outcomes as conflictual are 

either Mexican or Anglo, pertaining to the Traditional and Assimilated acculturation 

orientations respectively.  This finding leads to the potential relationship of the personal 

acculturation orientation and the selected interrelation groups outcomes.  Acculturation 

orientation, rather than the ethnic background in the case of the Mexican group, might be a 

better matchable characteristic with the conflictual outcome. (Given that, two of the six 

Mexicans selected the problematic outcome and not the conflictual one). 

Conclusions 

Following the Interactive Acculturation model format, jurors were able to identify: 

1. Immigrant and host groups

2. Characters representing each group

3. Acculturation of both groups

4. Interaction outcomes based on each group’s acculturation orientation

Based on the analysis of Recalling Orange County through an Interactive Acculturation model, 

the outcome between immigrant and host groups is considered Problematic.  
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Emerge when the host community and the immigrant group experience both partial 

agreement and partial disagreement as regards to their profile of acculturation orientations.  

Communication breakdown between speakers of the two communities and negative inter-

group stereotypes lead to discriminatory behaviors causing moderate levels of acculturative 

stress, especially amongst members of the immigrant group.  Problems are also likely to 

emerge for immigrant group members whose acculturation orientation is anomic 

(marginalization) or individualist in a host society that favors integration or assimilation. 

Based on this experiment, it is concluded that an Interactive Acculturation model is an 

appropriate tool for evaluating Latino / Chicano / Indigenous content films.  It can be applied 

to measure each individual, group and sub-groups acculturation orientation. Most importantly, 

it can offer one single outcome that represents the entire relationship between groups through 

an objectively structured framework that permits to detect and evaluate bias and subjective 

interpretations. (E.g. Final Outcome for Recalling Orange County – Problematic). 
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1
ARSMA-II-Scale 1 

(5) Almost Always/Extremely Often
(4) Much/Very Often
(3) Moderately
(2) Very Little/Not very Much
(1) Not at all

1. I speak Spanish……….…………………………     (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

2. I speak English…………………………………        (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

3. I enjoy speaking Spanish………..……………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

4. I associate with Anglos……………………….. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

5. I associate with Mexicans and/or
    Mexican American …………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

6. I enjoy Spanish language
    music….………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

7. I enjoy listening to English
    language music……………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

8. I enjoy Spanish language TV………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

9. I enjoy English language TV………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

10.  I enjoy English language movies………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

11. I enjoy Spanish language movies………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

12. I enjoy reading books in Spanish………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

13.  I enjoy reading books in English………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)



 2
(5) Almost Always/Extremely Often              
(4) Much/Very Often  
(3) Moderately 
(2) Very Little/Not very Much    
(1) Not at all                                   
 
 
                            
   
14. I write letters in Spanish…………………..………  (1) (2) (3) (4)      (5) 
 
15.  I write letters in English …………………………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
16. My thinking is done in the English 
      language……….…………………………………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
17.  My thinking is done in the Spanish 
        language……………………………………………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
18.  My contact with Mexico has been………………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
19.  My contact with the USA has been…………..…  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
20.   My father identifies or identified himself  
        as “Mexicano”….…………………………..….…  (1) (2) (3) (4)    (5) 
 
21.  My mother identifies or identified herself  
       as “Mexicana’……………………………..………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
22.  My friends while I was growing up were of  
       Mexican origin ………………………………..……  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
23.  My friends while I was growing up were of  
       Anglo origin ……….…………………………..……  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
24.  My family cooks Mexican foods ………………  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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(5) Almost Always/Extremely Often              
(4) Much/Very Often  
(3) Moderately 
(2) Very Little/Not very Much    
(1) Not at all                                   
 
 
                      
    
25.  My friends now are of Anglo origin……………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
26.  My friends now are of Mexican origin…………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
27.  I like to identify myself as an Anglo 
       American……………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
28.  I like to identify myself as Mexican  
       American……………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
29.  I like to identify myself as Mexican……………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
30.  I like to identify myself as American …………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 
 
1995, Cuéllar, Arnold & Maldonado 
 
           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4
General Information about ARSMA-II: 

In order to obtain permission to make copies of ARSMA-II, you need to contact SAGE Publications: 
Telephone: (805) 499-0721: FAX (805) 499-0871. They do not charge a fee for the right to make copies for 
research purposes but they do require you to sign a Copyright Agreement Form which they mail you so that 
you can fill it out. You may call or right them for permission, and be sure to reference the paper entitled: 
[Cuellar, I., Arnold, B., & Maldonado, R. (1995). Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans-II: A 
Revision of the Original ARSMA Scale. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 17 (3), 275-304]. 

There are no ARSMA-II scales available other than those printed in the above paper. You simple copy, 
enlarge, retype, etc. the Scale(s) you need to copy from those printed in the above mentioned journal article.  

Making Adaptations: 

I have seen a trend to use ARSMA-II as a model for use with other ethnic and minority groups in studying 
acculturation. It has been adapted for use with African Americans, various Asian Americans, all Latino groups, 
Armenians, and other ethnic groups. It has also been adapted for telephone interviews. I have information on 
some of these adapted versions. Permission to modify ARSMA-II is obtained from me while permission to 
copy is obtained from SAGE Publications. I require seeing the adapted version before approving the adapted 
version. I prefer to minimize the number of adapted versions for any specific group so as to maintain some 
sense of equivalence. There is a BRIEF ASIAN ARSMA and a BRIEF LATINO ARSMA that are in 
development. 

Spanish Version: 

There are some errors in the Spanish version that need to be taken into consideration when scoring ARSMA-
II. Two items on the Spanish version are out of order, and there are spelling and/or grammatical errors of 
minor consequence but may need to be corrected before administering to some Spanish populations. 

Abbreviated Version: 

I am working on an Abbreviated version of 12 items (6 items for the AOS scale and 6 items for the MOS 
Scale). I have administered it with teenagers and I seem to be getting acceptable levels of internal 
consistency with it. It also seems to correlate highly with the original scale. I know something is lost in the 
abbreviated version but as of now I am uncertain about its disadvantages over the original scale. I know my 
experience with abbreviated versions of the original ARSMA scale published in 1980 was that the abbreviated 
versions never seemed to be as valid and often failed to account for significant variance in the dependent 
variable being studied. The 12 items selected are: 

item# Scale   Item 
1  MOS I speak Spanish 
2   AOS I speak English 
3   MOS I enjoy speaking Spanish 

 4 AOS  I associate with Anglos 
5 AOS I enjoy listening to English language music 
6 MOS I enjoy Spanish language TV 
7 MOS I enjoy Spanish language movies 
8 MOS I enjoy reading books in Spanish 
9 AOS I write letters in English 
10 AOS My thinking is done in the English language 
11 MOS My thinking is done in the Spanish language 
12 AOS My friends are of Anglo origin  

The response options are the same for the brief scale and the 30 item scale. Coefficient alpha for the 
abbreviated scale is as follows: brief MOS, n = 2422, alpha = .91; brief AOS, n = 2402, alpha = .79. These 
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alphas were obtained with adolescents ages 12- 19. The acculturation score for the 30 item scale correlates 
highly with the brief acculturation score (.93) in an adults sample (n = 1547). I  have also used the abbreviated 
version with Hispanic elderly and obtained an MOS alpha of .82 and an AOS alpha of .88.  

GENERAL DESCRIPTION: 

The Acculturation Rating Scale For Mexican Americans -II (ARSMA-II) (Cuellar, Arnold & Maldonado, 1995). 
ARSMA-II is a 30-item Likert type scale which measures acculturation along 3 primary factors: language, 
ethnic identity, and ethnic interaction. ARSMA-II is an orthogonal, multidimensional scale that measures 
orientation toward the Mexican culture and the Anglo culture independently using two subscales, a Mexican 
Orientation Subcale (MOS) and an Anglo Orientation Subscale (AOS). The MOS has 17 items and a 
coefficient alpha of .88 while the AOS has 13 items and a coefficient alpha of .83.  ARSMA-II is able to 
generate both linear acculturation categories (Levels 1-5) and orthogonal acculturative categories (Traditional, 
Low Biculturals, High Biculturals, and Assimilated).  

Scoring procedures for Scale 1 (30 item scale): 

MOS Scale: Add items (1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24, 26, 28, & 29) obtain sum and 
divide sum by 17.  This gives you the MEAN of the MOS scale 

AOS Scale: Add items (2, 4, 7, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 19, 23, 25, 27, & 30) and obtain the sum. Then 
divide the sum by 13. This gives you the MEAN of the AOS scale. 

 Acculturation Score = Mean of AOS minus the Mean of MOS [AOS mean -MOS mean].  This 
Acculturation Score is a linear measure of acculturation and is represented by plus score for individuals who 
are more Anglo oriented and minus scores for those who are more Mexican oriented. The Acculturation Score 
can be used as a continuous measure or can be used to categorize subjects into different levels of 
acculturation. Cutting scores are suggested for categories in Table 1 of the article referenced above and 
noted below: 

Acculturation Level Acculturation score 

Level 1  less than -1.33 
Level 2  >= -1.33 and <=-.07 
Level 3  >-.07 and < 1.19 
Level 4  >= 1.19 and < 2.45 
Level 5 >2.45

Scale 1 & Orthogonal measurement: 

Scale 1 of ARSMA-II is often all that is needed in measuring acculturation. Both linear and orthogonal 
measures can be obtained using Scale 1 alone. By using the following cutting points on the AOS and MOS 
subscales of Scale 1, for example, it is possible to identify four typologies: High Biculturals, Marginals (Low 
Biculturals), Traditionals and Assimilated types. Suggested cutting points for orthogonal typologies using 
Scale 1: 
Traditionals (MOS=> 3.7; AOS=< 3.24); Low Biculturals (Marginalized) (MOS <3.59; AOS <3.7); High 
Biculturals (MOS >3.59; AOS >3.7); Assimilated (MOS=<2.44; AOS => 4.11). These cutting scores were 
based on standard deviation units or fractions thereof about the mean of the original standardization sample 
of ARSMA-II. 

Scoring Suggestions:  I have a computer software scoring version but it has limitations. It requires that each 
item of the 30 item Scale 1 be inputted into the scoring program and than it prints the acculturation scores on 
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a piece of paper and/or saves the individual’s response in a text file. It’s limitations are that if you input the 
same information into an SPSS program you will be able make a number of manipulations with the data that 
are not possible with the computer scoring program.  These include: (a) scoring either the short form (12 item 
version) or the long form (30 item version), (b) doing individual item analyses, (c) doing reliability analyses, (d) 
using unique cutting scores to examine your data, (e) doing multivariate analyses in which acculturation 
scores are analyzed in relation to other variables without having to re-input the data into a statistical program 
like SPSS. However, if you still wish to have a copy of the scoring program anyway, all that is needed is for 
you to provide me with an address, and I will gladly send you a 3 1/4 inch diskette with the software program 
that can be installed on your PC. 

Summary Information on ARSMA-II 

The Acculturation Rating Scale For Mexican Americans -II (ARSMA-II) (Cuéllar, Arnold & Maldonado, 1995). 
ARSMA-II is a 30-item Likert type scale that measures acculturation along 3 primary factors: language, ethnic 
identity, and ethnic interaction. ARSMA-II is an orthogonal, multidimensional scale that measures orientation 
toward the Mexican culture and the Anglo culture independently using two subscales, a Mexican Orientation 
Subscale (MOS) and an Anglo Orientation Subscale (AOS). The MOS has 17 items and a Coefficient Alpha of 
.88 while the AOS has 13 items and a Coefficient Alpha of .83.  ARSMA-II is able to generate both linear 
acculturation categories (Levels 1-5) and orthogonal acculturative categories (Traditional, Low Biculturals, 
High Biculturals, and Assimilated). For each subject, a Mean MOS score is computed by summing the 17 
items of the MOS scale and dividing by 17. Likewise, a Mean AOS score is obtained by summing the 13 items 
of the AOS and dividing by 13. A linear acculturation score is obtained for each subject by subtracting the 
Mean MOS score from the Mean AOS. This linear acculturation score is used in computing acculturation level 
for each subject as well. 

Orthogonal acculturation indices can be used, for example, to examine relations of modes of 
acculturation to psychological adjustment. Acculturation typologies generated from orthogonal indices 
(Traditional, High Integrated Bicultural, Low Integrated Bicultural, and Assimilated) are derived using the 
Mexican Orientation Subscale (MOS) and the Anglo Orientation Subscale (AOS) of ARSMA-II (see Cuéllar, 
Arnold & Maldonado, 1995). Examples of items on the MOS are “I speak Spanish; I enjoy Spanish language 
TV; My thinking is done in Spanish.” Examples of items on the AOS are “I speak English; I write letters in 
English; My friends are of Anglo origin.” Response categories to all items on ARSMA-II are based on a 5 point 
Likert scaling format evaluating frequency and/or intensity.  The criteria for including subjects into one or the 
other of the acculturative categories on ARSMA-II is generally  based on obtained scores on the Mexican 
Orientation Subscale (MOS) and American Orientation Subscale (AOS) using the following computational 
procedures: Traditionals (MOS=> 3.7; AOS=< 3.24); Low Biculturals (Marginalized) (MOS <3.59; AOS <3.7); 
High Biculturals (MOS >3.59; AOS >3.7); Assimilated (MOS=<2.44; AOS => 4.11). These cutting scores are 
based on standard deviation units or fractions thereof about the mean of the original standardization sample 
of ARSMA-II (see Cuéllar, et al, 1995). Subjects who did not clearly fall into one or another of the four 
acculturative typologies are generally excluded from analyses, but in some cases their characteristics can be 
examined as well.  
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