
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

SMART, AVRIL ALICIA. Exploring the Impact of International Education Experiences on 
Change in Global Perspectives and American Identity Among College Students. (Under the 
direction of Craig C. Brookins, PhD). 
 
 

International education programs like study abroad are the fastest growing 

mechanisms for colleges and universities to introduce global education content and culturally 

sensitive curricula into the learning experiences of today’s graduates (Braskamp, 2008). For 

example, the Institute for International Education (IIE) (2010) reports that student 

participation in international education experiences have tripled in recent years and continue 

to demonstrate an annual increase. In addition, research on study abroad both affirms its 

connection to various positive outcomes among college and university students (i.e., 

academic achievement (Holoviack, 2011), positive psychological well-being (Savivki & 

Cooley, 2011) and subsequent job placement (Gardner, Gross & Steglitz, 2009) and 

demonstrates student growth in intercultural sensitivity and global awareness. Despite this 

advance in knowledge on study abroad, few researchers have progressed forward to 

investigate program immersion and intercultural experience as indicators of change in 

students’ study abroad outcomes.  

Using Constructive Developmental Theory (CDT) and the model of Intercultural 

Maturity as a frame, this dissertation examines the study abroad program experiences of 

college students (N=254) from a holistic perspective and explores the impacts of immersion 

and intercultural experience on global perspectives and American identity. Results from a 

Repeated Measures ANOVA show that on average students demonstrated an increase in 

global perspectives and a decrease in American identity scores from pre-trip to post-trip 

survey assessments. Additionally, quality of interaction, contact perceived to be equal vs 



 

 
 

 

unequal or pleasant vs unpleasant, proved to be a significant indicator of difference in 

students’ mean global perspectives. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
 

The relationship between higher education, government and society, demands that 

student success is redefined to incorporate the ideals of a global and interconnected world. In 

fact, as argued by Vivien Stewart in her book A World- Class Education: Learning from 

International Models of Excellence and Innovation, “If Americans are to continue to prosper 

and to exercise leadership in the this new global context, it is imperative that we understand 

the new global forces that we have both shaped and had thrust upon us.” International 

education programs are recognized as one of the fastest growing mechanisms for colleges 

and universities to introduce global education content and culturally sensitive curricula into 

the learning experiences of today’s graduates (Braskamp, 2008). The Institute for 

International Education (IIE) (2010) reports that student participation in international 

education experiences have tripled in recent years and continue to demonstrate an annual 

increase. In addition, federal legislation has endorsed international education programming 

with a myriad of funding opportunities to strengthen the capability and performance of 

American education in foreign languages and in area and international studies. Thus, to 

progress toward effective educational programming designed to prepare students for 

tomorrows more complex and pluralistic world, must continuously support and improve 

international education programs. 

The collective argument in support of the re-visioning of college education is that “in 

today’s global society, insights into cultural sensitivity and world affairs are crucial for 
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successful and meaningful interaction both here [In the United States] and abroad” 

(Anderson, Lawton, Rexeism & Hubbard, 2006).  

In response, universities have adopted specific policies that support psycho-

educational interventions designed to engage students in a process of intercultural 

development through curriculum, and programming. Study abroad programs like semesters at 

sea, or campus wide diversity education initiatives, are at the forefront of university efforts to 

embed students in various international education contexts and provide them opportunities to 

explore and understand the nuance of managing intercultural relationships. Across the 

country, the strategic focus on internationalized college and university experiences continue 

to redefine education to fit the demands of a global context.    

Current Context for Higher Education 
 

Since the ending of World War I, the mission of higher education has evolved from 

preparing students to contribute meaningfully to national welfare, to providing more 

appropriate opportunities for students’ to gain insight into cultural sensitivity and 

international world affairs (American Council on Education, 2008). Historically, colleges and 

universities in the United States have been viewed as the primary instrument for socialization 

and personal enrichment among citizens in the national context.  However, the evolving 

relationship between higher education, government, and society continues to challenge 

institutions of higher education to provide better knowledge, educational strategies and 

opportunities for leadership among today’s students (Anderson, Lawton, Rexeism & 

Hubbard, 2006). Further, a globalized international context in terms of economics and 

politics is a leading factor in the birth of a shared common purpose to prepare students to live 
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and work in a cultural, social and politically diverse nation (Ogden, 2010).  Today, 

international exposure and cultural awareness are essential components of a high quality 

higher education in that it prepares students to navigate the global networks that they will 

inevitably live and work in. 

In a contemporary global age the role of higher education in general and of the 

college and university systems in particular, is inextricably linked to globalization. Though 

its definition is often defined in economic terms, globalization can more broadly be defined 

as “a concept that refers to both the compression of the world and the intensification of 

consciousness of the world as a whole…both concrete global interdependence and 

consciousness of the global whole in the twentieth century” (Robertson, 1992). As this 

definition suggests, globalization extends beyond the boundaries of any industry (i.e., 

business enterprise, international politics, commerce etc.) and shapes each individuals 

cultural and social environment.  In fact, Kweik, 2001 argues that globalization presents a 

new paradigm for higher education policy in that it impacts the social and cultural fabric of 

educational institutions.  

The growing consciousness among colleges and universities around globalization has 

translated into changes in educational policy. Given the interconnected nature of our global 

network, education like many enterprises has embraced the challenge to adjust their approach 

to local pedagogical practices and policies (Spring, 2008). Active engagement with the rest 

of the world has become fundamental to high quality higher education, thus colleges and 

universities are charged with producing graduates who are capable of communicating across 

sovereign borders and citizens who are invested in gaining the capacity to navigate a 
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transparent and permeable world (American Council on Education, 2008). Many institutions 

of higher education are responding to globalization by infusing international perspectives 

into the core functions of teaching, research and service and aspiring to graduate students 

with global competencies. Global competence is described as the capacity and disposition to 

understand and act on issues of global significance (Mansilla & Jackson, 2011). It has 

become a high priority as a strategy for preparing graduates to function within a system that 

relies on a greater global interdependency between economics, politics, environment, and 

culture (AACU, 2008; Altbach et. al, 2009; Bartell, 2003; Brooks & Normore, 2010; Knight, 

2004). 

In addition to focusing educational efforts on imparting global competencies on 

students, more and more universities have embraced an internationalized approach to 

undergraduate curriculum. The American Council on Education (ACE) is an organization 

developed to guide and support American colleges and universities in working strategically 

and substantively to globalize higher education (ACE, 2010). They define comprehensive 

internationalization among colleges and universities as “ a strategic, coordinated process that 

seeks to align and integrate international policies, programs, and initiatives, and positions 

colleges and universities as more globally oriented and internationally connected” (ACE, 

2012, p.3). In their model, there are six dimensions of internationalization; 1) articulated 

institutional commitment; 2) administrative structure and staffing ; 3) curriculum, co-

curriculum, and learning outcomes; 4) faculty policies and practices; 5) student mobility and 

6) partnerships (See Appendix A). In its 2008 report, Mapping Internationalization on U.S. 

Campuses, ACE reported that an increasing number of U.S. institutions now explicitly 
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mention internationalization in their mission statements, include it in their strategic plans, 

and formally assess their internationalization efforts (Green, Luu, & Burris, 2008). Strategies 

for internationalization of higher education can take multiple forms, and involve multiple 

concurrent strategies; however, colleges and universities focus most on psycho-educational 

interventions that impart messages on diversity and cultural difference locally with campus 

based ‘globalized’ curriculum or activities and internationally with mobile learning or 

learning abroad (i.e. study abroad, semester at sea, etc.) (ACE, 2012).  

Over 80,000 Americans study abroad at the college or university level each academic 

year. The number of U.S. students going abroad has increased by about two percent annually 

over recent years, and this type of study opportunity is now an established part of American 

academic life. In addition, patterns of student flows with regard to international education 

have gotten more complex in the last 20 years. The Institute for International Education (IIE) 

(2010) reports that the 2008/2009 year marked an all-time high of study abroad across the 

country with over 260,000 American college students studying abroad for academic credit.  

In addition, their report points out that over the past two decades, the numbers of students 

engaging in study abroad has tripled. Interestingly, the opposite direction of student flow is 

equally as robust. In 2009/2010, international students traveling to colleges and universities 

in the United States reached higher than it’s been in years (115,000 visiting students). One 

theme remains consistent despite the complexity of student travel patterns. Across the 

country, students who participate in study abroad experiences are in their junior or senior 

year of college and are majority female (Study Abroad 360, 2011). These reports speak to the 

magnitude and complexity of the international education context. American students are 
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surrounded by opportunities to explore their global citizenry. They are engaging in 

intercultural experiences within study abroad programs as outgoing students, and managing 

intercultural relationships at home with the growing incoming international students studying 

at US colleges/universities. Study abroad is the most popular context for international 

education experiences; however, the college campus environment is a growing contributor to 

students’ global development.  

Research on study abroad affirms its connection to various positive outcomes among 

college and university students. For example, recent investigations highlight increased 

academic achievement (Holoviack, 2011), positive psychological well-being (Savivki & 

Cooley, 2011) and subsequent job placement (Steglitz, 2009) as prevalent outcomes among 

college students. Broad research focused on  varying efforts to internationalize the education 

process is important to note as some studies have made associations between culturally 

informed curriculum (Braskamp & Engberg, 2011; McCarthy, 2007), diverse experiential 

learning opportunities (Benett & Salonen, 2007) cross cultural academic partnerships 

(American Council on Education, 2012) and global awareness among college students. More 

prevalent however is the focus of research on the impact of duration and immersion in study 

abroad on global learning and development among college students.   

To summarize, the context for higher education in the area of study abroad is 

evolving. As a reflection of the changing social, political, economic and cultural context in 

favor of international interconnections, US colleges and universities are determined to find 

new and effective ways to prepare their students for an inevitable role as global citizens. 

Psycho educational programming like study abroad, are a major priority in higher education 
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under the developing reality of internationalization. As the environment continues to change 

colleges and universities remain vigilant in their efforts to adequately prepare students to 

cope.  

 In the context of study abroad, students’ are viewed as sojourners. Their ability to 

apply a well-rounded and inclusive understanding of the world around them is dependent on 

the accumulation of skills and knowledge to appropriately manage intercultural relationships. 

Given their connections to the development of global learning, it is important to question 

how the quality of intercultural experiences in study abroad contributes to the development 

of global learning among students. Understanding intergroup relationships and specific 

variables that contribute to growth among college students will add to our collective 

knowledge around the value of international education experience and the development of 

global learning. This study explores the impact of intercultural experience and program 

duration on global perspectives and American identity among college students. Using 

Constructive Developmental Theory and the Intercultural Maturity model as a frame, this 

research identifies specific factors that contribute to the development of global perspectives 

among college students including their intercultural experiences and program duration.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter provides a review of the relevant research on student outcomes 

associated with study abroad experiences. More explicitly, the chapter describes program 

duration,  immersion and intercultural experience, and American identity as under researched 

variables in the relationship between study abroad experiences and the development of global 

learning among college students. Later, constructivist developmental theory and the model 

for intercultural maturity provide a framework for understanding the components of global 

learning and contextual factors that influence an individuals’ psycho social development. At 

its conclusion, this chapter presents the study’s research model. 

International Education and Student Outcomes 
 

Increased rates of study abroad have led to an interest in understanding and 

documenting its impact on a myriad of student learning outcomes. Researchers representing 

multiple disciplines have been charged with examining the value of study abroad and in so 

doing have identified a number of constructs that add to the dimensionality of student growth 

resulting from international education experiences. For example, researchers in business and 

higher education focus on academic outcomes demonstrated by students who study abroad to 

include increased grade point average (Holoviack, 2011),  academic maturation and 

independence (Hadis, 2005)  as well as language use and career impact (Norris & Gillespie, 

2009; Steglitz, 2009). Additionally,   scholars in psychology and counselor education 

recognize aspects of psychological well-being to include self-confidence and perceived stress 

as outcomes of study abroad (Mcleod & Wainwright, 2009; Savicki & Cooley, 2011). Other 
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research has explored student learning in domains such as intercultural sensitivity (Anderson 

et al., 2006), global awareness (Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004), and identity development 

(Angulo, 2008) as indicators of student growth connected to international education. It is 

evident that students demonstrate a number of outcomes that can be linked to study abroad 

but what is unclear is which aspects of their experience has contributed to change among 

students.  The following sections make specific mention of the role of program duration, 

immersion and intercultural experience as these factors are described as indicators of growth 

in student outcomes.  

Program Duration as an Indicator of Study Abroad Program Outcomes. 

Patterns in study abroad in recent years have expanded to include more variability in 

forms of programming (Hoffa & DePaul, 2010). These formats are designed to cater to a 

particular goal or need – for example, summer programs tend to be shorter in duration and fit 

neatly into a rigorous academic schedule that does not permit time away from regular 

courses.  Similarly, inter-session programs are very brief excursions in which students have 

opportunities for brief exposure of another culture. The major distinction in type of study 

abroad experience involves the duration and the level of immersion in the international 

environment. Study abroad can be short term (summer programs or programs spanning up to 

8 weeks), mid length (semester long or quarter programs) or long term (an academic or 

calendar year). In addition study abroad programs can be subject-specific or experiential 

based such as intensive language programs or internship programs. Of late, full degree and e-

learning study abroad programs have gained popularity as one of the newest forms of 

international education available to college and university students from around the world. 
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While previous research on the duration of study abroad shifted the focus to longer 

term programs and student outcomes, according to IIE (2010) reports, short-term study 

abroad programs deserve some special attention.  They find that there has been a significant 

growth in the prevalence of short term programs in the last decade as a result of economic 

and political climate changes throughout the world. Being perhaps the most inexpensive 

study abroad option, short term programs have the largest proportion of students (55%) 

compared to longer term and semester programs (40%). Given their relevance in the 

international education context, new bodies of research and scholarship examining program 

duration and student learning outcomes has begun to emerge (Brubaker, 2006). For example, 

one of the most cited studies examining program duration and student learning outcomes was 

conducted by the Institute for the International Education of Students (IES), which surveyed 

17,000 alumni of its programs during the previous 50 years (Dwyer, 2004). Dwyer identified 

five variables (general findings, academic attainment, intercultural development, career 

impact, and personal growth) and correlated results with the duration of programs in which 

participants studied. The study held that studying abroad for a full year has a more significant 

and enduring impact on students, than programs that are shorter in length.  Upon closer 

observation, the findings suggest that in many categories, the outcomes for short-term 

participants were as likely, if not more likely, to achieve parallel benefits for those who 

studied abroad for longer durations. For example, in the area of academic attainment, 

summer program participants were more likely to state that study abroad reinforced their 

commitment to foreign language study and that the experience abroad enhanced their interest 

in academic study.  These students also reported that the experience significantly increased 
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their self-confidence.  In another popular work, Chieffo and Griffiths (2004) again 

questioned the impact of shorter term study abroad experiences to determine change in global 

awareness compared to students who enroll in similar residential courses. Using a sample of 

2,300 University of Delaware students, the authors focused on four dimensions of global 

awareness: intercultural awareness, personal growth and development, awareness of global 

interdependence, and functional knowledge of world geography and language. Overall, 

Chieffo and Griffiths concluded that short-term education abroad programs, even those as 

short as one month, are worthwhile educational experiences that lead to enhanced global 

awareness. In addition, exploration of program duration generate a need to be more rigorous 

in investigating psycho-social variables and their potential to inform research on study 

abroad program impacts beyond anecdotal evidence (McLeod & Wainwright, 2008). 

Cultural Immersion and Intercultural Experience in Study Abroad 

Few authors who have also studied duration as an important variable of interest in the 

relationship between study abroad and student outcomes, also discuss the need to focus on 

cultural immersion as a telling factor in the investigation of students’ international education 

experiences (Engle & Engle, 2004). Loosely described, immersion in the context of 

international education is the experience of being engrossed with different aspects of the 

culture and society of the host country. In other words, acclimating in a new place, 

integrating into the community, interacting with local people, and understanding the way 

others live is expected to impart intangible values on students as they expand their 

perspectives on the world around them. In their attempts to create a classification system that 

organizes the various types of study abroad program options, Engle and Engle (2004) 
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acknowledge that cultural contact, cultural encounter and cultural immersion each represent 

levels that combine components of international education programs and contribute to a 

variety of student outcomes. Anderson, Lawton, Rexeism & Hubbard (2005) more precisely 

identify components of immersion with their argument that study abroad programs that 

include classroom instruction, host housing and cultural exposure have a significant impact 

on students’ intercultural development. Their research found that upon program completion, 

study abroad students in immersive programs felt sensitive to cross cultural issues and 

environments. Their work specifically identifies intercultural experiences as indicators of 

immersion in study abroad programs. For short term study abroad programs, level of 

immersion outweighs duration as an important factor in providing a space for intercultural 

development. Norris and Gillespie (2008) also report that level or immersion, specifically 

inclusion of an internship and university course enrollment played a significant role in 

whether students comfortably engaged in additional international experiences beyond their 

respective programs. 

 Continuing efforts to improve and understand the impacts of international education 

programs is inevitable given the patterns of change among colleges and universities across 

the country. While existing research helps to illuminate the impacts of study abroad on a 

number of student outcomes, the robust context for international education calls for a more 

focused approach in investigating the difference in student outcomes associated with study 

abroad. More specifically, an intentional approach to study abroad research on the qualitative 

impact of socio-psychological variables (program duration,  cultural immersion and 
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intercultural experience, and quality of interaction, ) will better direct an understanding of 

change in students global learning.  

American Identity	
 

International education researchers have begun to explore the relationships between 

American identity and nationalistic attitudes and study abroad among college students. Given 

the overall goals of study abroad to groom students to become global citizens, their ability to 

manage intercultural environments and the potential for the experience to impact their own 

self-concept become important research topics. Dolby (2004, 2007) has one of the most 

commonly referenced studies on American identity in the context of study abroad. In her 

2004 work, Dolby found that student’s national identities become more active while abroad. 

More specifically students’ nationalistic ideals associated with their American identity 

become more salient as they engage in experiences of cultural difference.  Savicki and 

Cooley’s (2011) research mainly examined the impact of study abroad programs on the 

social identification process for American students. Like Dolby, 2004, they argue that study 

abroad presents an environment where students’ national identity does not necessarily 

strengthen or decline but as students are forced to navigate new and different cultural terrain 

their identity is overloaded with incongruities. Their research suggests that cross cultural 

experiences in study abroad programs has an effect on student’s commitment to an American 

identity in terms of exploration and attachment (Savicki & Cooley, 2011).  In addition, to this 

research Angulo and Swann (2008) delve deeper into the discussion on the impact on 

international education with their large quantitative study on the psychological ramifications 
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of study abroad in terms of change in identity. Results from their research indicated that 

characteristics, such as extraversion, agreeableness, and openness to experience, predicted 

degree of personal change, personal growth, and identification with the host country (Angulo 

& Swann, 2008). Furthermore, unlike other research on American identity and international 

education, this work makes quantitative associations between specific program variables (i.e. 

social behaviors/activities and host family living arrangements) with change in identity. The 

research presented above represents varying dimensions of an American identity in isolation; 

however investigating the impacts of study abroad on self-concept requires a 

multidimensional conceptualization of identity that assumes the complexity associated with 

identity development.  

A social psychology perspective from both Devos and Banaji (2005) and Barlow, 

Taylor and Lambert (2010), suggests that while American identity should be conceived of as 

an inclusive, universalistic value system, it is understood as a narrowly defined phenomena. 

In their work investigating associations between ethnicity and American nationalistic values, 

they determine that while individuals have specific definitions of “American-ness” the path 

with which they arrive at their conclusions is complex. What is described in literature as 

“American” identity should then be a complex set of dimensions that contribute to a 

comprehensive definition inclusive of  ethnicity, emotional attachment, citizenship, civic 

values and religion. As research investigating the relationship between identity and 

international education continues to develop, there remains a need for more rigorous 

assessments of American identity as a construct. More specifically, in order to begin to 

explain the complex interactions between American study abroad students, the international 
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context, and global development, the complexities of an American identity need to be 

expressed through an approach that embraces the nuances of human development and self-

concept. 

Global Learning and Development of Global Perspectives 
 

Colleges and Universities are quickly incorporating a more internationalized focus 

into teaching, learning, and research; establishing relationships and collaborations with 

people and institutions abroad; and building international and intercultural competence 

among students, faculty, and staff (ACE, 2012). Though widely understood to mean 

preparing students to “think and act in terms of living in a world in which they meet, work, 

and live with others with very different cultural backgrounds, habits, perspectives, customs, 

religious beliefs, and aspirations” (Braskamp, et.al, 2010), global learning encompasses a 

number of complex phenomena. The next section provides a brief review of existing research 

that describes two key aspects of global learning and development in international education. 

The section also presents the framework adopted in this study which supports understanding 

global learning and development from a holistic perspective.  

Early research on study abroad programming sought to demonstrate the acquisition of 

knowledge or skills while abroad, recent research explores student learning in more complex 

domains of global development to include global awareness, global citizenship and other 

discipline-specific learning outcomes (Dolby, 2007; Vande Berg, 2003). Common among 

these outcomes is the theme of developing students’ abilities to manage intercultural 

relationships and cultural difference. For example, in a large study on the relationships 

between short term study abroad and global awareness Kurt, Olitsky & Geis (2013) define 
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global awareness as a concept that includes several content areas including knowledge of 

international issues, realization of personal growth and development, awareness of global 

interdependence, and functional knowledge (Chieffo & Griffiths (2004). Like the work of 

other researchers Gullekson et, al. found significant differences in global awareness among 

students before and after international education experiences and that past experiences 

abroad accounted for significant changes in global awareness in terms of functional 

knowledge. Another study of college students in embedded international education 

experiences found that students had little to no change in academic development but 

significant increases in global citizenship (social responsibility, global competence, etc.) 

Ogden (2010).  This author combined multiple definitions of global citizenship from across 

the literature into three dimensions based on the most pervasive themes: 1) social 

responsibility, 2) global competence and 3) global civic engagement. As he describes it, 

social responsibility aligns with an individuals’ perceived level of connectedness between 

social concern for themselves, others, to society and the environment. In other words, this 

theme of global citizenship involves the ability to extrapolate social issues and injustice 

beyond one’s current context to a global setting. The second theme of global competence is 

essentially the degree to which a person actively seeks to develop knowledge and skills that 

promote successful intercultural relations. Civic engagement is applying knowledge and 

awareness to action (.e. volunteering, community activism, etc.). As evidenced above 

research on international education has begun to reflect the multiple dimensions included in 

students’ global learning and development and the complex ways that they impact study 

abroad students. While global awareness, and global citizenry are each inclusive of different 
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forms of development that can be induced by international education, there still remains a 

need for evidence that supports a holistic and developmentally based understanding of global 

learning that reflects the shift in higher education from intellectual development (i.e. 

knowledge and skill gains) to intercultural competency or global learning and development. 

As explained by Lisa Landreman (2003), “Definitions of ‘competence’ are theoretically and 

empirically inconsistent, and do not address the application of one’s understanding and skills 

to negotiate intergroup relationships or social justice issues; the multiplicity, complexity and 

inter-sectionality of identity, and individuals’ relationship to institutional and societal power 

and their social location have been minimally considered…as well as the influence these 

factors have on the individuals’ experiences, perspectives and presenting problems; absent 

from the competence literature are considerations concerning students’’ underlying 

assumptions about intergroup differences” (King & Magolda 2005; Landreman, 2003; p.39). 

Constructive Developmental Theory and the Theory on Intercultural Maturity form 

the basis for understanding global learning and development in a global holistic way 

(Braskamp, Braskamp & Merrill, 2009). Constructivist–developmental theory considers 

intrapersonal, cognitive, and interpersonal domains of development as part of a single, 

integrated mental activity and describes the interrelated development of each domain from 

simple to complex (Kegan, 1994). Kegan's integrated theory consists of five "orders 

of consciousness," representing increasingly complex "meaning-making structures,”. Each 

structure represents the progressive nature of an individuals’ path to organizing life 

experiences. Essentially Kegan’s complex theory of development concludes that as people 

grow they are engaged in a process of understanding themselves, their journey in life and 
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their place in the world through encountering “difference”. This theory extends Piaget’s 

theory of human development to include perceived experiences and describes development 

as a balance between understanding “self” and “other” or a lifelong tension between 

integration and differentiation. King, Baxter and Magolda (2005) expounded upon Kegan’s 

domains of development and integrated concepts of socio-cultural development of young 

adults. In so doing, their model for Intercultural Maturity represents the developmental 

capacity that undergirds the ways learners come to make meaning, that is, the way they 

approach, understand, and act on their concerns. Thus, demonstrating one’s intercultural 

skills requires several types of expertise, including complex understanding of cultural 

differences (cognitive dimension), capacity to accept and not feel threatened by cultural 

differences (intrapersonal dimension), and capacity to function interdependently with diverse 

others (interpersonal dimension) (See Appendix B). When applied to the context of 

international education, both theories recognize three distinct mental processes (cognitive, 

interpersonal and intrapersonal) as essential to successfully communicating and interacting 

with others in an intercultural context. More importantly, the basis of these theories provide a 

framework for understanding the interplay between the complex epistemological processes, 

identities and interpersonal development at play in the context of international education 

experiences like study abroad. 

Authors Larry Braskamp and Mark Engberg have embraced the challenge that many 

researchers struggle with which is both defining and quantifying the impact of international 

education programs in terms of global learning and development, and intercultural maturity 

among college students. What they’ve operationalized as the Global Perspectives Inventory 
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(GPI), involves both Kegan (1994) and King, Baxter and Magolda’s  (2005) three critical 

developmentally based concepts that reinforce the cognitive, interpersonal and intrapersonal 

domains of human development. In their model, global learning results from a holistic 

development that young adults experience in their college years which brings them to 

question 1) how do I know? 2) who am I? And 3) how do I relate to others? The Cognitive 

domain of the GPI focuses on “knowledge and understanding of what is true, what is 

important to know, and how one determines each of these things”, (Braskamp, Braskamp, 

Merrill & Engberg, 2012).  The Interpersonal domain is centered on the willingness to 

interact with persons who represent different social norms and cultural backgrounds, 

acceptance of others, and being comfortable when relating to others.  Finally, the 

Intrapersonal domain calls for an introspective focus where the individual becomes more 

self-aware of their strengths, values and personal characteristics on the road to a clearer self- 

identity. While each dimension focuses on a different area of growth, the GPI is built on the 

same holistic premise exposed in Constructivist Developmental Theory and the Intercultural 

Maturity model. These authors share the perspective that people do not develop in one 

domain separate from the other. Similarly, it can be said that for college students, their 

international education experiences whether abroad or on campus are one of many 

experiences that facilitate their cognitive, interpersonal and intrapersonal growth. In this 

study, the Global Perspectives Inventory will be used to assess the Cognitive, Interpersonal 

and Intrapersonal impacts of international education programming on college students. With 

this multidimensional theory of global learning, the proposed study will be better able to 
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discern any growth in students’ abilities to manage intercultural relationships and cultural 

difference.   

In the context of study abroad, both Constructivist Development Theory and the 

Theory of Intercultural Maturity offer a unique perspective on students’ as sojourners and 

their ability to develop global perspective (e.g. cognitive, interpersonal and intrapersonal 

awareness) in an international education environment. As discussed previously, study abroad 

programs are designed to engage students in an environment where they learn the skills 

necessary to successfully cope in intercultural contexts. These theories articulate the process 

of developing global perspective through their discussion of the role of meaning making and 

negotiating cultural difference. For study abroad students, their preconceived notions about 

international environments, their perceptions/expectations of a particular cultural group 

(whether abroad of in the US), their perceptions of the quality of relationships, their concepts 

of what it means to be an American and additional situational processes, influence their 

ability to manage intercultural relationships (i.e. develop more global perspectives). As we 

uncover the impact of study abroad on students’ global perspectives, a holistic perspective on 

intercultural maturity offers a new dimension to understanding how the relationship between 

previous knowledge of a specific culture, the quality/frequency of cultural relationships and 

the context within which cross cultural interactions occur inhibit or facilitate the development 

of various competencies and awareness’s among students. The proposed research will assess 

the impacts of cultural immersion in terms of program length, quality of interaction and 

personal contact as indicators of change in global perspectives.   
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The Present Study  
 

Though there are many approaches to international education, study abroad remains 

the most heavily researched. As the study abroad field matures it bears the responsibility to 

provide data, facts and analyses that document the value of its endeavors to those both within 

and beyond the international and higher education communities (Sutton & Rubin, 2004). 

Researchers need to better answer the question of which aspects of study abroad do students 

truly gain their global perspective? And what is the relationship between global perspectives, 

study abroad and intercultural experience? The current research study examines the study 

abroad program experiences of college students to explore their impact on global 

perspectives and American identity (Figure 1). Using Constructivist Developmental Theory 

and Intercultural Maturity theories as a frame for understanding human development and 

intergroup relationships, this research will focus on identifying factors that contribute to the 

development of global perspectives and American identity among college students.  

 

General Research Question 

 To what extent do study abroad experiences facilitate change in students’ global 

perspectives and American identity? 

 

Research Questions & Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study is to explore changes in students’ global perspectives and 

American identity after participating in study abroad. Given that purpose, the following 

research questions and hypotheses were developed: 
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R1: Are the demographic characteristics of the current respondent sample in line with 

the overall population of national study abroad participants? 

 H1.1 Study abroad students will have similar demographic characteristics to 

national study abroad in terms of age, gender, and travel locations. 

R2: How do students’ global perspectives and American identity scores differ after 

study abroad experiences? Are these differences statistically significant? 

H2.1: Students’ mean global perspectives scores will be significantly higher 

after international education experiences. 

H2.2: Students’ mean American identity scores will decline after international 

education experiences. 

R3: Do global perspectives vary by program length (i.e., short-term, mid-length and 

long-term), homestay residence, cultural contact while abroad, country’s primary 

language and quality of interaction after controlling for previous global perspectives, 

previous travel and previous cultural contact? 

H3.1: Students who spend more time in international education programs will 

have higher global perspectives scores than those who spend less time in these 

programs.  

H3.2: Students who participate in homestay programs will have greater gains 

in global perspectives than those who do not. 

H3.3 Students who report high quality cultural interactions with individuals in 

the host culture will demonstrate higher global perspectives scores than those 

who report lower quality interactions. 
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Design 
 

This data is a subsample of a larger research project conducted by the Global 

Experiences Lab (GEL) and in cooperation with the Study Abroad Office at North Carolina 

State University. The study was designed to assess study abroad and international education 

experiences of both undergraduate and graduate students who participate in these programs 

through North Carolina State University. The goals of the project were two fold, first to 

assess the impact of study abroad programs at the university and second to determine how 

international experiences impact students’ intercultural development across four main areas 

1) cognitive and affective competencies, 2) critical thinking, 3) group identity, and 4) the 

ability to communicate across cultural and national boundaries.  

In line with the requirements of participation in study abroad, students were asked to 

complete pre and post trip surveys assessing their prior international experiences, broader 

global perspectives, how they identify as an American, and personal background. Students 

completed the survey up to one week prior to international travel and within 1-2 weeks after 

their return. To date, a total of 2,517 students have participated in the larger study. Results of 

the research are analyzed annually and reported to study abroad administrators and staff to 

facilitate improvements in the programmatic and implementation aspects of study abroad at 

the university. 

To assess the potential variation in global perspectives among students who study 

abroad, as well as the measurable impact of study abroad on students’ global perspectives 

and American identity, a Pretest-Posttest analysis of the subsample data were used in this 

study.  
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Participants and Procedure 
Students in the sample ranged in age, grade level and academic discipline. Sample 

participants completed both pre and post surveys and traveled between fall 2012 and spring 

2014 in various study abroad programs sponsored by the university (N = 254 ).  

Measures 
Global Perspectives and American Identity are the dependent variables in the study. 

Independent variables include Program Length (i.e., short-term, mid-length and longer-term) 

Homestay, Intercultural Experience (Cultural Contact and Quality of Interaction). Potential 

covariate variables include previous Global Perspectives, previous Cultural Contact and 

previous travel. 

A variety of measurement tools were used to assess the degree to which study abroad 

participation impacted global awareness among college students. Specifically, this study 

utilized Demographic items, the Global Perspective Inventory (GPI), Intercultural 

Experience Checklist, and the Index of American Identity (IAI) (See Appendix C). Table 1 

shows brief descriptions and reliability statistics for each of the aforementioned instruments. 

Please see the Instrumentation section for a more detailed review of each of the measurement 

tools used in this study. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

26 

 

Table 1. Study Instruments 
 

Measurement Description 
# 
Items Reliability

Demographic  
 

Demographic items include Age, Gender, 
Classification, Major and additional 
information about each students background 
(i.e. Size of high school, previous experience 
abroad etc.). 

10  

Global 
Perspectives  
Inventory (GPI) 

A global perspective is the capacity for a 
person to think with complexity taking into 
account multiple perspectives, to form a 
unique sense of self that is value based on and 
authentic, and to relate to others with respect 
and openness especially with those who are 
not like him/her. The dimensions that 
compose the construct are 1) Cognitive 
Domain “How do I know?” 2) Intrapersonal 
Domain “Who am I?” and 3) Interpersonal 
Domain “How do I relate to others?” 

18 α= .75 

Inventory of   
American  
Identity (IAI) 

The IAI is an assessment tool that measures 
American Identity across five dimensions 
(Culture, Appearance, Attitude, Behavior, and 
Affect). Within each dimension the participant 
is asked to use a five point Likert-Scale to 
assess their agreement with statements that 
express different features of an “American 
Identity”. 

26 α= .87 

Intercultural  
Experience 

Intercultural Experience items assess aspects 
of social interaction (i.e., Overall Frequency 
of Interaction, Host Family Interaction and 
Quality of Interaction) to determine the 
quality and value an individual applies to 
inter-group relationships, specifically those 
with cultural difference. 

9  
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Demographics 
Demographic information was obtained through a self-report questionnaire. 

Participants were asked to record personal demographic information, program information 

and academic information. Variables such as age, gender, classification, major/college, study 

abroad program length, country and other identifying information were collected.  

Global Perspectives Inventory (GPI) 

The Global Perspective Inventory (GPI) is a multidimensional scale designed to 

assess an individual’s capacity to think with complexity while accounting for multiple 

perspectives, to form a unique sense of self that is value based and authentic, and to relate to 

others with respect and openness especially to those different from themselves. The GPI 

assesses these dimensions across three broad domains: 1.) Cognitive, 2.) Interpersonal, and 

3.) Intrapersonal using a 48-item Likert-type questionnaire (Braskamp, Braskamp, & Merrill, 

2009) (See Table 2).  For the purpose of this study an 18 item short form of the GPI-S was be 

used (α= .76).  

The GPI asks participants to record their level of agreement with items corresponding 

to each of the domains listed above using a 5 point Likert Scale ranging from “Strongly 

Agree” to “Strongly Disagree”. Sample questions for the domains include: Cognitive: “When 

I notice cultural differences, my culture tends to have the better approach”; Intrapersonal: “I 

can explain my personal values to people who are different from me”; and Interpersonal: “I 

think of my life in terms of giving back to society.” For the purposes of this study the long 

form of the Global Perspectives Inventory was standardized and reduced based on the highest 

factor loadings resulting from Factor Analyses. The reduced GPI-Short Form was reliable 
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across all constructs identified in the original instrument. Table 2 displays the psychometric 

properties of the GPI short form.  

 
 
Table 2. Dimensions and Subscales of the GPI 
 

Global Perspectives Inventory-Short Form (GPI-S) 

Cognitive Domain Scales How Do I know? 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
Knowing The degree of complexity of one's 

view. The importance of cultural 
context in judging what is important to 
know and value. 

.86 

Knowledge Degree of understanding and 
awareness of various cultures and their 
impact on our global society and level 
of proficiency in more than one 
language. 

.81 

Intrapersonal Domain 
Scales 

Who am I? 
 

Identity Level of awareness of unique identity 
and degree of acceptance of one’s 
ethnic, racial, and gender dimensions 
of one’s identity. 

.80 

Affect Level of respect and acceptance of 
cultural perspectives different from 
one’s own and degree of emotional 
confidence when living in complex 
situations. 

.79 

Interpersonal Domain 
Scales 

How do I relate to others? 
 

Social Interactions Degree of engagement with others who 
are different from oneself and degree 
of cultural sensitivity in living in 
pluralistic settings. 

.80 

Social Responsibility Level of commitment to 
interdependent living and the 
"common good." 

.78 
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Inventory of American Identity (IAI) 

The IAI is an assessment tool developed to measure agreement on characteristics of 

an American Identity across five dimensions (Culture, Appearance, Attitude, and Behavior). 

Within each dimension the participant is asked to use a five point Likert-Scale to assess their 

agreement with statements that express different features of an “American Identity.” Sample 

items included in the Culture dimension say “Americans like to buy expensive products”; 

Appearance “Based on how I look, others can tell I’m American”; Attitude “In America, I 

can be what I want to be; this is untrue for people living in other countries”; and Behavior: 

“Americans are more self-centered than people in other parts of the world”. High scores on 

this instrument would indicate strong identification with being American.  

The instrument was informed by Barlow, Taylor and Lambert’s (2000) work 

examining ethnic group acculturation and the socio-economic implications of identifying 

with a national category, American. Their work assessed the degree to which respondents 

from each ethnic and social class group felt they were American and perceived as such by 

others. Results showed that while American group membership was heavily associated with 

racial group membership, participants’ responses uncovered the value of inclusion/exclusion, 

social class boundaries and other factors beyond race that influence American-ness. With that 

framework and a grounded theory approach, the IAI was developed using two modes of 

survey item generation. First, the researcher conducted 12 semi structured interviews in Fall 

2011 with a sample of volunteer college students ranging in age (approximately 18 to 23), 

classification, major and ethnic background. In each interview, students were asked 13 

questions designed to generate characteristics of being American (See Appendix C). Those 
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responses were transcribed, coded and analyzed by the researcher and members of the GEL 

team using Atlas qualitative analysis software. Open ended questions were created using the 

themes from the qualitative coding process. The second phase of instrument development 

took place in spring 2012 and involved submitting the open ended questions to a 

representative sample of college students in survey form (N=200). Their responses were 

analyzed then coded and categorized into five sub-themes based on content. Finally the 

themed data were converted to survey items and once again they were validated by a second 

sample of college students. Reliability data  and subthemes are presented in Table 3. 

 
 
Table 3. Dimensions of the Index of American Identity  
 

Index of American Identity (IAI) 
Chronbach’s 

Alpha 
Identity (AI) Describes the meaning of being “American” in terms of 

self-definition. The degree to which “American-ness” or 
being an American is central to how the participant 
describes him/herself.   

.92 

Culture 
(CA) 

The lifestyles, ways of acting, dressing, talking and the 
history and traditions that distinguish Americans from 
another cultural group. 

.76 

Appearance 
(VA) 

Non-verbal characteristics of being “American” (e.g. 
clothing or walk). Can include interpretations of how 
others see and characterize and characterize an individual. 

.77 

Attitude 
(AA) 

Describes any perceived rights, opportunities and 
philosophies associated with being an American (e.g. 
privilege, entitlement, efficiency, productivity). 

.73 

Behavior 
(BA) 

Behaviors that reflect what it means to be American (e.g. 
language, acting like a tourist or being treated like an 
American). 

.84 
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Intercultural Experience Questionnaire 

 The Intercultural Experience questionnaire is a multi-item checklist designed to 

assess intercultural relationships across three dimensions: 1.) Knowledge, 2.) Cultural 

Contact, and 3.) Quality of Interaction. Based on Islam and Hewstone’s (1993) use of 

Allport’s contact hypothesisi as an approach to testing the effect of contact and intergroup 

anxiety, the Intercultural Experience Questionnaire investigates both the quantity and quality 

of contact with a given cultural group to determine its effects on the global perspectives of 

students who study abroad.  Intercultural experience items in the pre-trip survey ask 

participants to evaluate their experiences with a member/members of the cultural group of 

the host culture, prior to their study abroad experience. Post-trip survey items ask participants 

to reflect on their intercultural experiences while abroad. 

Each dimension measures unique features of intercultural contact that potentially 

denote growth or change in perspective. The Knowledge items asses the level of exposure 

that students have had to a given culture in multiple forms to include courses, reading books, 

the internet, etc. Frequency of Interaction quantifies the amount of actual contact that a 

student has had with persons or people from the given culture prior to and after their 

international education experience. Quality of Interaction measures the value of the 

relationships/interactions that a student may have with a person/people from the cultural 

group in terms of 1) Cooperative vs Competitive, 2) Equal vs Unequal, 3) Voluntary vs 

Involuntary, 4) Intimate vs Superficial, and 5) Pleasant vs Unpleasant.  
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Analysis  

Data were analyzed using IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences version 22 

(IBM-SPSS). To fully evaluate the research questions and hypothesis presented in this study 

three main statistical analyses were necessary. First, descriptive analyses were used to 

analyze the basic components of the study variables (i.e., frequencies, means, standard 

deviations, distributions etc). Correlation analyses followed to assess the relationships 

between covariates (previous global perspectives, previous travel and previous cultural 

contact) and the dependent variable. Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RM-

ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether there were any statistically significant 

differences between the population means of the two levels of the within-subjects factor.  In 

this case time was the within subjects factor as the same group of students completed the 

survey prior to and after their study abroad experience. Finally an Analysis of Covariance 

(ANCOVA) was conducted to determine whether there are any statistically significant 

differences between the adjusted population means of two or more independent groups. 

Independent group variables for this analysis included program length, homestay, cultural 

contact and quality of interaction.  
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RESULTS 

 
 
 This study examines the association between international education experiences (i.e. 

study abroad) and two documented outcomes: global perspectives and American identity. 

Analyses addressed three specific questions: (1) Are the demographic characteristics of the 

current respondent sample in line with the overall population of national study abroad 

participants (2)  How do students’ global perspectives and American identities change after 

study abroad experiences ? Are these differences statistically significant? And (3) Do 

changes in global perspectives vary by program length (i.e., short-term, mid-length and long-

term study abroad), homestay residence, cultural contact, and quality of interaction after 

controlling for previous travel and previous cultural contact? Results relating to the three 

research questions that guide this study are presented below. 

Research Question 1: Are demographic characteristics of students in line with 

traditional study abroad profiles? 

Participants in this study were a convenient sample of students at North Carolina State 

University who participated in an international education experience between fall 2012 and 

spring 2014. Descriptive analyses indicated that the majority of participants were female 

(67.8%), 20 years of age (39.7%) and White (75.9%) (Table 4). Over 75% of students were 

from North Carolina, 19% were from other states and 2.3% claimed international home 

towns. Over 80% of students had previous travel experiences with 33.3% traveling more than 

4 times.  
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Across the university colleges, the College of Humanities and Social Sciences (CHASS) 

which includes majors such as English, Foreign Languages, International Studies and 

Psychology had the largest representation of students (24.7%). College of Education and 

students in certificate programs had the least representation in the sample (1.1% and .6% 

respectively). Though all classifications were represented, the sample included mostly juniors 

(45.4%) followed by sophomores (29.9%), seniors (18.4%) and freshmen (3.4%) (Table 5).  

Graduate students were least represented, with only 1.1% or 3 members of the total sample.  

Analyses of study abroad program characteristics indicated that over half of students 

participated in programs that were led by NCSU faculty (54%) (Table 6). Approximately 

24% of programs were Non-NCSU programs (i.e. direct enroll programs based on bilateral 

agreements between the university and other international education organizations) and 

almost 21% were in “other” programs (i.e., direct enroll, self-selected experiences, etc.). The 

majority of students traveled to Northern (19.7%) and Southern Europe (19.7%) followed by 

Oceania1 (12.7%) and South America (12.2%). Despite the variation in geographical region 

of study abroad programs, an overwhelming majority of countries were English speaking 

(70.5%).  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 According to the United Nations’ Population Division, Department of Economic and Social Affairs Oceania 
consists of the following countries: Australia, New Zealand, Fiji, New Caledonia, Guam, Kiribati, Palau, 
American Samoa etc) 
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Table 4. Student Demographic Characteristics  

 
a. Frequencies reported represent number of occurrences removing blank or skipped items. 
b. The “Other” response item in Race/Ethnicity include participants who consider themselves as mixed or do not ascribe to categories of 

race. 

Charactersitic Frequencya Percentage

Age (n=174)
18 6 3.4%
19 43 24.7%
20 69 39.7%
21 35 20.1%
22 and older 21 12.1%

Sex (n=174)
Female 118 67.8%
Male 56 32.2%

Race/Ethnicity (n=174)
African American/Black 7 4.0%
Asian American 14 8.0%
Latin American/Hispanic 11 6.3%
Native American 2 1.1%
White 132 75.9%

Other (Mixed)b 8 4.6%

Home State (n=173)
North Carolina 136 78.6%
Other US State 33 19.1%
International 4 2.3%

HS Status (n=174)
Private 20 11.5%
Public 154 88.5%

HS Size (n=174)
Less than 200 11 6.3%
200 to 300 9 5.2%
301 to 400 10 5.7%
401 to 500 19 10.9%
More than 501 125 71.8%

Previous Travel Experience
None 38 21.80%
Once 30 17.20%
Twice 29 16.70%
Three Times 19 10.90%
Four + 58 33.30%
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Table 5. Students’ Academic Characteristics 

 

Note: “Other/None” represents students who have not selected a major or are otherwise participants in university certificate programs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Characteristics Frequency Percentage
Academic Classification (n=174)

Freshman 6 3.4%
Sophomore 52 29.9%
Junior 79 45.4%
Senior 32 18.4%
Graduate Student 3 1.7%

Othera 2 1.1%

University College (n=174)
Poole College of Management 35 20.1%
College of Humanities & Social Sciences 43 24.7%
College of Agriculture & Life Sciences 17 9.8%
College of Design 6 3.4%
College of Education 2 1.1%
College of Engineering 22 12.6%
College of Natural Resources 9 5.2%
College of Sciences 32 18.4%
College of Textiles 7 4.0%
Other/None 1 0.6%
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Table 6. Study Abroad Program Characteristics 

 

a. Geographical Regions were determined using the United Nations’ Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division 

(2012). 

Characteristics Frequency Percentage
SA Program Implementer (n=193)

NCSU 106 54.9%
Non-NCSU 47 24.4%
Other 40 20.7%

SA Term
Academic Year 1 0.6%
Fall Semester 31 17.8%
Spring Semester 86 49.4%
Summer 52 29.9%
Other 4 2.3%

Program Length (n=194)
Short-Term (2 Months or Less) 63 32.5%
Mid length (3 to 4 Months) 84 43.3%
Long Term Programs (More 
than 5 Months)

47 24.2%

Geographical Regiona (n=173)
Caribbean 1 0.6%
Central America 3 1.7%
Eastern Asia 26 15.0%
Eastern Europe 3 1.7%
Middle Africa 3 1.7%
Northern Africa 1 0.6%
Northern America 1 0.6%
Northern Europe 34 19.7%
Oceania 22 12.7%
South America 21 12.1%
South Eastern Asia 1 0.6%
Southern Africa 2 1.2%
Southern Asia 1 0.6%
Southern Europe 34 19.7%
Sub-Saharan Africa 3 1.7%
Western Asia 3 1.7%
Western Europe 14 8.1%

Country Language (n=173)
English 51 29.50%
Not English 122 70.50%

Homestay
Yes 50 25%
No 153 75%
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For research question one, it was hypothesized that NCSU study abroad students 

would be representative of national annual study abroad profiles. This hypothesis is 

supported by both national reports and large scale research on study abroad. For example, IIE 

(2013) reports that the top fields of study for US study abroad students are Social Sciences 

22.9% (n=63,427), Business 20.5% (n=58,091) and Humanities 11.3% (n=30,667) in line 

with the results presented above. In addition, their reports show that the most popular host 

destinations in both 2010/11 and 2011/12 for US study abroad students were Europe and 

Latin America/ Caribbean. Similarly, Ogden (2010) and Chieffo and Griffiths’ (2004) who 

represent two of the largest study abroad research studies, report that White female students 

were the dominant profile in their samples (58.6%, 71.8%).  

Research Question 2: How do students’ global perspectives and American identity 

scores differ after international education experiences (i.e. study abroad)? Are these 

differences statistically significant? 

A one-way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RM ANOVA) was conducted 

to determine whether there were statistically significant mean differences in pre-trip and 

post-trip Global Perspectives and American Identity among study abroad students. 

Preliminary analysis of the data revealed that the assumptions of RM ANOVA were met. For 

example, outliers were removed from the data and the data were normally distributed 

according to Shapiro-Wilk test (p >.05).  

RM ANOVA analyses showed that  there was a statistically significant change in  

mean GPI scores from pre-trip to post-trip F(1,156) = 12.15, p < .001, partial η2 = .07 (See 
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Table 8).  Study abroad students’ global perspectives increased from initial scores assessed 

prior to travel (M = 2.94, SD = .48) to post-trip scores (M = 3.06, SD = .52). In addition, 

students’ American identity were also significantly different from pre to post-trip F (1,156) = 

404.72, p < .001, partial η2 = .72. Unlike GPI, however, American identity scores decreased 

from M = 2.67, SD = .49 to M = 1.67, SD = .53.  

Additional Repeated Measures ANOVA was conducted to investigate what if any 

statistically significant differences existed in each dependent variable by sub-dimension. 

More specifically the analysis identifies what aspects of Global Perspectives (Cognitive, 

Interpersonal or Intrapersonal) students exhibited the most change in. Similarly, the analysis 

also points out the specific sub-themes of American identity that were changed from pre to 

post trip survey responses. Table 8 shows that 3 of 6 sub-dimensions in the GPI were 

statistically different from pre-survey to post-survey. Students exhibited significant increase 

in Cognitive Knowing F (1,156) = 11.39, p < .001, partial η2 = .07, Cognitive Knowledge F 

(1,156) = 12.61, p < .001, partial η2 = .08 and Intrapersonal Affect F (1,156) = 8.71, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .05.  In other words students understanding of the value associated with cultural 

context, their cultural awareness, and their appreciation for cultural difference were each 

positively affected by their study abroad experience.  

Within the American identity dependent variable, all sub-themes displayed a 

significant decline in pre to post trip scores (Table 7). This report further supports previous 

research on American identity in the context of international education in that students’ 

experiences abroad provoke the pervasiveness of self-concept specifically those associated 
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with nationalistic ideals. Further, these results indicate that students’ agreement with the 

features of an American identity in terms of appearance, attitude, behavior or culture 

becomes somewhat diluted by the influx of intercultural interactions. The largest declines in 

agreement occurred in characteristics of American culture (with mean scores declining from 

3.00 to 1.63) followed by American Behavior (3.18 to 1.83).  

 

Table 7. RM  ANOVA on Pre-Post Global Perspectives and American Identity 

 

 

 It was hypothesized in H2.1 that students’ mean global perspectives would increase 

as a result of study abroad experiences. This hypothesis was supported by the findings 

described above indicating that mean GPI scores increased from pre-trip to post-trip surveys. 

Additionally, Cognitive Knowing, Cognitive Knowledge and Intrapersonal Affect were 

Pre-Post Comparisons
Mean     

(Pre, Post)

Standard 
Deviation 

(Pre, Post)
F- distribution p Partial η2 

Global Perspectives Inventory (2.94, 3.06) (.48, .52) 12.15 *** 0.07
Cognitive Knowing (2.69, 2.93) (.78, .71) 11.39 *** 0.07

Cognitive Knowledge (2.81, 3.03) (.70, .71) 12.61 *** 0.08
Intrapersonal Identity (3.33, 3.35) (.58, .65) 0.16 <.01
Intrapersonal Affect (3.08, 3.25) (.77, .77) 8.71 ** 0.05

Interpersonal Social Interactions (2.86, 2.82) (.86, .94) 0.21 <.01
Interpersonal Social Responsibility (2.84, 2.95) (.91, .94) 2.14 0.01

Index of American Identity (2.67, 1.67) (.49, .53) 404.72 *** 0.72
Identity (AI) 2.22, 1.54) (.79, .71) 78.46 *** 0.34
Culture (CA) (3.00, 1.63) (.83, 1.03) 224.60 *** 0.59

Appearance (VA) (2.76, 1.75) (.73, .88) 163.09 *** 0.51
Attitude (AA) (2.76, 1.68) (.63, .74) 277.67 *** 0.64
Behavior (BA) (3.18, 1.83) (.73, 1.15) 189.60 *** 0.55
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identified as particular areas of change. Hypothesis 2.2 which suggested that students’ 

American identity scores would decline significantly from pre-trip to post-trip survey 

assessment, was also supported. Each sub-theme of American identity showed an average 

decline with Culture and Behavior sub-themes demonstrating the largest decline (M∆= 1.37 

and 1.35 respectively).  

 

Research Question 3: Do global perspectives vary by program length (i.e., short-term, 

mid-length and long-term study abroad), Homestay, cultural contact, and quality of 

interaction after controlling for previous global perspectives, travel and cultural 

contact? 

Research literature has identified length of stay and previous experiences with 

international travel as potentially confounding variables in assessing the outcomes of study 

abroad (Williams, 2005; Dwyer, 2004 and; Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004) . In addition, a pre-test 

post-test designs heighten the risk of testing effects thus controlling for potentially 

confounding variables is warranted. A Pearson Correlation was conducted to analyze the 

relationships between hypothesized covariates and the dependent variable (See Appendix D). 

Analysis revealed that Pre-GPI (r = .63, n=157, p < .001) score was the only variable 

associated with post-GPI thus it was included as a covariate in this analysis. Group 

differences were examined with and without the covariate of Pre GPI score.   

An Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to determine the effect of 

program length, homestay residence, cultural contact, and quality of interaction on Post GPI 



 

42 

 

scores. A priori analyses were conducted to ensure that the data met the assumptions of 

ANCOVA tests. There was a linear relationship between independent variables (Program 

Length, Homestay, Cultural Contact, and Quality of Interaction) and Post GPI as assessed by 

visual inspection of scatterplot graphs (See Appendix E-L). Additionally, variables were 

consistent with the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes. Interaction terms 

between the covariate (Pre-GPI) and independent variables were not statistically significant ( 

Program Length F(2,151) = .68, p = .51;  Home Stay F(1,153) = 1.18, p = .27; Cultural 

Contact F(4,146) = 2.39, p = .05; Equal Contact F(4,119) = .61, p = .66; Voluntary Contact 

F(4,119) = .87, p = .48 Intimate Contact F(4,119) = .67, p = .61; Pleasant Contact F(4,119) = 

1.91, p = .11; and Cooperative Contact F(3,119) = 1.24, p = .30). Standardized residuals for 

the interventions and for the overall model were normally distributed, as assessed by 

Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05). There was homoscedasticity and homogeneity of variances, as 

assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot and Levene's test of homogeneity of variance 

(p > .05, respectively) which means the variance of the residuals are randomly distributed 

and have approximately the same variance for all predicted values.  

Results from ANCOVA analyses  indicated that after controlling for pre-trip global 

perspectives, there was not a statistically significant difference in students’ post-trip global 

perspectives scores by  program length, F (2,153) = .994, p = .37, partial η2 = .01 (See Table 

8). In other words, there was no difference in global perspectives among students who 

participated in short-term, mid-length or long-term study abroad programs. Similarly, Post 

GPI scores did not differ among students who participated in home stay residence programs 

and those who did not F (2,153) = .12, p = .89, partial η2 < .01 (See Table 9). This finding is 
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not surprising given that only 25% of students in the sample participated in home stay 

residence programs. Cultural contact was also determined to have no significant between 

group differences on students Post GPI scores while controlling for Pre GPI scores F (2,153) 

= .12, p = .89, partial η2 < .01 (See Table 11). 

 

Table 8. Mean Differences in Post GPI scores by Program Length 

 

 

Table 9. Mean differences in Post GPI scores by Homestay 

 

 

Table 10. Mean differences in Post GPI scores by Cultural Contact 

 

 

Two Quality of Interaction variables had significant between group differences in 

student’s post trip global perspectives (Table 12). Students who perceived their cultural 

interaction as equal had higher mean GPI scores than those who perceived their interaction as 

Short Term Mid Length Long Term
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

Program Length 3.09 (.62) 3.11 (.47) 2.97 (.45) 1.07 0.35 0.01
Program Length w/ covariate 3.10 (.62) 3.07 (.47) 2.97 (.46) 0.99 0.37 0.01

Yes No
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

Homestay 3.19 (.53) 3.03 (.56) 3.35 0.07 0.02
Homestay w/ covariate 3.20 (.51) 3.02 (.52) 1.7 0.2 0.01

None Very Little Occasional Frequent Very Frequent
Variable Mean (SD)Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

Cultural Contact 3.26 (.64) 3.22 (.55) 2.90 (.82) 2.98 (.43) 3.17 (.55) 2.27 0.63 0.04
Cultural Contact w/ covariate 3.16 (.72) 3.22 (.58) 2.91 (.51) 3.00 (.41) 3.12 (.57) 0.81 0.52 0.02
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unequal. Unexpectedly, those who perceived their interactions as unpleasant also had higher 

mean GPI scores than those who felt their interactions were unpleasant. 

 

Table 11. Mean Differences in Post GPI scores by Quality of Interaction 

 

Note: Covariate included in the analysis above is Pre-GPI score 

 

Hypotheses 3.1 and 3.2 were not supported as program length and homestay showed 

no significant difference in global perspectives among students. Results supported hypothesis 

3.3 which estimated that students who had higher quality cultural interactions would also 

Equal Unequal
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

CoAb_Equal  3.07 (.56) 2.97 (.47) 0.41 0.52 < 0.01
CoAb_Equal w Covariate 3.07 (.53) 2.87 (.32) 1.18 < 0.01 0.01

Voluntary Involuntary
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

CoAb_Voluntary 3.09 (.56) 2.98 (.56) 0.92 0.34 0.01
CoAb_Voluntary w/ covariate 3.08 (.51) 2.92 (.58) 0.06 0.82 < 0.01

Intimate Superficial
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

CoAb_Intimate 3.02 (.57) 3.16 (.50) 2.54 0.11 0.01
CoAb_Intimate w/ covariate 3.03 (.51) 3.12 (.51) 0.21 0.65 < 0.01

Pleasant Unpleasant
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

CoAb_Pleasant 2.88 (.60) 3.17 (.50) 14.01 0.00 0.07
CoAb_Pleasant w covariate 2.92 (.47) 3.14 (.52) 2.19 0.14 0.01

Cooperative Competitive
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) F p Partial η2 

CoAb_Cooperative 3.10 (.55) 2.91 (.58) 2.82 0.10 0.10
CoAb_Cooperative w/ covariate 3.09 (.50) 2.87 (.58) 0.17 0.68 < 0.01

Variable

Variable

Variable

Variable

Variable
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have high Post GPI scores. More specifically, students who perceived their cultural 

interactions as both pleasant and equal had higher Post GPI scores than those who thought 

their interactions were unpleasant and unequal. 
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DISCUSSION 

 
In this study we examined the association between study abroad international 

education experiences and change in two meaningful student outcomes, global perspectives 

and American identity. Using constructive development and intercultural maturity theories as 

a framework, global perspective represents a holistic approach to examining the personal and 

interpersonal impacts of global learning on college students. American identity as defined in 

this research comprises a set of themed characteristics that combine to define membership in 

the American national group. This study moves beyond existing research that highlights the 

value of these concepts to pin point the extent to which changes in students’ understanding of 

the world and their own self-concepts can be associated with aspects cultural immersion.  

The first research question addressed whether North Carolina State study abroad 

students matched the demographic profile of national study abroad student populations. 

Results indicated that by and large, students who participated in study abroad programs 

through NCSU were similar to those who participate in other study abroad programs from 

across the country (IIE, 2010). Based on these pervasive demographic patterns, it is safe to 

say that the primary profile for a study abroad student is a White female undergraduate, in 

her junior year of college, majoring in the social sciences and traveling to a European 

country. In addition to establishing that trend, demographic results from this study also 

highlight the prevalence of previous travel experiences, as over a third of the sample had four 

or more occasions of international travel. These particular demographic findings were not 

necessarily specific to the North Carolina context as the majority of students at NCSU do not 
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participate in study abroad however, Study Abroad data shows that a significant proportion 

of study abroad participants engage in multiple travel opportunities during their 

undergraduate careers. The importance of language to study abroad experiences became 

apparent as70% of students in the sample traveled to countries where English was not the 

primary language. This statistic proved interesting given that the North Carolina State 

Board’s Task Force on Global Education reports that enrollment in foreign language courses 

across the state remain 15% below averages calculated in the mid-1990s (SBE Task Force for 

Global Education, 2013). Students are anxious for opportunities to explore culturally diverse 

environments through practical experience. Study abroad is one of the fundamental pathways 

to intercultural maturity.  

The second question sought to determine what if any statistically significant changes 

occurred in students’ global perspectives and American identity. Overall both dependent 

variables demonstrated statistical difference between pre and post survey responses. On 

average, students’ GPI scores increased after studying abroad. More specifically, students 

gained an appreciation for cultural contexts and cultural difference after their international 

education experiences that they had not achieved prior to travel. American identity on the 

other hand declined after study abroad experience. This directly coincides with additional 

research on American identity and research on contact theory, which supports the idea that 

with the salience of cultural difference comes some bewilderment surrounding the defining 

characteristics of national group membership (Dolby, 2004; Voci & Hewstone, 2003). In 

other words, mutual engagement among American students in the midst of an international 

environment that represents stark cultural difference could evoke the development of a 
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middle ground where students don’t see themselves as belonging to a specific cultural group 

but more of a combination of both (Citron, 2002).With exposure to diversity in multiple 

forms (i.e., language, experience, behavior, culture) students begin to question their own 

understanding of what it means to be an American which in turn influences their intercultural 

development. 

When considering the magnitude of the change in both global perspectives and 

American identity this research suggests that one of these variables is more strongly 

influenced by international education experiences than the other. For example, given the 

significant decline in American identity across multiple dimensions, compared to the slight 

increase in global perspectives, the results highlight the value of intercultural experiences 

abroad on students’ development and their understanding of cultural difference. It’s clear that 

these findings illustrate the value of high quality study abroad experiences in predicting 

global awareness among students. 

Further analyses for research question three, sought to explore the impacts of 

programmatic variables and intercultural experiences on the change in students’ global 

perspectives. There was no difference in perspectives among students based on program 

length; however, there was some difference based on students’ residents arrangements. 

Although not statistically significant, students who had homestay residence arrangements had 

higher mean global perspectives scores than those who did not. Perhaps that level of cultural 

immersion, living with a family from the host country, has a larger impact on the 

intercultural maturity of students than traditional residence experiences. If the host family 

experience was more evenly distributed in this sample, perhaps the significance of that 
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experience would be demonstrated more strongly in students’ cognitive, interpersonal and 

intrapersonal global learning. By the same token, other aspects of cultural immersion while 

abroad like participating in community events, attending lectures or museums may also 

evoke a sense of understanding that manifests itself in intercultural maturity. 

When investigating the impact of intercultural interactions on global perspectives 

interesting findings emerged.  The quality of the relationships that students experience is a 

determining factor in the lasting impacts of study abroad. Students, who perceived their 

cultural interactions to be on equal plain, as opposed to unequal and imbalanced, had higher 

global perspectives. On the contrary those who had pleasant experiences had lower global 

perspective scores. The only conclusion that could be drawn from that result is that students 

may be learning from the challenge of intercultural interactions. Perhaps those interactions 

that force students to question their previous understandings of culture are the most 

informative.  

This research highlights the value of intercultural interactions and cultural immersion 

in a way that has not been presented in study abroad research. In addition, it confirms the 

dimensionality in American identity and how it is shaped by our understandings of cultural 

difference.  Being present in an international education environment is not enough to fully 

absorb the benefits of intercultural contexts as well as the knowledge and skills to manage 

difference in cultural relationships. In order to be successful in their mission to adequately 

prepare students to be agents of globalization, colleges and universities must create 

international education experiences that immerse students in impactful ways. 
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STUDY LIMITATIONS 

 

Despite the gains in understanding of global learning brought forth by this research 

there were some limitations. While the pre/post design provided some grounding in 

differences among students’ global perspectives and intercultural maturity, including a 

control group in the study would have reduced ambiguous temporal precedence in terms of 

study abroad effect as well as issues with maturation and history among students. With 

regard to external validity, the study suffers from selection bias and pre-testing effect. 

Students who elected to participate in the study abroad program had previous international 

intercultural experiences, thus the sample did not represent sufficient diversity among 

students. Equal distribution of students across a spectrum of intercultural experience may 

have represented a more generalizable analysis of global perspectives. Further, despite the 

size of the sample and general relationships in the profiles of study abroad students (i.e., 

similarities in age, gender, ethnicity and grade level) the students in the sample were 

imbalanced. The level of specificity in the sample impacts generalizability of the results 

across study abroad students. In addition, given the period between the pretest and post-test 

the likelihood of heightened sensitivity to the content of the survey may have adversely 

impacted the results. Adding an additional post-test to the design could have strengthened the 

study by decreasing the effect of sensitivity. 

Additional challenges to this research include self-reported data and analysis and 

sample characteristics. Although the GPI was a valid and reliable multidimensional measure 

of intercultural maturity and global learning, students’ responses could have been impacted 
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by social desirability. For instance, students may have felt more inclined to report increased 

intercultural competencies given the purpose of study abroad. Study abroad experiences by 

nature are created to endorse intercultural skills among students, thus the perception that a 

decrease or lack of intercultural sensitivity was unfavorable could have influenced student 

reports in the post test. 
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

 

Future directions for research on the impacts of study abroad should address two 

main considerations illuminated in this and other research on intercultural maturity and 

American identity outcomes. First, it is important to progress the work forward by 

understanding the application of gains in global learning that student’s exhibit. For example, 

how do students apply their newfound understandings of cultural difference to their academic 

and personal lives (e.g., career choices, community activism, voluntary simplicity, major, 

discipline specific concentrations, grade point average etc.)? Research on the topic of study 

abroad needs to produce practical evidence of its effects that can facilitate improvements in 

international education programs. In addition, how do these implications positively impact 

study abroad programming? There is a need for re-purposing of study abroad research to 

improve the content and programming associated with the multitude of study abroad 

experiences that students are introduced to.  

A second direction for future research involves further analysis of the dimensionality 

of American identity and the effects of that construct on reentry of students to their 

traditional American lives. This research highlights the significant change in American 

identity demonstrated by students who study abroad; therefore, future research should seek to 

understand how such a decrease in identification with American-ness affects the behavior 

that students exhibit after study abroad. For example, do students have difficulty adjusting to 

everyday life or self-esteem as they adjust to a change in cultural context? Further, how does 

that change impact their prolonged sensitivity toward cultural difference? In sum, the 
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capacity of study abroad research to document and repurpose evidence of its effects into 

further global learning and development among students is critical. Intercultural interactions 

do not stop after study abroad or in spite of study abroad, thus an understanding of the gains 

students exhibit should facilitate improved efforts to equip students with the knowledge, skill 

and perspective they need to become effective members of an interconnected global society. 
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APPENDIX A 

 
 

Dimensions of Intercultural Maturity 
 
 

A Three-Dimensional Developmental Trajectory of Intercultural Maturity 
 

Domain of Development 
and Related Theories 

Initial Level of 
Development 

Intermediate Level of 
Development 

Mature Level of 
Development 

Cognitive Assumes knowledge is Evolving awareness and Ability to consciously shift
certain and categorizes acceptance of uncertainty perspectives and 
knowledge claims as right and multiple perspectives; behaviors into an 

(Baxter Magolda, 1992, or wrong; is naïve about ability to shift from alternative cultural 
2001; Belenky et al., different cultural practices accepting authority’s worldview and to use
1986; M. Bennett, 1993; and values; resists knowledge claims to multiple cultural frames
Fischer, 1980; Kegan, challenges to one’s own personal processes for
1994; King & Kitchener, beliefs and views differing adopting knowledge
1994, 2004; Perry, 1968) cultural perspectives as claims

 wrong   
Intrapersonal Lack of awareness of Evolving sense of identity Capacity to create an

one’s own values and as distinct from external internal self that openly
intersection of social others’ perceptions; engages challenges to

(Cass, 1984; Chickering & (racial, class, ethnicity, tension between external one’s views and beliefs
Reisser, 1993; Cross, sexual orientation) and internal definitions and that considers social
1991; D’Augelli, 1994; identity; lack of prompts self-exploration of identities (race, class,
Helms, 1995; Josselson, understanding of other values, racial identity, gender, etc.) in a global
1987, 1996; Kegan, 1994; cultures; externally beliefs; immersion in own and national context;
Marcia, 1980; Parks, defined identity yields culture; recognizes integrates aspects of self
2000; Phinney, 1990; externally defined beliefs legitimacyofother into one’s identity 
Torres, 2003) that regulate interpretation cultures

of experiences and guide
choices; difference is
viewed as a threat to

 identity   

Interpersonal Dependent relations with Willingness to interact Capacity to engage in
similar others is a primary with diverse others and meaningful, 
source of identity and refrain from judgment; interdependent 

(M. Bennett, 1993; social affirmation; relies on independent relationships with diverse
Chickering & Reisser, perspectives of different relations in which multiple others that are grounded
1993; Gilligan, 1982; others are viewed as perspectives exist (but are in an understanding and
Kegan, 1994; Kohlberg, wrong; awarenessof how not coordinated); self is appreciation for human
1984; Noddings, 1984) social systems affect often overshadowed by differences; understanding

group norms and needforothers’approval. of ways individual and
intergroup differences is Begins to explore how community practices 
lacking; view social social systems affect affect social systems;
problems egocentrically, groupnorms and willing to work for the
no recognition of society intergroup relations rights of others 

 as an organized entity   
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APPENDIX B 

 
 
The following questions ask you about the idea of Voluntary Simplicity? We define 
voluntary simplicity as "the effort to lead a more modest, simple lifestyle." Examples are 
riding a bike to work instead of driving, taking a job that pays less but contributes more to 
the common good, or being motivated to use recycled products and to practice active 
recycling.       Thinking about your own lifestyle and the definition above, please indicate the 
degree to which you agree with the following statements: 

 SD D N A SA 

I practice voluntary 
simplicity 

     

Any prior international 
experience I've had 

influenced me to practice 
voluntary simplicity.  

     

My college experience has 
influenced me to practice 

voluntary simplicity.  
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In the following section, please tell us how much you "Disagree" or "Agree" with the 
following statements about what it means to self-identify as an American. 

 SD D N A SA 

Being born in the U.S. 
makes someone more 

American than a naturalized 
citizen. 

     

Being American means that 
you were born in America.  

     

I am less American if I hold 
cultural values and 

traditions from another 
country or region. 

     

People born in America are 
more American than those 

that are naturalized citizens. 
     

The primary characteristic 
of being American is being 

born in America. 
     

Being born in America 
makes me more American 

than someone who has been 
naturalized. 

     

A person born in America 
is more American than a 

person who has been 
naturalized. 

     

 
Please tell us how much you "Disagree" or "Agree" with the following statements about what 
contributes to  American culture. 

 S
D 

D N A SA 

Most Americans like 
hamburgers and French 

fries. 
     

Americans like to buy 
expensive products.  
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In the following section, please tell us how much you "Disagree" or "Agree" with the 
following statements about what non-verbal  characteristics indicate that a person is 
"American". 

 SD D N A SA 

People know I’m American 
based on how I’m dressed.  

     

Based on how I look, others 
can tell I’m American.  

     

Americans walk with a 
certain confidence.  

     

People can tell I’m 
American based solely 

upon how I look.  
     

 
 
In the following section, please tell us how much you "Disagree"  or "Agree" with the 
following statements about what makes up an  "American Attitude". 

 SD D N A SA 

There are more 
opportunities in America 

than anywhere else. 
     

People in other countries 
are not as well provided for 

as I am in America.  
     

In America, I can be what I 
want to be; this is untrue for 

people living in other 
countries.  

     

Being an American is 
similar to being a member 
of an exclusive elite club.  

     

I am positively moved 
when I hear the national 

anthem.  
     

Being an American citizen 
makes me entitled to rights 

that people from other 
countries are not entitled to.  
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In the following section, please tell us how much you "Disagree" or "Agree" with the 
following statements about what behaviors would indicate that a person is American. 

 SD D N A SA 

Americans are more 
arrogant than people in 
other parts of the world.  

     

Americans are more self-
centered than people in 
other parts of the world.  

     

Americans are more 
materialistic than people in 

other parts of the world.  
     

 
 
Global Perspectives Inventory  
Choose the response to each question that best reflects your perspective about how you see 
the world, culture and people.  

 Strongly 
Agree  

Somewhat 
Agree  

Somewhat 
Disagree  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Unsure 

When I notice cultural 
differences, my 

culture tends to have 
the better approach.  

          

Some people have a 
culture and others do 

not.  
          

In different settings 
what is right and 

wrong is simple to 
determine.  

          

I understand how 
various cultures of 
this world interact 

socially.  

          

I know how to 
analyze the basic 

characteristics of a 
culture.  

          

I can discuss cultural 
differences from an 

informed perspective.  
          

 
 



 

66 

 

Global Perspectives Inventory  
 Strongly 

Agree  
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Unsure 

I can explain my 
personal values to 

people who are 
different from me.  

          

I know who I am as a 
person.  

          

I am developing a 
meaningful 

philosophy of life. 
          

I see myself as a 
global citizen. 

          

I prefer to work with 
people who have 
different cultural 
values from me. 

          

I am accepting of 
people with different 
religious and spiritual 

traditions. 
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Global Perspectives Inventory 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree  
Somewhat 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Unsure 

I consciously behave 
in terms of making a 

difference. 
          

I am able to take on 
various roles as 
appropriate in 

different cultures and 
ethnic groups. 

          

I intentionally involve 
people from many 

cultural backgrounds 
in my life. 

          

I work for the right of 
others.  

          

I think of my life in 
terms of giving back 

to society. 
          

I am open to people 
who strive to live 

lives very different 
from my own life 

style.  

          

 



 

68 

 

Intercultural Experience 
Answer the following questions about your PREVIOUS interactions with a person or people 
from the country you are visiting. 
Before engaging in this specific study abroad experience, what exposure have you had to the 
host culture? (Check all that apply) 
 Read Books 
 Took a Course 
 Internet Material (Websites, Webinars, etc.) 
 Other (Please Specify)  ____________________ 
 No Previous Exposure 

How much personal contact have you PREVIOUSLY had with ANYONE from this country? 
 None at All / Never  
 Very Little  
 Occasional  
 Frequent  
 Very Frequent  

 
Intercultural Experience 
During your interaction with the person/people from this country did you generally perceive 
them as your "equal"? 
 Very Unequal  
 Somewhat Unequal  
 Somewhat Equal  
 Very Equal  
 I don't know or Unsure  

Was your contact with the person/people from this country voluntary or involuntary? For 
instance, did you pursue this contact on your own (voluntary) or did you happen to interact 
with this person or group as part of an activity or event (involuntary)? 
 Very Involuntary  
 Somewhat Involuntary  
 Somewhat Voluntary  
 Very Voluntary  
 I Don't Know or Unsure  
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Quality of Interaction 
Answer the following questions about your PREVIOUS interactions with a person or people 
from the country you are visiting. 
How would you describe the nature of your contact with this person or group? 
 Very Superficial  
 Somewhat Superficial 
 Somewhat Intimate 
 Very Intimate 
 Not Sure 

How pleasant was the contact with this person or group? 
 Very Unpleasant  
 Somewhat Unpleasant  
 Somewhat Pleasant  
 Very Pleasant  
 Unsure / Can't Say  

How Competitive or Cooperative was your contact with this person or group? 
 Very Competitive  
 Somewhat Competitive  
 Somewhat Cooperative  
 Very Cooperative  
 Not Applicable or Don't Know  

 
With the exception of your current study abroad trip, how many times have you traveled 
outside of the continental United States? 
 I've never traveled outside the United States. (1) 
 1 
 2  
 3  
 4 or more  
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Tell us a little bit about yourself. 
What is your age? 
 
 18 
 19  
 20  
 21  
 22+  

What is your sex? 
 Male  
 Female  

What is your race? 
 Caucasian/ White  
 African American/ Black 
 Latin American/ Hispanic  
 Asian American/ Pacific Islander  
 Native American  
 Other  

If you checked "Other" above please explain. 
What is your academic major and minor (if applicable) ? 
What is your classification? 
 Freshman 
 Sophomore 
 Junior 
 Senior 
 Graduate Student  
 Other ____________________ 

During what term are you engaging in study abroad? 
 Academic Year  
 Fall Semester  
 Spring Semester  
 Summer  
 Other ____________________ 
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What is the name of your hometown and State (e.g., "Rocky Mount, NC")? 
Was your high school private or public? 
 Private  
 Public  

About how many students attended your high school? 
 less than 200  
 200 to 300  
 300 to 400  
 400 to 500  
 More than 500  

Congratulations, you've completed the Study Abroad Pre-Survey!!!  We again thank you for 
your participation.  
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APPENDIX C 

 
American Identity Interview Questions 
 
Have you traveled outside of the United States before? 
How many times? Where did you go? 
Do you consider yourself American? 
Why? What defines you as an American? 
What does being American mean to you? (Describe) 
If you were asked to describe what it means to be American, what attributes would you list? 
After looking at you, or meeting you, how would someone know you are American? 
Do you think there are degrees of American-ness? Can someone be more American than 
someone else? 
Once you arrive/d in another country, how would people know you are American? 
Do you think Americans are treated differently in other countries? Why? How? 
Do you think American-ness changes over time? 
How are you affected by your American-ness? 
Do you think your American-ness changes over time or with new experiences (i.e. travel)? 
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APPENDIX D 

 

 

 

 
* p< 0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Post GPI 1.00
Age 0.03 1.00
Sex -0.02 -0.20 ** 1.00
Ethnicity 0.14 0.03 0.15 1.00
Previous Travel 0.06 -0.01 0.08 0.19 * 1.00
Cultural Contact -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.16 * 0.08 1.00
Pre GPI 0.63 ** 0.08 -0.03 0.26 ** 0.11 0.10 1.00
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