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ABSTRACT 
 
Migration has always played an essential role in the history of mankind. At 
present, the intensity of cross- border mobility are much higher than in previous 
decades. In many countries, children of immigrants constitute a large sector of 
the population. These children live between two cultures and value systems: 
those of the parents’ country of origin and host country. Living between two 
cultures requires cultural adjustment referred to as acculturation. Based on 
carefully targeted survey research, this quantitative study examines 
acculturation of second-generation Iranians (SGI) in Australia. It examines the 
interplay between participants’ socio-demographic background, cultural 
practice, parental versus participants’ cultural preferences, attitudes towards the 
host nation and cultural acquisition. The results show patterns of biculturalism, 
while acculturated to the host culture, SGI prefer to maintain aspects of their 
native culture and tradition.  
 
Key words: Second-generation Iranians, acculturation, cultural preferences, 
Iranians in Australia. 

 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Migration has always played a vital role in the history of 
mankind and while it has occurred for different reasons 
throughout history, it has invariably been in search of a 
better life. With migration comes adjustment to the new 
environment, culture and way of life. In recent years, due 
to improved technology, humanitarian and migration 
policies, the rate of cross-border mobility has been much 
higher than in previous decades. In fact, children of 
immigrants constitute a large sector of the population in 
many countries. 

These children of immigrants, especially second-
generation immigrants live between two ways of life. At 
home, they are raised in accordance with the value system 
of their parents’ country of origin. In wider society they are 
educated, interacted and live according to the host 
society’s value system. Outside of the home, these children 
must navigate through a new culture, new people and 

often, a new language. In order to attain better integration, 
cultural adjustment to the host society is inevitable for 
immigrants and their offspring. When immigrants adopt 
parts or all of the host nation’s way of life such as culture 
and language, etc acculturation has occurred.  

Migration and its aftermath adjustment/acculturation – 
have been extensively studied (Berry, 1980, 2005; Julian, 
1969; Jupp, 1998; Mahdi, 1998; Phinney, Horenczyk et al., 
2001; Rivett, 1962; Rumbaut and Portes, 2001; Sabagh, 
1994). The term acculturation is used to explore 
immigrants’ level of adjustment to host culture. 
Acculturation scales measure type and degree of 
acculturation from native to host culture. This study 
evaluated the level of cultural change, or retention of 
native culture in second-generation Iranians (SGI) living in 
Australia against: demographic background, participants’ 
cultural   preferences,  their parents’   cultural   preferences  
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(for their children) and perception towards the host nation 
Australia. 
 
 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Models of acculturation 
 
According to Berry (1989), the first major anthropological 
studies into acculturation took place in the 1930s. Two 
classic definitions (Redfield et al., 1936; Social Science 
Research Council, 1954) discussed by Berry, both suggest 
that acculturation resulted through some kind of 
continuous first-hand contact of different cultures. The 
Social Science Research Council identified acculturation as 
‘culture change initiated by the conjunction of two or more 
autonomous cultural systems’ (1954: 974) while Redfield 
et al. (1936) suggest that acculturation is an aspect of 
cultural change. 

Initially, acculturation was viewed as a one-dimensional 
process in which immigrants and their families were 
assumed to have abandoned their native culture, beliefs 
and way of life and replaced them with that of the host 
country (Redfield et al., 1936) and in other words 
assimilated into the host culture. However, with increasing 
migration rates, globalization (Phinney et al., 2001; 
Rumbaut and Portes, 2001) and improved migration 
policies (Australian-Government, 2005; Collins, 1988, 
2003; Hage, 1998; Jupp, 1998); this perception has 
changed. In the last few decades, acculturation has become 
more of a bi-dimensional process, where immigrants 
retain part of their native culture and adopt aspects of the 
host society’s culture (Cabassa, 2003).  

Bi-dimensional theory of acculturation was extensively 
examined (Berry, 1980, 1994, 2003; Berry et al., 1989; 
Rogler et al., 1991; Szapoxznik, 1980). Berry’s (1980) 
conceptualization process of acculturation within a 
dimensional framework is one of the most comprehensive 
and widely used models of acculturation and has been 
used as a theoretical framework for this study. 

Berry’s acculturation theory (Berry, 1980, 2008) offers 
four possible outcomes: separation where individuals 
maintain their own culture; integration, where individuals 
follow patterns from both cultures; assimilation, where the 
new (host) culture is embraced and finally, 
marginalization where individuals do not follow either 
culture–different contextual factor contributed to the type 
and degree of acculturation. Studies of Berry (2006) and 
Kim et al. (2001) show the process and degree of 
acculturation being largely a product of the interplay 
between individual characteristics of ethno-specific groups 
and the host nation’s resources and settlement policies.  

When it comes to children of immigrants, literature 
shows the components which form their acculturation 
expand to: the influence of their immediate social network 
and that of their parents (Dublin, 1996; Hong and Hong, 
1996), parental acculturation (Portes, 1996; Portes and  

 
 
 
Stepick, 1993; Waters, 1996), that of their friends within 
the larger society and that of the school environment and 
social network (Berry, 2006; Portes and Rumbaut, 2006; 
Sabatier, 2008; Waters, 1996). 

This study has made an attempt to examine 
acculturation and cultural preferences of SGI in Australia 
against the main contextual factors earlier mentioned. To 
this purpose, the socio-historical background of Australia 
and Iran is briefly discussed.  
 
 
Australia and migration 
 
The history of Australia as a Western country began in 
1700 with the colonization of Australia by the British 
(Jupp, 1998). The first cultural interaction or clash 
experienced by the white settlers was with Australia’s 
indigenous people, the Aborigines. From the time they 
arrived in Australia, the new settlers attempted to 'civilize' 
the Aboriginal people by making them wear clothes, attend 
church and assimilate into white society. The most 
undesirable aspect of this early assimilation policy was the 
forced removal of Aboriginal children who were then 
placed in foster homes to be raised by white people and 
taught their way of life. The aim of removing the children 
from their communities was to break social relations with 
their Aboriginal elders and annul the child’s individual 
ethno-cultural identity and his/her identity with an 
Aboriginal collective (Link-Up and Wilson, 1997). These 
children became known as the Stolen Generation and were 
the first children to become victims of cultural contact and 
power struggles in Australia.  

Immigration history in Australia shows official 
government policies having been the main determining 
factor in the composition of Australian society(Adibi, 
1994; Collins, 1988; Jupp, 1998). One of the first acts 
passed in the newly formed Federation of Australia in 
1901 was throughout the 19th century, a precursor to the 
‘White Australia Policy’ and restricted ‘non-white’ 
immigration. The policy centred on white British or Irish 
immigration. The quest for ethnic purity established by 
these acts was in fact a quest for ethnic dominance within 
the nation (Hage, 1998). The ‘White Australia Policy’ 
continued for decades until it was abolished by the 
Whitlam Government in 1973 (Australian-Government, 
2005). 

Iranian immigration occurred since 1979 following the 
introduction of the multicultural policy in Australia and 
the era of tension between the West and East/Islam.  
 
 
Iranians in Australia 
 
The Iranian communities in Australia and other countries 
had their beginnings after the fall of the Pahlavi 
government in 1979. Most of the Iranian migrants who 
settled  around   the    world    after  1979 are refugees who  

l%20
l%20
l%20
l%20


Academia Journal of Educational Research; Asghari-Fard.         259
 
 
 
sought to escape Iran’s Shia Muslim theocratic system 
established in 1979 (Adibi, 1994; Mahdi, 1998; Torbat, 
2002; Vahdat, 1998). The process of adaptation to a new 
socio-cultural context–acculturation – has forced Iranians 
to confront many cultural barriers. A number of studies on 
Iranian acculturation have shown that first-generation 
Iranians acculturate selectively – taking the path of 
assimilation into the host culture through attainment of 
education and upward mobility, while concurrently 
maintaining their core homeland cultural beliefs, including 
family values (Chaichian, 1997; Hoffman, 1990; Mostofi, 
2003). This in turn influenced the acculturation of their 
children. As little is known about acculturation of second-
generation Iranians in Australia, this study aimed to 
reduce this gap in knowledge.  
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Participants  
 
Children of Iranian immigrants are those who live in 
Australia: either born in Australia or who came to 
Australia before or aged 13, born to Iranian parents and 
aged 18 and over. The criteria for “born to Iranian parents” 
allowed the researcher to measure the adaptation process 
based on “pure” Iranian and “Australian” cultural 
attachment. Having one parent from a different nationality 
(either the host nation or other nationality) automatically 
influences not only the participants’ sense of ethnic, 
national and cultural belonging, but also their upbringing.  
 
 
Data collection 
 

A mail out and online survey were used to collect the data. 
The study was widely advertised (Iranian newspapers, 
radios, holy places, youth discos and places of 
entertainment) in states and cities where Iranians were 
known to live. 
 
 
Site selection 
 

Site selection for this study was based on the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (2006) data Iranian residents in  
Australia. 
 
 
Measurements 
 

Various strategies were used to develop instruments for 
this study to ensure the appropriateness of the instrument 
for the study population, these include: 1) Literature 
review based on extensive literature reviews on Iranian 
migration and acculturation (Adibi, 2003; Askari, 2003; 
Bozorgmehr, 1997, 1998; Bozorgmehr and Sabagh, 1991; 
Daniel    and   Mahdi,  2006;    Jalali, 1996),   migration   and 

 
 
 
acculturation patterns of other ethnic group and 
acculturation theories (Berry, 2008; Berry et al., 1989, 
2006, 2010; Boyd, 2002; Cabassa, 2003; Chun et al., 2003; 
Cleveland and Laroche, 2007; Cuellar et al., 1980; Dublin, 
1996; Knight et al., 1978; Kohbod, 1996); 2) Examining 
Iranian websites and youth chat rooms: observing and 
listening to parents and children about their life and 
adjustment in Australia; 3) Researchers’ observation and 
experience with immigrants; 4) Consultation with four 
Iranian intellectuals in the field of psychology, sociology 
and population health about the questionnaire; 5) A draft 
of the questions was piloted. Our pilot study included five 
individual parents (to ensure parents did not find 
questions threatening to their safety) and SGI (to ensure 
they understood the questions and were happy to answer 
them). Measurements in this study were divided into four 
sections: demographic background, acculturation, cultural 
preferences of participants and their parents and attitudes 
towards the host.  
 
 
Demographic background 
 
Demographic background include 20 questions on 
participants’ gender, age, religion, country of birth, age on 
arrival, education levels including those of their parents 
and reasons for migration, etc.  
 
 
Measuring acculturation  
 
Acculturation is a complex construct that presents a 
challenge to investigators because it encompasses socio-
economic, historical, political and psychodynamic 
variables. In this context, measurements used to assess 
acculturation included immigrants’ background, their 
socializing patterns and lan (Adibi, 2003; Dublin, 1996; 
Hong and Hong, 1996; Mahdi, 1998; Zhou, 1997a) guage 
usage (Hoffmann et al., 1985; Klonoff, 2000; Zhou, 1997b), 
parental influence and the host nation’s attitude 
(Snowden, 1999). Level of acculturation for this study was 
examined through participants’ cultural attachment. 
 
 

Cultural attachment 
 
Cultural attachment was examined in two sections of 
cultural practice: a) language usage and b) socializing, food 
consumption and utilization of Iranian services.  
 
 
Cultural practice: Language usage 
 

Language usage was examined in two sections: In the first 
section,     language    proficiency    was     measured by the 
participants’ ability to read and write in Farsi (the only 
native language used in Iran’s school system) versus 
English and language  preference  was  determined  by  the 
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language participants identified as their main language. 
The second section focused on language spoken (with 
parents, friends and siblings) and media language. When it 
comes to language spoken, an important factor included 
were those Iranians whose mother tongue was not Farsi, 
butKurdish, Azeri, Assyrian, Armenian and Balochi–the 
choice given here was ‘parents’ native’. Language spoken 
was measured by three questions that assessed speaking 
with: parents (SP), siblings (SS) and friends (SF). The three 
language spoken items were added (SP+SS+SP) to yield a  
cultural practice: Language Spoken Scale (LSS).  

Usage of media is dependent on an individual’s language 
proficiency and cultural attachment. People usually choose 
media according to their ability to understand and follow 
the message. In this study, four different types of media 
were chosen: radio, TV, music and newspaper – to assess 
participants’ use of native/host language and cultural 
attachment. The four media language items were added to 
construct Cultural Practice: Language Usage Media (LUM).  
For both language scales, a 5-point Likert scale was used, 
whereby 1 = ‘only parents’ native language’ to 5 = ‘only 
English’ where the lower score meant greater native 
language usage. These two scales (LUM and LSS) were 
added to yield a Language Usage Scale (LUS) and this 
ranged from 7 to 35 whereby  = 0.882. 
 
 
Cultural practice: Socializing, food consumption and 
service usage 
 
This study also examined SGI socialization behaviour and 
the extent to which they consume native food and utilize 
Iranian services (Iranian general practitioner, dentist and 
shops). Three questions on socializing were included: 
socializing with Iranians, other ethnic groups and with 
Anglo-Australians). Questions in this section were also 
based on a 5-point Likert scale, whereby 1 = ‘always’ to 5 
=‘never’, where a lower score meant greater Iranian 
cultural practice. 

Cultural practice socializing with Australians (reversed) 
and Iranians, consumption of native food and Iranian 
services were added to construct Cultural Practice Scale: 
Socializing, Service Usage and Food Scale (SSFS). 
Socializing with other ethnic groups was retained in the 
SSFS, as its factor load strength was.40. However, given 
this too was a question with important face validity 
measured separately. Cultural Attachment Scale (CAS) was 
constructed by adding LUS and SSFS. There were 12 items 
in the scale, which ranged from 12 to 60, with 12 
indicating attachment to the native culture and 60 being 
assimilation to host culture.  
 
 
Cultural preferences 
 
Literature shows (Adibi, 2003; Hong and Hong, 1996; 
Mahdi, 1998; Zhou, 1997b) that sometimes children of  

 
 
 
immigrants behave and live their lives in response to 
either their parents’ expectation or their own 
acculturation. Iranians are family-orientated: family plays 
an important role in an individual’s life and men usually 
look after the women and children (Adibi, 1994). It is 
therefore expected that family, especially fathers, play an 
important role in children’s cultural attachment. The role 
of family in the cultural behaviour and preferences of 
participants in this study was measured using the 
following six questions: 
 
My parents prefer/I prefer to: 1) speak my native 
language; 2) follow Iranian tradition; 3) attend holy places; 
4) attend Iranian gatherings; 5) marry someone with same 
religion; 6) marry someone from same ethnic background 
(Questions 36 to 42). Each item was based on a 5-point 
Likert scale where 1 = ‘high preference’ to 5 ='no 
preference towards the native culture’. 

An ‘I Prefer Scale’ (IPS) was constructed by adding all six 
questions ranging from 5 to 30, with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 
0.821. A ‘My Parents Prefer Scale’ (PPS) was constructed 
similarly by adding six questions in this section, ranging 
from 5 to 30 with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.881. 

 
 

Attitudes towards the host country 
 
Host nation is another contextual factor that is known to 
play an important role in adaptation strategies employed 
by immigrants (Berry, 1997; Berry et al., 2006; Bourhis et 
al., 1997). Regardless of which side institutes the 
segregationist approach, studies (Dion et al., 1992; Fozdar 
et al., 2009; Liebkind et al., 2007; Liu, 2007) have shown 
an association between prejudicial attitudes and 
acculturation outcomes. They also show that host 
community members’ orientation towards a particular 
immigrant group may change from integrationist to 
exclusionist as more of the same group arrive in the host 
nation. Differences between majority and minority 
attitudes towards acculturation strategies can lead to in-
group bias and perceived discrimination (Zagefka and 
Brown, 2002) and segregation can be witnessed in passive 
form.  

A study in Sydney (Pe-Pua et al., 1996) investigated 
street activities of 100 people from Non English Speaking 
Backgrounds (NESB) in Sydney metropolitan suburbs 
showed an association between racial identity and unfair 
treatment by police officers. As one of the participants, 
stated: Cops pick on us and always seem to find something 
to charge us for (for example, loitering) just because we 
are Lebanese, they just kick you out of train station. They 
never ask nicely (Pe-Pua et al., 1996: 92). 

 Political parties in the host nation and the media can 
play an important role in creating negative attitudes 
towards an ethnic group (Bourhis et al., 1997). For 
example, Pauline Hanson, leader of One Nation Party 
warned in one of her speeches that Australia was in danger 
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Table 1. Principle component factor analysis for attitudes towards host subscales. 
 

Items and scales F1 F2 F3 ά 

Attitudes towards host    0.821 

In general, I feel this society does not like Middle Eastern 
people 

0.829    

In general, I feel this society does not like Muslims 0.813    

I believe, discrimination is very much alive in Australia 0.772    

I have been discriminated because of my ethnicity 0.757    

Trusts towards Australian Departments    0.761 

I trust Australian government  0.906   

I trust Australian government departments  0.865   

I trust Australian political parties  0.812   

I trust Australian media  0.435   

I trust Australian police  0.414   

Positive attitudes reversed    0.571 

I like Australian society as a whole   0.876  

I can integrate easily in Australian society   0.814  

Total Attitudes 12 items    0.809 

 
 
 
of being swamped by ‘Asians’ (Hanson, 2010) and 
‘Muslims’ (Merhab, 2016). 

Another example in Australia is the Cronulla, Sydney 
riots, in 2005, which made headlines around the world 
when a group of ‘Australian’ youths targeted other 
‘Australian’ youths of ‘Middle-Eastern appearance’. 
According to a Herald reporter (2005), many Middle-
Eastern-looking people were injured, while buses, trains 
and other public and private properties were damaged. 
During the riots not only second- and third-generation 
Australians with a Middle-Eastern background were 
targeted, many with the same racial appearance were also 
attacked. This sort of group victimization has been 
witnessed in other countries (Mobasher, 2006). The media 
has on many occasions been criticized as a major culprit in 
promoting negative attitudes, such as refugees being 
undeserving and dangerous (Jakubowicz et al., 1994). In 
this study, these factors were examined using 11 
questions. The answers to each question were recorded on 
a 5-point Likert scale.  

The factor structure of this section was determined 
using a Principal Components Factor Analysis with a 
varimax rotation. There were no outliers and evaluation of 
assumptions –including the Kaiser-Meyer- Olkin measure 
of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were 
satisfactory. The best structure interpretation was a three-
factor specified solution with a varimax rotation. Items 
were retained within a factor where minimum factor load 
strength of 0.50 was achieved.  
 
 
Factor 1: Discriminatory perceptive scale (DPS) 
 
Four negative statements were used: 1) I feel this society 

does not like Middle-Eastern people; 2) I feel this society 
does not like Muslims; 3) I believe discrimination is alive; 
4) I have been discriminated against because of my 
ethnicity. With each item ranging from 1 to 5, whereby 1 = 
‘strongly disagree’ and 5 = ‘strongly agree’, the lower score 
indicated positive attitudes towards the host nation and 
the higher score indicated negative attitudes with a range 
of 4 to 20 whereby = 0.821. 
 
 
Factor 2: Trust towards government authority (TGA) 
 
This scale had four items querying how much trust 
participants had in: 1) Australian government; 2) 
government departments; 3) political parties; 4) media 
and police and ranged from 4 to 20 whereby  = 0.761. 
 
 
Factor 3: Integrative perceptive scale (IPS)  
 
Participants were also asked about their general feelings 
towards Australia and their integration experiences. This 
scale included two statements: 1) ‘I like Australian society 
as a whole’ and 2) ‘I can integrate easily into Australian 
society’ and ranged from 2 to 10 whereby  = 0.571. The 
Total Attitudes Scale (TAS) was constructed from the 
above three scales, 12 items (two IPS items were reversed 
before being added to the scale), with a range of 12 to 60 
whereby  =0.809. 
 
 
RESULTS 
 
SPSS software was used to analyse the current data. 
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Demographic background  
 
In total, 137 second-generation Iranians living in Australia 
aged 18 to 36 participated in this study. Participants were 
categorized in three age groups:  young group (18 to 20 
years old (31.4%); young adults (21 to 25 years old 
(43.8%) and matured adults (26 to 36 years old (24.8%). 
Participants’ age of arrival was also divided into three age 
groups: 0 to 4 years old (35%); 5 to 8 years old (29%) and 
9 to 13 years old (36%). A great majority (70.8%) were 
born in Iran and half were Muslims (44.9%); no religion 
(26%) and (28%) others. At the time of the survey a large 
number of participants (85.4%) were single and of this 
group, a great majority (84.2%) were living with their 
parents. 

A great majority (65.7%) had also either finished a 
degree at university or were working towards one and 
(81.8%) were employed full time, part time or causal. Most 
of the participants (68.3%) lived in NSW, half the 
participants (50.4%) came to Australia directly and (27%) 
came through transition countries with the remaining 
(22.6%) born in Australia. The reasons for migration were 
divided into two categories: ‘Oppression’ and ‘Others’. The 
former included choices such as lack of freedom, ethnic 
and religious or political oppression of which 69.3% chose 
one or more categories; the latter included choices such as: 
war, better   lives  for  themselves and better lives for their 
children of which 27.8% chose one or more categories.  

A great majority of the participants came from educated 
families, 45.3% of participants’ mothers and 66.5% of 
participants’ fathers had university degrees, including PhD, 
Master’s and medical degrees.  
 
 
Participants’ level of acculturation/cultural 
attachment 
 
As earlier mentioned in acculturation scales: the lower the 
score, the greater the attachment to native culture.  
 
 

Cultural practice: Language usage 
 
Language proficiency  
 
The results showed that all participants could speak 
Farsi/native, while more than half (53.5%) could read and 
write Farsi. As expected, all participants could speak, read 
and write English. Bivariate analysis showing ability to 
read and write native language is associated with age of 
arrival, with those who arrived in Australia at an older age 
(9 to 13) being able to read and write Farsi as compared 
with their younger counterparts, whereby X2 (2, N=102)= 
18.79, P ≤ 0.001; X2 (2, N=102) = 23.27, P ≤ 0.001, 
respectively. Similarly, those who were born in Iran were 
compared with those who were born in Australia, whereby 
X2 (1, N=137) = 21.51; P ≤ 0.001; X2(1, N=137)= 17.63; P ≤ 

 
 
 
0.001, respectively. 

A great majority (71.5%) chose English as their main 
language. Bivariate analysis shows that those who arrived 
in Australia at an older age were more likely than their 
younger counterparts to identify Farsi as their main 
language, whereby X2(4, N=99)=13.3; P ≤ 0.010). 
Furthermore, those who chose Farsi as their main 
language were able to read and write Farsi, whereby X2(2, 
N=132)= 8.917; P ≤ 0.030; X2(2, N=132) = 12.91; P ≤ 0.044, 
respectively. 
 
 

Language spoken 
 
Participants spoke a greater amount of native language 
with their parents (57.7%) but more English with their 
siblings (58.4% and friends (78.1%). The mean for all 
items in media language usage was 4 or above, indicating 
that language usage for media was mainly the host 
language (English). Similar results were obtained with the 
Language Usage Scale.  
 
 
Cultural practice scale: Socializing, food and services 
(CPSSFS)   
 
Socializing  
 
When    it   comes    to   socializing,  more than half (53.2%) 
always/most of the time socialized with other ethnic 
groups, 27.2% of participants always/most of the time 
socialized with Iranians and only 29.4% socialized 
always/most of the time with Anglo-Australians. A great 
majority (89%) always/most of the time ate Iranian food, 
while only a small percentage utilized Iranian shops 
(6.6%) and the services of Iranian professionals (11%). An 
independent t-test showed that language usage and SSFS 
are associated with the education of participants’ fathers, 
whereby t (124) = -3.119; p ≤ 0.003, t (124) = -2.46; P ≤ 
0.017; Mean father no university education=15.2; Mean 
father university education=16.89, respectively. 
Participants whose fathers were non-university educated 
tended to use less English language to communicate with 
their parents and their cultural practice tended to be 
closer to their native culture. 

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) shows that there is a 
significant association between LU, main language and age 
of arrival are statistically significant at F(2,129)= 16.395, P 
≤ 0.001; F(2,99)= 4.018, P ≤0.003, respectively. Those who 
identified English as their main language and those who 
arrived before the age of nine tended to use more English 
language. 

Furthermore, ANOVA results showed associations 
between SSFS, main language and religion F(2,127) = 6, P ≤ 
0.003; F(2,131) = 7.4, P ≤ 0.001, respectively. Those who 
chose English as their main language scored a higher mean 
(lean towards host culture) than those who chose both 
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Table 2. ANOVA and compare means of cultural attachment sub-scales and scales. 
 

Variables 
Language usage scale (LUS) Socializing, food, services (SSFS) CAS 

Mean (SD) 

Main language F (2,127) =26.4, p ≤0.001 F (2,127) =6, p ≤0.003 F (2,125)=19.7, p ≤0.001 

Farsi 24.3(3.95) 15.5(3.8) 39.9(6.5) 

Both 23.4(5.6) 14(3) 37.5(8.1) 

English 29.3(3.4) 17(3) 46.4(5.7) 

 

Age of arrival F(2.98)=6.36, p ≤0.003 F (2.98) =0.0691, p≤ 503 F (2.9 8) = 3.547, p ≤ 0.033 

0-4 28.6(3.5) 16.3 (3.7) 44.9(6) 

5-8 29(3.2) 17.1 (2.8) 46.1(5.1) 

9-13 25.7(5.3) 16.2 (3.6) 41.9(8.1) 

 

Religion F(2,131)=3.4, p ≤0.035 F (2,132) =7.4, p ≤0.001 F(2, 1 2 9) = 6 . 2 9 1, p ≤0.002 

No Religion 29.08 (4.4) 17.6 (3.7) 46.7(7.3) 

Muslim 26.81 (4.3) 15.3 (3.2) 42.1(6.3) 

Others 28.5 (4.7) 17.4 (3.1) 45.9(7.2) 

 
 
 
languages (Farsi/native and English) as their main 
language (Table 2). Ironically, those who chose both 
languages tended to be closer to native culture (lowest 
mean score: M=14), that is, their cultural practice tended 
to lean more towards the native culture than those who 
chose Farsi as their main language. For the Cultural 
Attachment Scale, 12 items indicated overall patterns of 
integration with mean and standard deviation of (M=44.4; 
SD=3.5). 
 
Total cultural attachment was classified as follows:   
 
- Separation: low score in cultural attachment (12 to 
18.99); 
- Integration: moderate score between two cultures; 
- Bi-native: acculturated more to native culture (19 to 
35.99); 
- Bi-host: acculturated more to host culture (36 to 47.99); 
- Assimilation: high score in cultural attachment (48 to 60). 
 
 
Cultural preferences  
 
With regard to cultural preferences items, results showed 
that parental and participants’ preferences are almost 
aligned, parents having a slightly higher preference for 
children to speak their native language and follow their 
traditions are the preference of the children themselves.  

Independent t- tests show that the fathers’ education is 
the only background information having significant 
association with   parental   preferences, whereby t(126) = 
3.301; P ≤ 0.002. Those whose fathers were not university 
educated (FNU) tended to have a preference for their 
children to follow their culture of origin (MFnu =14.76), 
while those whose fathers were university educated (FU) 

showed less preference for their children to follow their 
ancestral culture, with a mean score of (MFU= 18.79). When 
it came to religious background and cultural practice, 
parents of non-Muslim participants tended to have a 
higher preference for their children to follow their culture 
(M=15.82), than those whose were Muslims (M=17.35) or 
were of no religion (M=20.95) – the higher mean 
indicating less preference for practising culture of origin. 

Furthermore, the ANOVA results showed that the IPS is 
significantly associated with main language and religion 
whereby F(2,128) = 9.6; P ≤ 0.001; F(2,132) = 8.232; P ≤ 
0.001, respectively. Those who chose Farsi/native (FN) as 
their main language tended to have a higher preference 
towards native culture than those who chose both 
languages (B), including those who nominated English (E) 
as their main language. This is evidenced by the means 
(MFN=15.1, MB=16.1 and ME=20.6) respectively.  
 
 
Attitudes towards the host country 
 
Factor 1: Discriminatory perceptive scale (DPS) 
 
This scale shows that 62% believed discrimination to be 
alive in Australia and the same percentage said that this 
country does not like Muslims. The DPS ranged from 4 to 
20 (M=13.5; SD=3.6). 
 
 
Factor 2: Trust towards government authority (TGA) 
 
Of the four questions, the highest level of distrust exhibited 
was towards the Australian media: 43.8% stated that they 
did not trust the Australian media. The TGA scale was 
M=13.7 and SD = 3.9. 
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Factor 3: Integrative perceptive scale (IPS) 
 
A great majority (86.9%) liked Australian society as a 
whole and 88.3% said they could integrate easily into 
society. The range for this scale was 2 to 10, (M=3.7; 
SD=1.3). The Total Attitude Scale ranged from 11 to 55, (M 
= 27; SD = 6.24) with a lower scale score indicating 
positive perception. An independent t-test showed 
association between all three attitude subscales (DPS; 
ATGOS; IPS) and state of residency (t = 2.024; p ≤ 0.046); 
those who did not reside in NSW had a less discriminatory 
perception towards the host. 

DPS is marginally associated with age of arrival 
F(2,101)= 3.11, p≤.049. Those who arrived between the 
ages of 5 to 8 had less discriminatory perception than their 
counterparts. Those who chose English as their main 
language tended to have a more positive integrative 
experience than their counterparts, F(2,132)= 4.448, 
p.≤0.014. 
 
 
Acculturation and contextual factors 
 
Linear regression results showed that religion, main 
language and age of arrival can predict 27% (AR2 = 0.270) 
of participants’ cultural attachment. Those who chose Farsi 
as their main language are closer to the native culture than 
the other two groups (B=-4.443; β=-0203; t = -2.554; 
p≤0.012). Also, those whose fathers were not university 
educated tended to be closer to the native culture 
(β=0.024;  t=3.023; p  p≤0.003). Cultural preferences 
predict 40% of participants’ CAS (R=0.642; A R2 = 0.403). 
The PPS is not significantly associated with participant 
CAS usage (P ≤ 0.565).  

Using linear regression association between attitude 
sub-scales and cultural attachment scales showed that 9% 
(AR2 = 0.094) of participants’ cultural practice is predicted 
by their total attitude toward the host (three scales), in 
particular their trust of the host governments’ 
organizations and media (t = -2.866; p ≤ 0.005). Those who 
had less trust toward government departments tended to 
be more involved in their native culture and community; 
perception of discrimination and attitude towards the host 
are not associated with SSFS 
(p ≤ 0.166 p ≤ 0.267), respectively. Attitudes toward the 
host predict 4% of the language usage of participants 
(AR2= 0.038). 

Those who use more host language tend to integrate and 
like Australian society more (B= -0.0830; t = -2.839; p ≤ 
0.005). Perception of discrimination and trust in the 
government has no significant association with the 
language usage of participants. Participants’ attitudes 
towards the host nation and government predicted 4% of 
their cultural attachment (AR2 = 0.39). Those participants 
who had a better attitude and perception of the host nation 
(Australia) tended to be more host-orientated culturally, 
whereby     (β= -0.177;      B= -0.200;     R=0.177;   R2=0.031; 

 
 

 
AR2=0.024; F=4.061; p≤0.046) (Table 3). 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
This study examined acculturation preferences of second-
generation Iranians in Australia, utilising a bi-dimensional 
understanding of acculturation believing the bi-
dimensional model to be better suited to the second 
generation of today. 

In a bi-cultural context, immigrant   and   their   offspring 
have the opportunity and choice to adopt aspects of either 
host or native culture. Decades ago the children of 
immigrants were encouraged and/or pushed to assimilate 
into the mainstream culture and in the process sacrificed 
their parents’ cultural heritage. At the same time, parents 
and ethnic communities pushed their children to maintain 
their native culture. In the contemporary context, the 
second generation have the option of picking and choosing 
aspects of either culture. 

Participants of this study brought up in Australia’s 
multicultural society were not under pressure to melt into 
the host culture or abandon their native culture. At the 
same time, findings showed that when it comes to family 
expectations, participants’ parents are not forceful in 
making them socialize within the Iranian community and 
are not particularly concerned about their children’s or 
their children’s partner’s religious beliefs or ethnicity. The 
participants of this study did not therefore experience the 
push and pull of those forces. 

In this study, we aimed to contribute to a better 
understanding of the acculturation of SGI in Australia by 
examining the cultural preferences of participants and 
those of their parents. Also taken in account were the 
effects of other variables on participants’ preferences or 
those of their parents, such as age of arrival, reasons for 
migration, parents’ education and employment.  

This study then measured participants’ acculturation 
level. As earlier mentioned, the measurement of 
acculturation used was instigated by Berry’s acculturation 
model. Considering Berry’s model, our results mainly 
showed patterns of integration to both cultures with no 
assimilation, separation or marginalization witnessed. This 
is in line with other studies on children of Iranians outside 
the homeland (Adibi, 2003; Darya, 2007; Mahdi, 1998).  

In addition, findings showed SGI in Australia consciously 
prefer to retain aspects of their native culture and chose 
aspects of the host culture. This is an important factor in 
understanding the second generation’s willingness to 
accept the values of the host country and treat it as their 
home. Thus, this study further dissected Berry’s 
integration category into ‘bi-native’ and ‘bi-host’ in order 
to reflect participants’ preference of the level of 
integration into both cultures.  

By bi-native, we mean that although the second 
generation has integrated with the host culture through 
language proficiency, socializing or other factors 
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Table 1. Principle component factor analysis for attitudes towards host subscales. 
 

Items and scales F1 F2 F3 ά 

Attitudes towards host    0.821 

In general, I feel this society does not like Middle Eastern 
people 

0.829    

In general, I feel this society does not like Muslims 0.813    

I believe, discrimination is very much alive in Australia 0.772    

I have been discriminated because of my ethnicity 0.757    

Trusts towards Australian Departments    0.761 

I trust Australian government  0.906   

I trust Australian government departments  0.865   

I trust Australian political parties  0.812   

I trust Australian media  0.435   

I trust Australian police  0.414   

Positive attitudes reversed    0.571 

I like Australian society as a whole   0.876  

I can integrate easily in Australian society   0.814  

Total Attitudes 12 items    0.809 

 
 
 
influencing their acculturation, they still retain more 
Iranian culture than their counterpart bi-host group. Those 
in the bi-native category were more competent in their 
native language, called Farsi/native their main language 
rather than English; preferred to marry within the same 
ethnic group and socialized more within their native 
community but were not separated from the host culture. 

On the other hand, those who were categorized as bi-
host showed that although they had less desire to retain 
Iranian culture and were not assimilated. Our results 
showed that the decision to retain a particular aspect of 
their host or native culture in either group was consciously 
made and therefore need to be reflected in their 
acculturation category. Putting both groups under the 
umbrella of integration-bicultural did not explicate their 
conscious decision to retain or discard specific aspects of 
either culture.  

Generally, the findings showed that the degree of 
integration-biculturalism varied in different cultural 
aspects within both groups. For example, the majority 
were not particular about having a partner from the same 
ethnic or religious group and did not utilize Iranian 
services. However, when it came to language, one of the 
most important components of cultural acquisition was 
that almost all participants used a great deal of 
Farsi/native in communicating within their family –
especially with their parents, but also within the 
community.  

Retainment of native language in the second generation 
was found in other studies (Adibi, 2003; Cheng and Kuo, 
2000; Darya, 2007; Haeri, 2006; Sabagh, 1994; Zevallos, 
2004). It does, however, need to be kept in mind that 
retaining native language could be more of out of necessity 
than choice. Mismatched host language proficiency 

amongst parents and children was recognized as the main 
reason for children speaking their native language with 
parents (Hong and Hong, 1996; White and Wyne, 2008) 
hence, the need to retain native language. Though parents’ 
English proficiency was not examined in this study, the 
findings showed that those participants whose parents 
were university educated tended to use more English to 
communicate with their parents. This could be interpreted 
as the parents’ proficiency in the host language having 
enabled children to express themselves in English when 
they found it difficult to communicate in their mother 
tongue. 

The findings also showed that in both groups, language 
was the main variable affecting their acculturation. Those 
who were not proficient in their native language tend to be 
distanced from their native community. On the other hand, 
those who recognized Farsi/native as their main language 
and could communicate better in Farsi/native tend to 
socialize more within their native society. The reverse of 
this situation was found in the first generation, who 
socialized within their own community rather than with 
the host community due to a limited ability to converse in 
the host language. For this reason, host countries have for 
many years been encouraging immigrants and their 
children to communicate in the host language whilst 
enforcing mono-lingualism in order to integrate 
immigrants and their children into the host society.  

With respect to media, the majority of participants 
mainly/only listen to English music; however, as Cohen 
(2006) highlights, Western media is popular even among 
Iranian youth both in or out of Iran, as in Kohbod’s (1996) 
study in which most of the Iranian immigrants from 
different backgrounds aged 30 to 39 enjoyed American 
media. This could also be due to  the  fact  that  the  implicit  

l%20
l%20
l%20
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limitations of the post-revolutionary regime in Iran 
prevented the development or cultivation of a modern 
Iranian culture (Mahdi, 1998; Torbat, 2002). Thus, there is 
‘no’ or limited living, developing culture able to meet this 
generation’s media (music, video and youth magazines) 
needs.  

When it comes to host input, SGI like other second 
generations in Australia faced discrimination (Butcher and 
Thomas, 2003; Ghosh, 2003; Zevallos, 2004). Despite the 
fact that many participants of this study have been 
discriminated against or believe discrimination to be alive 
in Australia, their overall attitudes towards the host nation 
are positive and they claim to be capable of integration 
into society.  

This is in line with other studies on Iranian acculturation 
where Iranians residing in other countries were also found 
to be capable of integration into the host society (Adibi, 
2003; Haeri, 2006; Mahdi, 1998). 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
Due to the small sample size, no meaningful 
generalizations can be made regarding second-generation 
Iranians’acculturation in Australia based on this study. The 
main conclusion to be drawn from this study is this: 
despite differences in their socio-demographic 
background, most SGI or their parents came to Australia to 
escape the oppressive regime and the insecurity in Iran; 
they appreciate the positive aspects of their adopted 
country, such as freedom and better opportunities in life; 
the majority have taken the path of bi-culturalism and do 
not feel pushed by their parents to follow their tradition. 
Their cultural preferences are not far removed from those 
of their parents. It could also be said that Iranian parents 
are becoming more culturally relaxed and/or well 
acculturated themselves. 
 

 
Strength and limitations 
 
This is the first quantitative study in Australia on second-
generation Iranians. Although, the results of this study are 
informative, the limitations of this research are also noted. 
This study was limited in regard to the small sample size. 
The response rate in other Iranians studies has also been 
low (Mostofi, 2003). The main contributing factors of this 
limitation were: 
 
- An inherent distrust among Iranians made many 
reluctant to disclose personal opinions – this perhaps as a 
result of the political situation in Iran. The requirement for 
both parents being Iranian also limited the number of 
participants. 
- The age of arrival was a restriction that prevented some 
people from participating in the study. Many second-
generation Iranians were very young when they left Iran,  

 
 
 
having lived in transitional countries for years before 
arriving in Australia after the age of 13. 
 
 
Future research 
 
Further research is needed to examine acculturation of 
second-generation Iranians in Australia, using a large 
sample and incorporating measures used in other 
countries, such as those in Europe and America in order to 
make international comparisons possible. 
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Questionnaires used in this study. 
 

SECTION 1: SOCIO-DEMPGRAPIC BACKGROUND 
Please tick (√) the most appropriate box 
 
1. Gender: Female  Male  
 
2. Age: -------- Years 
 
3. What is your religion? 
Christian  Muslim  Jewish  Baha’I  None  Others (please specify) ------------------------------------ 
 
4. Are you studying at present? Yes  No  
        4a. If yes what are you studying in:  
                        SSC  SSC  
                        HSC  HSC  
                        TAFE   
                        Under graduate  Undergraduate  
                        Postgraduate  Postgraduate  
                        Others ------------------------------------- 
        4b. If no what is the highest level of education have you completed? 
                        SSC  SSC  
                        HSC  HSC  
                        TAFE  
                        Under graduate  Undergraduate  
                        Postgraduate  Postgraduate  
                        Others -------------------------------------  
5. Current employment status: 
Full time  Part time  Casual  Volunteer  Unemployed  Others------------------------------------ 
 
6. Current marital status: Married  De facto  Separated  Divorced  Single  (go to Q7) 
 
7. If single, are you currently living with: Parents  Iranian  Australian  Mixed group  
Alone  Others (please specify) ------------------------------------ 
 
8. What is your postcode, where you usually live? ------------------------------------ 
 
9. Country of birth: 
Australia  (go to Q11) Iran  Others (please specify) ------------------------------------ 
 
10. If not born in Australia: 
           10a. How old were you when you came to Australia? ------------------------------------Years 
           10b. Did you immigrate to Australia as: 
                   Refugee  Asylum seeker  Illegal migrant  Temporary visa holder  Others (please specify) -----                -------
------------------------ 
           10c. Did you come directly to Australia? Yes  (go to Q 11) No  
           10d. If not, how many countries did you need to transit before arriving in Australia? ------------------------- 
           10e. How long did you stay in this transition country/countries.  
          < 1 year  1-2 years  2-3 years  3+ years  
            10f. How many years of schooling did you miss while in transition?------------------------------------Years 
            10g. In transition country or in Australia did you or your family had to stay in: 
                         Rental accommodation  With friend and family  Camps  Detention centre  
                      Others ------------------------------------ 
 
PARENTS BACKGROUND: Please tick (√) the most appropriate box. 
11. Mother’s educational level:  
No formal education  Incomplete high school  High school graduated  Undergraduate  Postgraduate 
 PhD  Others------------------------------------ 
 
12. Mother’s employment status: 
Full time  Part time  Casual  Volunteer  Unemployed  (go to Q14) Others ----------------------------------- 
 
13. What is your mother’s occupation? ------------------------------------ 



Academia Journal of Educational Research; Asghari-Fard.         270 
 
 
 
Questionnaires Cont. 
 

14. What was your mother’s occupation in Iran? ------------------------------------ 
 
15. Father’s educational level: 
            No formal education  Incomplete high school  High school graduated  Undergraduate                         
             Postgraduate  PhD  Others-------------------------------------------------------- 
 
16. Father’s employment status: Full time  Part time  Casual  Volunteer  Unemployed  (go to Q18) 
            Others -------------------------------------------------------- 
 
17. What is your father’s occupation? ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
18. What was your father’s occupation in Iran? ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
19. Your parents migrated to Australia as: Skilled migrant  Refugee  Asylum seeker  
           Illegal migrant  Don’t know  Others ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
20. What was/were your parents’ reason/s for leaving Iran? (you can choose more than one answer). 
           Better life for themselves  Religious oppression  
           Better life for their children  Ethnic oppression  
           War  Political oppression  
           Fear of execution  Lack of freedom  
           Others--------------------------------------------------------   
           Don’t know   
 
Section 2: Cultural attachment: 
21. How many language/s can you speak, read and write? (please name the language/s according proficiency): 
Speak: 1. ------------------------------------2. ------------------------------------ 3. ------------------------------------ 
Read:   1. ------------------------------------2. ------------------------------------ 3. ------------------------------------ 
Write: 1. ------------------------------------2. ------------------------------------ 3. ------------------------------------ 
22. Which of these languages do you consider as your main language? 

 
Language Usage 
Please note Please note parents native language could be: Farsi, Azari, Kurdish, Assyrian…. Please 
circle the number which best describes your answer: 
 

What language/s do you normally speak 
with: 

Only 
Parents 
native 

Mostly 
parents 
native & 
some 
English 

Both 
parents 
native 
and 
English 

Mostly 
English 
& 
some 
parents 
native 

Only 
English 
 

23. your parents? 1 2 3 4 5 
24. your siblings? 1 2 3 4 5 
25. your friends?  1 2 3 4 5 
What language/s 
26. radio programs you usually listen to? 1 2 3 4 5 
27. music you usually listen to? 1 2 3 4 5 
28. TV programs you usually watch? 1 2 3 4 5 
29. newspapers you usually read? 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Socialising, using Iranian food and services: 

 Always Most of 
the time 

Some of 
the time 

A little of 
time 

Never 

30. I socialise with: Iranian 
friends more than others 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. I socialise with: other ethnic groups 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. I socialise with: Anglo Australian more than 
others 

1 2 3 4 5 
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33. I eat Iranian food more than others 1 2 3 4 5 
34. I go to Iranian shops or business places 
rather than others 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. I visit professionals (eg. GP…) from Iran than 
others 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 

Cultural preferences of parents and participant 
Please circle the number which best describes your answer 
My parents prefer me to: 

Statements High 
preference 

Moderate 
preference 

Neutral Little 
preference 

No 
preference 

36. speak our language at all times 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

37. follow Iranian traditions 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

38. Attend Church/ Mosque/ temple 1 2 3 4 5 
39. attend community gatherings 1 2 3 4 5 
40. marry someone from same religion 1 2 3 4 5 
41. marry someone from same ethnic 
background 

1 2 3 4 5 

42. socialise mostly with Iranians 1 2 3 4 5 
 
I prefer to: 
Statements High 

preference 
Moderate 
preference 

Neutral Little 
preference 

No 
preference 

43. speak our language at all times 1 2 3 4 5 
44. follow Iranian traditions 1 2 3 4 5 
45. Attend Church/ Mosque/ temple 1 2 3 4 5 
46. attend community gatherings 1 2 3 4 5 
47. marry someone from same religion 1 2 3 4 5 
48. marry someone from same ethnic 
background 

1 2 3 4 5 

49. socialise mostly with Iranians 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

SECTION 5: ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE HOST COUNTRY: 
Statements reflecting attitudes toward the host country. Please circle the most appropriate number in the columns. 

Strongly Disagree (SD), Disagree (D), Neither disagree or agree      Agree (A), Strongly Agree (SA) 
Statements: SD D N A SA 
50. I like Australian society as a whole 1 2 3 4 5 
51. I can integrate easily in Australian society 1 2 3 4 5 
52. In general, I feel this society does not like Middle Eastern people 1 2 3 4 5 
53. In general, I feel this society does not like Muslims 1 2 3 4 5 
54. I believe, discrimination is very much alive in Australia 1 2 3 4 5 
55. I have been discriminated against because of my ethnicity 1 2 3 4 5 

How much trust do you have on the fairness of the following Australian 
authorities/organisations? Please circle the most appropriate number in the columns. 

Statements SD D N A SA 
56. Australian government 1 2 3 4 5 
57. Government departments 1 2 3 4 5 
58. Australian political parties 1 2 3 4 5 
59. Media 1 2 3 4 5 
60. Police 1 2 3 4 5 

 
Thank you very much for completing the questionnaire. Please put this questionnaire in self stamped and 
addressed envelope provided and mail it. 
 

 


