
 

 

ABSTRACT 

SCHEUNEMANN, ANN ELIZABETH. Validation of the Global Mindedness Scale, student 

factors associated with studying abroad, and the effect of studying abroad on student global 

mindedness. (Under the direction of Dr. Craig Brookins). 

 

In recent years, educators have looked to study abroad programming as one avenue for 

increasing global citizenship in tertiary level students. Many studies have examined the effects of 

study abroad programs on student outcomes such as global perspectives, but few have 

specifically focused on global mindedness, or an understanding of oneôs role in and connection 

to the broader world. Additionally, even fewer studies have used the Global Mindedness Scale 

(GMS) and none have validated it. The GMS could be an important measure, both because of the 

relevance of global mindedness in the world today and because the scale is open source. Using 

data from undergraduate students who applied (n ~ 3,000) and participated in study abroad 

programs at a large public university in the southeastern United States, this study used 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and multilevel modeling (MLM) to determine 1) the extent 

to which the Global Mindedness Scale is a valid and reliable instrument for use with study 

abroad college students, 2) the extent to which these data are consistent with  trends established 

in prior research on associations between student demographics and global perspectives, 3) the 

association between student motivations for studying abroad and global mindedness, and 4) 

whether participation in study abroad programs are associated with changes in global 

mindedness. Cronbachôs alphas suggested that the Global Mindedness Scale and its subscales 

showed good internal consistency. The CFA fit indices were inconsistent, and the 5-factor 

structure model was found to be marginally acceptable: a chi-squared test returned a p < .05, a 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) yielded a value of .859, a Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) for the model 

was .845, a root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) for the model is .055, and a 



  

 

 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) for the model is .047. Future research should 

examine other factor structures . Consistent with past research, study abroad students in this 

sample tended to be White, female, and Junior or Senior classification. Student sex, preparation, 

and previous interaction with people from the host country were found to be positively 

associated with all Global Mindedness subscales. Students who identified as Hispanic/Latino 

tended to have higher levels of Global Pluralism, Interconnectedness, and Global Centrism than 

their White peers, and Black/African American students tended to be more globally centric. 

Differences were also found between colleges, such that students enrolled in the Colleges of 

Management, Textiles, or Engineering tended to be less globally minded than their peers in the 

College of Humanities and Social Sciences. Additionally, having spent longer periods of time 

abroad previously was associated with all subscales except Responsibility. These models 

explained 10% - 12% of the variance between students. Findings regarding changes in global 

mindedness after having studied abroad were mixed: global pluralism (exemplifying an 

appreciation for diversity) and efficacy (belief that oneôs actions are important and impactful 

globally) increased over time, while responsibility (a sense of moral obligation to the world), 

interconnectedness (belonging to a global family) and efficacy were significantly associated with 

quality of in-country interactions. Immersion activities were significantly related only to 

responsibility. Global centrism (considering the entire world in oneôs decision making, as 

opposed to just oneôs own country) was not found to be associated with any variables in the 

model. The fixed effects in these models explained 1% to 7% of the variance in change in global 

mindedness between students. Results are expected to inform the future of study abroad 

programs dedicated to increasing the global mindedness of their students.   
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction  

 Study abroad can broadly be defined as education outside of oneôs home country. Many 

institutions also include in their definition the requirement that study abroad be a part of seeking 

a degree. The Forum on Education Abroad (2020) states that study abroad, ñresults in progress 

toward an academic degree at a studentôs home institution,ò and the Institute of International 

Education (IIE, 2021a) further requires that the definition be limited to US citizens and 

permanent residents seeking credit at their home institution through study in another country. 

This definition, commonly used in the United States, therefore does not include US students 

seeking a degree at a non-US institution and does not include international students at US 

institutions who choose to study abroad but does require study abroad programs to offer credits. 

Study Abroad at North Carolina State University (2021), in its mission statement, includes the 

goals, ñproviding academically well-matched, immersive experiences abroad, with a 

commitment to safety and accessibility.ò More recently, the IIE has broadened its mission to 

include graduate research and other non-credit experience, to encourage greater diversity in 

study abroad (IIE, 2021a). 

The differing constructs are in part a reflection of the change in the perception of study 

abroad programming over time. In reviewing a century of study abroad programming in the 

United States, data show that what began with a single program of eight students and one 

professor at a single university visiting a single foreign country has expanded to include 341,751 

US university and college students studying in more than 180 destinations worldwide, in 2019. 

Ten percent of undergraduate students study abroad before graduating university (Open Doors, 

2020). As of 2006, more than 90% of US colleges and universities offered study abroad 
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programs (Twombley et al., 2012). As suggested by the expansion of study abroad programming 

through the years, integrating international experience with tertiary education has become more 

broadly accepted as the United States has moved from an isolationist global position in the early 

20th century to a global leader in the 21st. 

 This expansion also reflects another changing aspect of study abroad - an increasing 

emphasis on offering programs that are focused on fostering global citizenship, a concept 

encompassing values that encourage an awareness of the world and peoples beyond oneôs own 

home. One factor within global citizenship is global mindedness, or an understanding of 

relativism and diversity within the world, the interconnectedness of the world, and oneôs 

responsibility in the world. As transportation, economic, social, and political systems have 

facilitated connections between different peoples and places around the world, a deeper 

understanding of and appreciation for global mindedness has become even more relevant than in 

the earlier years of studying abroad, and its importance will seemingly only increase over time. It 

therefore also seems relevant to understand the current state of global mindedness within student 

populations interested in studying abroad, and how and whether current programs affect global 

mindedness.  

 To better understand the impact of studying abroad and to improve programming, 

researchers have focused for decades on examining the evolution of study abroad programs over 

time, the demographic characteristics of students who study abroad, and the experiences of 

students while they are studying abroad. Research has further focused on program efficacy, and 

of who benefits from studying abroad and how. Below is a brief history of study abroad 

programs in the United States followed by a deeper exploration of these four factors.  
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History and Purpose of Study Abroad  

The history of study abroad in the United States began in the wake of World War I, as 

Americans reflected on the past few years, the reasons behind the war, and the need for greater 

cross-cultural understanding. The Institute of International Education was founded in 1919, as a 

non-profit organization dedicated to developing a more peaceful and equitable world through 

international education and cross-cultural interconnectedness (Institute of International 

Education, 2021b). Study abroad began, therefore, with a goal of increasing intercultural 

understanding and communication in a globalizing world. Shortly after, in 1923, the University 

of Delaware initiated the first study abroad program at the behest of a professor and war veteran 

who understood from his time in France that cultural immersion through travel could promote 

better cross-cultural understanding (University of Delaware Center for Global Programs & 

Services, n.d). These early programs were typically year-long language immersion programs and 

came to be known as Junior Year Abroad because of when students typically participated in 

them. The movement of tertiary education from a set curriculum to an electives-based curriculum 

with credits further factored into the expansion of study abroad programming during this time, 

by allowing students greater flexibility in their coursework (Twombley et al., 2012). 

 Although study abroad programs were halted during World War II, programming 

expanded after the war to include not only faculty-led tours, but also international institutions, 

US campuses abroad, and non-university organizations, as well as dissertation and work 

experience exchanges (Twombley et al., 2012). The war also prompted government involvement, 

including grant funding and programming through the State Departmentôs Bureau of Educational 

and Cultural Affairs. In 1954, the IIE, with federal funding, began annual Open Doors Reports 

dedicated to tracking student movement into and out of the United States. Where study abroad 
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had been mainly a platform for learning language and cultural immersion, it was increasingly 

viewed as a diplomatic mission and a way to advance national security. In this way, study 

abroadôs focus shifted from intercultural understanding to a more US-centric perspective 

dedicated to advancing American interests globally. 

After the Vietnam War, the perception of study abroad changed again, focusing on 

creating competencies in an increasingly globalized and interconnected world. This was seen as 

even more imperative after September 11, 2001, as past motivations for study abroad converged. 

In the past two decades, the number of students studying abroad has increased from 154,168 

students in 2000 - 2001 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010) to 341,751 in 2019. 

Study abroad programs were encouraged to aid students in learning a language and 

understanding another culture, which would be beneficial in business, creating interdependence 

and expanding American influence (Twombley et al., 2012). Study abroad programs focusing on 

learning Arabic increased, as Arabic and other languages were seen as vital to national security. 

Government funding for study abroad also increased.  

Currently, in addition to promoting study abroad as a political tool of national security, 

there is also an economic rationale for the programs. From an institutional perspective, the 

increased promotion of study abroad has meant that, for many prospective students, it is a 

consideration as they are deciding where to attend university. From a student perspective, there is 

an association between participating in study abroad and finding employment post-graduation 

(Twombley et al., 2012). Finally, some organizations are advocating for study abroad as a way to 

expand knowledge and competence, as part of liberal arts education. In this way, cultural 

competency is once again emerging as a reason for studying abroad, in addition to political and 

economic reasons. 
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Recent decades have also focused on diversification of programming in terms of field, 

duration, and geographic location. Where once study abroad was mainly used for language 

learning, currently more students in STEM fields study abroad than from any other major, 

followed by business and then social sciences (Open Doors, 2020). Additionally, while year-long 

immersion programs were once the norm, most students currently study abroad for only a 

semester or summer semester (NAFSA: Association of International Educators, 2020). And, 

while study abroad programs were initially limited to European countries, they have expanded to 

more than 180,000 destinations across the globe. These factors, as well as other programmatic 

considerations, are discussed in further detail below. 

Program Factors in Study Abroad 

 One challenge in defining study abroad is the diversity of the programs that have arisen 

in recent years.  While the educational experience was originally intended as an embedded 

cultural and linguistic immersion, the ñstudyò in study abroad programs can now refer to field 

studies centered on training, research, and projects in studentsô majors (NAFSA: Association of 

International Educators, 2020). Another model for studying is integrated programs in which 

students enroll in courses at a host university in another country. Some universities have 

overseas campuses that provide instruction using an ñislandò format in which American students 

take courses separately from students in the host country.  Hybrid programs combine elements of 

integrated and embedded programs, so that American students take some courses at host 

universities and some courses at overseas campuses established by their home universities. 

 In addition to the study model, students today have many more options in where they 

study abroad. Study abroad programs originally focused on providing American students 

European experiences, and while 55% of American students who studied abroad during 2017/18 
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school year chose to do so in Europe, 15% of students chose to study abroad in Latin and South 

America, 11% travelled to Asia, 4% each to Oceania and Sub-Saharan Africa, 2% to North 

Africa, and 1% to North America (Open Doors, 2020).  This expansion of programs to other 

continents has happened steadily over the past two decades (NAFSA: Association of 

International Educators, 2020), and is perhaps a reflection of the changing motivations for 

studying abroad discussed above. Additionally, the changing focus from language immersion 

programs can be seen in the top destinations for American students: more students studied 

abroad in the United Kingdom than anywhere else (11.5%) in 2017/18, and Ireland, Australia, 

and South Africa are also among the top destinations (Institute of International Education, 

2021a). These are all countries whose national languages include English and so are not top 

destinations for language immersion programs. 

Student Factors in Study Abroad 

 Twombly et al (2012) note that many factors influence whether a student decides to study 

abroad, and that these factors can be loosely organized into four categories: human capital, 

economic capital, social capital, and cultural capital. Human capital includes knowledge and 

skills that a student feels could be increased through studying abroad, and which may be 

advantageous for future career or personal development. Language interest and competence, for 

example, may be related to studying abroad. Economic capital describes the availability of funds 

for studying abroad, which can include knowledge of grants or additional funds to support 

students who wish to study abroad. There may also be misperceptions regarding the cost. 

Socioeconomic status, parent income, and parent level of education are each associated with 

intent to study abroad. Social capital includes networks through which a student can learn about 

study abroad programs, including marketing and peers. Some research suggests that friends and 
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family were more influential than faculty in persuading students to study abroad. Cultural capital 

includes attitudes and values that are related to studying abroad. This includes misinformation 

that study abroad programs will delay graduating. Some evidence suggests that first generation 

college students are less likely to study abroad because of misperceptions that study abroad is 

frivolous (Twombley et al., 2012). Prejudice, ethnocentrism, and appreciation for diversity, for 

example, are associated with interest in studying abroad. Deardorff (2006) notes that attitudes of 

openness, respect, curiosity, and discovery are fundamental to intercultural competence in 

internationalization, and these characteristics may be related to studying abroad (Twombley et 

al., 2012). Additionally, practical considerations such as degree requirements and graduation can 

influence a studentôs decision as to whether they should study abroad. Student history, such as 

previous experiences abroad or language acquisition, can also play a role. 

 Much of the research into factors affecting who studies abroad focuses on intent, rather 

than students who have actually studied abroad, though evidence suggests that intent and actual 

participation are correlated (Twombley et al., 2012). This may suggest that student motivations 

play a role in whether a student decides to study abroad. In fact, studies suggest that students 

have various motivations for studying abroad, including language development, cultural gains, 

career development, and pleasure. 

 Significantly more women study abroad than men; over the past two decades, roughly 

two-thirds of study abroad students each year have been women (Open Doors Student Profile). 

Factors affecting this disparity may include different motivations, responsibilities, and 

marketing. For example, using thematic analysis, a recent study suggests that male university 

students expressed less interest in studying abroad, less interest in studying abroad for 

specifically intercultural reasons, and more concern that studying abroad would impact career 
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obligations (Tompkins, Cook, Miller, & LePeau, 2017). The same study also found, using the 

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS) that women have higher levels of intercultural competence, 

which may impact their interest in studying abroad. Other research suggests that peer 

interactions, the number of diversity courses, and social and cultural capital differentially affect 

womenôs and menôs intent to study abroad (Twombley et al., 2012). Higher levels of peer 

interactions decreased menôs intent to study abroad while having no effect on womenôs intent. 

Additionally, an increase in diversity courses taken positively affected womenôs intent to study 

abroad, while having no effect on menôs. Finally, higher levels of parental education positively 

affected womenôs intent to study abroad, while an increase in openness to diversity had a greater 

positive effect on menôs intent to study abroad than on womenôs intent to study abroad. 

Study abroad students have historically been predominantly white, though interestingly 

there is less difference between races in intent to study, suggesting that students of other races 

are interested in studying abroad, but do not end up participating (Twombley et al., 2012). There 

is also evidence suggesting that students of color are less likely to view studying abroad as 

worthwhile, that financial concerns may play a factor and may be offset through financial aid 

(though this is undetermined). Marketing, or perceptions of who studies abroad and who the 

programs are meant for, may also play a role. There is some suggestion that study abroad 

programming does not fit the interest of some underrepresented student groups. This includes 

providing study abroad in more locations across the globe, that are associated with student 

ancestry or heritage. Community and family support may also play a role in whether minority 

students choose to study abroad, as well as fears of discrimination.  

 Historically, student major has been related to whether a student studies abroad. Study 

abroad began as a language and cultural exchange, and more students in the humanities and 
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social sciences have tended to study abroad than students in other majors. Study abroad has also 

been associated with junior year of university, though both of these trends have been changing in 

recent decades. There has been little difference in interest in studying abroad between 

humanities, business, education, and STEM majors, but until recently there had been significant 

differences in who studied abroad by major. The suggestion has been that this is due to a lack of 

curricular flexibility and faculty support, as well as falling behind in coursework and language 

barriers. 

Study Abroad and Global Mindedness 

 Historically, study abroad has included dimensions of global citizenship as indicated in 

programmatic focus on intercultural understanding, international engagement, and global 

political economy. This study focuses on one important aspect of global citizenship, global 

mindedness, and how it is associated with the study abroad experiences of college-aged students. 

As mentioned above, global mindedness includes an appreciation for diversity and an 

understanding of oneôs responsibility as a citizen of the world. In an interconnected world, and 

with an increasing understanding of the impact of individual, interpersonal, and societal factors 

on our global community, fostering a sense of responsibility and interconnectedness in students 

is now recognized as an important goal in study abroad. There is a gap in our knowledge, 

however, regarding the baseline global mindedness of students intending to study abroad, and the 

impact of studying abroad. This study seeks to fill that gap. Accordingly, this proposal reviews 

the literature on both global citizenship and global mindedness and how the latter is 

operationalized through the measure used in this study, the Global Mindedness Scale. Next, the 

research literature on immersion in study abroad programs will be reviewed. And finally, 

research questions, hypotheses, methods, and data analytic strategies meant to elucidate the 
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relationship between study abroad students, global mindedness, and change in global 

mindedness, will be described. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

Global Citizenship 

 There is currently no consensus around the meaning of global citizenship (Table 1). This 

section therefore begins with thematic review of related terms, to synthesize and summarize 

findings from various conceptualizations within this broader field of study abroad. It presents 

evidence that the best term to encompass all of these themes is global citizenship. This section 

then ends with a description of global mindedness as it relates to global citizenship. 

Thematic Review 

In the latter part of the 20th century, researchers began theorizing, conceptualizing, and 

operationalizing the knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to increased globalization and 

global interaction. Reflecting an interdisciplinary focus, as well as the challenges of researching 

such a broad construct, multiple overlapping terms have been developed, which often share 

common themes, but which also offer their own unique frameworks. In 1976, Hanvey (1982) 

first offered a five-dimension conceptualization of ñglobal perspectiveò - perspective 

consciousness, state of planet awareness, cross-cultural awareness, knowledge of global 

dynamics, and awareness of human choices. Hanvey theorized that, in an increasingly 

interconnected world, people would need a certain knowledge base of the world around them 

(ecological, political, and economical, for example), as well as an awareness of the interplay 

between diversity and oneôs own worldview.  As the term ñperspectivesò might suggest, 

Hanveyôs work focuses on the beliefs and knowledge that are important in an increasingly 

globalized world, centering on themes of diversity, interconnectedness, responsibility, 

communication, and current events. Extending Hanveyôs work, Merrill, Braskamp, and 
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Braskamp (2012) eventually adds a skills component, as well as differentiating between 

qualitative development of mental and psychosocial processes (e.g. identities and interpersonal 

relationships) and quantitative acquisition of knowledge, attitudes, and skills (e.g. intercultural 

communication and facts about a country or culture). Their work adds an important dimension to 

the global perspectives concept, as it allows researchers to move beyond the consideration of 

what a person thinks, to an examination of whether those thoughts align with actions. 

Additionally, introducing this dichotomy of qualitative processes and quantitative acquisition 

emphasizes both the difference between intent and action, and the difference between superficial 

acts and internalization of beliefs. 

 The themes found within the global perspectives construct - knowledge, attitudes, and 

behaviors, temporality, diversity, interconnectedness, and responsibility - can also be found 

within related constructs, as can be seen through some examples provided in Table 1. Closely 

related in origins to global perspectives is global education, which Case (1993) defines to include 

empathy, cross-cultural knowledge, and contemporary global events, conditions, and locations. 

As for the global perspectives construct, this relatively early definition of global education 

focuses on attitudes and knowledge acquisition, as well as a contemporary timeframe. Other 

constructs such as global competence lack consensus on a definition and include not only 

knowledge and attitudes but also behaviors such as language skills, communication, and 

engagement with people from different cultures (Engel, Rutkowski, & Thompson, 2019). In fact, 

many researchers in the field have noted interpersonal skills and interconnectedness as essential 

(e.g. Aktas, Pitts, Richards, & Silova, 2017; Hett, 1993; Parker, Ninomiya, & Cogan, 1999). In 

examining cultural competence in internationalization, Deardorff (2006) uses responses from 

scholars and administrators around the globe and finds that self-awareness is considered to be an 
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important factor, as well as cross-cultural beliefs and engagement skills. Deardorffôs self-

awareness can be related back to Hanveyôs (1976) definition of global perspectives, which 

includes personal worldview. Castiglioni and Bennett (2018) further extend these themes of self-

awareness and engagement to include, within their definition of intercultural citizenship, the 

complexities of the multiple identities that individuals hold and of coordinating meaning and 

action in multicultural societies. Intercultural citizenship includes an understanding of oneself, a 

respect for others, communication between persons, and common meaning-making through 

empathy and adaptation. Lastly, global human identification and citizenship shifts to focus on 

connections between people, and the ability of individuals to identify with one another, 

prioritizing interconnectedness and community above perspectives. 

 Many of these constructs also include a temporal component. Case (1993) describes 

global education as including specifically knowledge of contemporary events. Hanvey (1976) 

and Hett (1993) frame global perspectives and global mindedness respectively, as having a future 

orientation. Both global perspectives and global mindedness call for the assessment of 

contemporary situations to find solutions for the future. Parker, Ninomiya, and Cogan (1999) 

included a temporal dimension within their definition of multidimensional citizenship, which 

includes the use of historical knowledge to solve present and future problems. 

 Additionally, as with the Merrill, Braskamp, and Braskamp (2012) framing of global 

perspectives as a dichotomy between acquisition and development, other researchers have 

highlighted similar dualities within related constructs. Bennett and Castiglioni (2004) discuss 

objective knowledge versus feelings in relation to an individualôs ability to adapt to different 

cultures. They suggest that there is a difference between learning facts about a culture and more 

deeply understanding a culture in both sensory and metaphoric terms - what they call ñembodied 
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feelings of cultureò. Similarly, Case (1993) discusses the need for global education to focus on 

ñsubstantiveò (e.g. contemporary events, conditions, and locations) and ñperceptualò (e.g. world 

mindedness and empathy; resistance to prejudicial thinking; and cross-cultural) knowledge, 

again noting the distinction between learning facts and engaging with other people. 

Defining Global Citizenship 

 Arguably the term that most encompasses these themes is global citizenship, though as 

with some of the terms above there is a lack of consensus around a definition. Morais and Ogden 

(2011) creates a Global Citizenship Scale around three dimensions: social responsibility, global 

competence, and global civic engagement. The social responsibility dimension, based in part on 

the work of Merrill, Braskamp, & Braskamp (2012), includes elements of social justice and 

responsibility, as well as interconnectedness. Global competence is defined by Morais and 

Ogden as a combination of general knowledge, self-awareness, and understanding (perspective-

taking) others. Global civic engagement relates to understanding and responding to current 

issues. While Morais and Ogden created and validated a scale, Aktas, Pitts, Richards, and Silova 

(2017) explores global citizenship as defined by mission statements and curricula from 

universities. Again, a dichotomy is noted, between skills (e.g. engagement) and mindset (e.g. 

personal and global awareness), with some universities seeming to focus mainly on preparing 

students for the global economy.  Aktas, Pitts, Richards, and Silova (2017) defines global 

citizenship as ñthe ability to understand oneôs own presence and context, and in turn, interpret 

otherôs contextò (p. 69) and identifies themes across universities including engagement and 

learning (knowledge development and self-awareness). The authors further identify three 

subcategories of global citizenship: neoliberal, radical, and critical. Neoliberal global citizenship 

focuses mainly on developing the skills required to enter the global economy, while the goal of 
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radical global citizenship is to ñchallenge the hegemony of economic globalization and build 

solidarity across marginalized groups to fight oppressionò (p. 68). Critical global citizenship, 

based on De Oliveira Andreottiôs (2006) definition, is grounded in justice, ethics, awareness of 

power dynamics and empowerment. Critical global citizenship calls for transforming ñnot only 

institutions and systems but also personal and cultural mindsetsò (p. 69) and requires an 

understanding of historical and contemporary inequities. Within the dichotomy framework 

discussed above, neoliberal global citizenship is founded on skills acquisition and maintaining 

the norms that reinforce inequities, while radical and critical citizenship require a change of 

mindset. 

Global Mindedness 

 Global mindedness can be framed within this skills/mindset dichotomy as a part of global 

citizenship that addresses some behaviors (skills) but is generally less focused on engagement 

than on beliefs and attitudes (mindset). Tye (1990) describes global mindedness through an 

examination of cultural universals and an awareness of relativism, or a deep understanding of the 

role of the other in his or her world. This definition suggests that, for Tye, central to the concept 

of global mindedness is knowledge of cultural differences and how culture influences the 

individual. Tye does not include empathy or perspective taking in his definition and neither does 

Hett (1993), who defines global mindedness as, ña worldview in which one sees oneself as 

connected to the world community and feels a sense of responsibility for its members. This 

commitment is reflected in attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors.ò (p. 142). Hett stresses connection 

through understanding other cultures, and responsibility to the global community. Additionally, 

she claims a behavioral focus in her definition however that is not born out in the global 

mindedness scale she bases on that definition. For instance, an examination of the items in her 
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scale show behaviors presented as hypotheticals or in relation to feelings, as opposed to concrete 

actions or skills. 

Global Mindedness Scale 

 Hettôs (1993) Global Mindedness Scale (GMS) is a 30-item measure with five subscales, 

developed through a mixed-methods analysis involving a review of theoretical and empirical 

literature, comparisons of previous scales addressing cross-cultural/world mindedness issues, 

interviews with 11 key informants, and an assessment with 396 undergraduate students in 

southern California. Based on the results of the initial study, the author confirmed the relevance 

of the subscales through construct validity (using subject matter experts) and convergent validity, 

using the Chauvinism and International Concern subscales adapted from the Global 

Understanding Project. The Responsibility subscale assesses the extent to which an individual 

feels a moral obligation to the people of the world, to improve conditions. Global Pluralism 

assesses an appreciation of diversity, belief in the value of different cultures, and interest in 

understanding other cultures. Efficacy is the belief that oneôs own actions are important and can 

make a difference domestically and internationally. Global Centrism involves considering the 

entire globe in decision-making, as opposed to oneôs own country. Interconnectedness is a sense 

of belonging to a global family.  

This scale represents a neoliberal-to-radical view of global citizenship in that while the 

scale does focus on connecting with other cultures, responsibility, and solidarity, there is no 

skills or behavioral component of the scale that would translate to action. This is a general 

limitation of all scales that do not have a behavioral component - translation of beliefs or feelings 

to action cannot be assessed. Hett defines global mindedness as ñreflected in... behaviorsò (p. 

143), and the original scale she developed included the component ñInterest in World Affairsò, 
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defined as ñactively seeking out information on world affairsò (p. 178), but no items on the final 

GMS specifically address actions. This is in part due to the phrasing used for the items. For 

example, one item, ñI feel an obligation to speak out when I see our government doing 

something I consider wrong,ò appears to focus more on how the participant feels as opposed to 

whether or not the participant followed through and actually spoke out. Another, ñI enjoy trying 

to understand peopleôs behavior in the context of their culture,ò again, focuses on participant 

feelings as opposed to just asking whether or how the participant tries to understand other 

peopleôs behavior.  One student even reported that, after piloting the scale, ñit made her think 

about why there was such a disparity between her beliefs, which were strongly global-minded, 

and her behavior, where she was quite limited in terms of her involvementò (p. 97). This student 

seems to have recognized that her beliefs and actions did not match, and that mismatch is not 

captured in the GMS. 

Hett (1993) is possibly making the claim that the scale does have some relationship to 

action based on her exploration of correlations between the GMS and behavior listed in the 

Student Attitude Survey, which was a precursor to the GMS. The behavioral items were, 

however, dropped from the final scale, but included items such as, ñI participate in events with 

an international focusò and ñI participate in political demonstrationsò (p. 190) that fell into two 

subscales: activism and cultural outreach. Each of these nine behaviors listed in the two scales 

correlated with the GMS, which suggests an association between global mindedness and 

behaviors, but not necessarily that global mindedness, as operationalized in the GMS, includes 

behaviors.  

While the scale does not address actions, Hett does state multiple times her interest in 

examining prejudice, political attitudes, and economic justice, all associated with radical global 
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citizenship as opposed to neoliberal citizenship. Her review of literature and empirical measures 

led to the development of preliminary dimensions of global mindedness that include human 

rights, prejudice, and political attitudes (p. 63). Data from qualitative interviews with experts in 

ñcross-cultural concerns'' supported the idea that global mindedness includes an opposition to 

prejudice, as well as activism and environmental concerns (p. 82). Additionally, the final GMS 

includes items which suggest concern for issues of global justice support the idea of greater 

understanding between peoples. Items included in Global Centrism, for example, examine beliefs 

associated with social and environmental justice, such as ñthe presentation distribution of the 

worldôs wealth and resources should be maintained because it promotes survival of the fittestò 

(p. 115). This reverse-scored item addresses individual attitudes around equity and concern for 

others. Other items more directly examine attitudes and beliefs about solidarity between peoples, 

such as Global Pluralism items addressing diversity - ñI enjoy trying to understand peopleôs 

behavior in the context of their culture,ò (p. 114) - and Interconnectedness items examining 

beliefs in a global family - ñI feel a strong kinship with the worldwide human familyò (p. 115). 

These items suggest movement beyond the acquisition of skills required to conduct business 

globally, and into a concern for humanity suggested within radical global citizenship. 

Though behavioral items were removed from the final GMS, Hettôs (1993) analysis 

suggests that they could be part of this larger construct of global citizenship. Using ANOVAs, 

her study found that students who completed more courses in global issues scored significantly 

higher on the GMS, as did students who had more international friends and students who 

discussed politics frequently versus never. T-tests revealed significant differences in the GMS 

between students who had spent more than nine weeks outside of the United States and students 

who had never travelled or only briefly travelled outside the United States. Finally, Hett 
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examined correlations between participation in activism or cultural outreach and the GMS, and 

found moderate significant correlations between the GMS and its subscales with these behaviors. 

These findings suggest a relationship between global mindedness and behaviors that warrants 

further exploration. 

Hett (1993) further suggests certain demographic variables as moderators, including sex, 

academic college, major, previous global activities, and international experience. She 

additionally tested class, ethnicity, and country of origin, but found that these variables were 

nonsignificant, possibly because of low variance in her sample: of the 336 participants, 245 

(61.9%) identified as white; 158 (39.9%) identified as freshman, with a fairly even split across 

the other three classification levels (p.99); and 289 were born in the United States. All of these 

variables were included based on her literature review, and based on the findings outlined above, 

are still relevant today. 

Hett (1993) also suggests eleven attributes that she associates with global mindedness 

through thematic analysis of qualitative interviews with 14 key informants who were experts in 

cross-cultural research or world-mindedness (p. 144 - 146): personal attributes including 

inquisitiveness, flexibility, tolerance, and open mindedness; belief in the unity of humanity; 

cultural pluralism; opposition to prejudice; activism; environmental concern; understanding the 

interconnectedness of the global community; a sense of responsibility; language acquisition; 

interest in learning; and a futurist perspective. These characteristics are reflected in the works of 

other researchers in the field (e.g. Castiglioni & Bennett, 2019; Deardorff, 2006), who found that 

experts held many of the same characteristics to be fundamental to global citizenship. These 

findings indicate that a more in-depth understanding of the connections between global 
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mindedness and personal characteristics could deepen our understanding of global citizenship 

more broadly.  

There are limitations to Hettôs (1993) study. First is generalizability. The original GMS 

was developed with 396 students at a University in Southern California, which may not be 

representative of the broader American university population. Few studies to date have 

conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to test the scaleôs reliability in other samples, including 

specifically the study abroad population. Additionally, this study was published in 1993, before 

the internet was widely available and before the recent surge in study abroad programming. 

Access to the internet may affect the knowledge students possess about the world more broadly 

and the extent to which they interact with people from other cultures or countries, which in turn 

may influence global mindedness. As a goal of studying abroad is broadly understood to be 

increased cultural awareness and interaction, and given increase in the number of students 

studying abroad and study abroad programming, a greater awareness of associations between 

students who study abroad and global mindedness is warranted. Finally, Hettôs study used 

ANOVAs, t-tests and correlational analysis. Improved data analytic techniques, such as 

multilevel modeling, will provide stronger support for any evidence of associations between 

global mindedness, study abroad, and student characteristics.  

Immersion and Study Abroad 

 Although researchers in the field of study abroad often theorize that immersion plays a 

role in student experiences and outcomes, less research has been conducted to support their 

suppositions. Engle and Engle (2003) suggest a 5-level classification system of increasing 

immersion, based on 7 defining and interacting components: length of student sojourn, entry 

target-language competence, language used in coursework, context of academic work, types of 
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student housing, provision for cultural interaction and experiential learning, and guided 

reflection on cultural experience. These levels increase in duration of stay and opportunities for 

cultural integration, from a brief study tour with little in-country interaction to a long-term stay 

offering ample opportunities to practice language, engage with the culture of the host country, 

and reflect on experiences. They further describe immersion as ñlinking the classroom and the 

street, direct experience and abstract understandingò (Engle & Engle, 2004, pp. 221 - 222). 

Immersion, therefore, is a combination of in-country academic and experiential learning that 

allow the student to engage with local cultural and social norms, which are then internalized 

through reflection. In this 2004 study, the authors found that students attending their immersive 

language-learning program tended to improve significantly in scores on the Intercultural 

Development Inventory, despite entering the program with relatively high baseline scores, 

suggesting that their immersion program had a positive impact on studentsô intercultural 

sensitivity. 

 A more recent ethnographic study of student study abroad experiences support some of 

Engle and Engleôs (2004) findings. In a qualitative study of studentsô interviews, class 

observations, and written documents, Goldoni (2013) explored students' academic, cultural, and 

linguistic immersion experiences, as well as their thoughts and challenges. She found that the 

students who successfully integrated into their host cultures had developed friendships and 

lasting relationships with host families. Additionally, these students tended to engage in cultural 

interaction by actively pursuing their interests and hobbies, or through volunteer and service-

learning experiences, which provided a platform for interacting with local people. A common 

theme through all these strategies was the ability to speak the local language, which facilitated 

the relationships that many students seem to feel facilitated their integration. As suggested by 
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Engle and Engle, language competency, relationship with a host family, and positive cultural 

interaction all played a role in studentsô positive experiences in studying abroad. 

 Heppner and Wang (2014) also found that language and positive intercultural 

interpersonal relationships were essential in successful immersion. Interestingly, they also 

stressed the importance of experiencing-reflection dialogue in the development of cultural 

competencies during their brief immersion program. Though no formal assessment was made, 

student responses suggested that their brief, 12-day immersion program improved their cross-

cultural awareness, knowledge and skills. Students also reported an increased understanding of 

the role of cultural context in understanding individual behaviors. Contrary to Engle and Engleôs 

(2003) suggestion that longer-term immersion was required to elicit increased intercultural 

sensitivity, Heppner and Wangôs (2014) findings suggest that, at least when preceded by a 

preparatory course providing basic cultural information about the host country, short term 

immersion programs can impact student cross-cultural competence.  

 Recently, Hubbard and Rexeisen (2020) published a large retrospective study of 2600 

study abroad alumni which suggests that the impact of immersive study abroad programs can last 

for years, if not decades. The authors found that housing arrangements and participation in  co-

curricular activities while studying abroad moderated alumniôs perceived personal growth, 

attitudes towards social engagement, and social relationships, up to 25 years later. Specifically, 

being housed with students from different countries or in homestays increased was associated 

with more positive attitudes towards global and civic engagement, and increased knowledge 

about the host culture. Participation in co-curricular activities was associated with increased 

knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors towards the host culture. Interestingly, the authors found 

greater effects in participants who participated in more activities, and in students who 
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specifically chose to volunteer. Additionally, the study suggests that, while participantsô 

reporting of the value of studying abroad changed based on program duration, time spent 

studying abroad did not otherwise impact attitudes or sense of growth. Together with previous 

research, this study suggests that immersion may play an important role in fostering increased 

and lasting global citizenship. 

The Present Study 

 University study abroad has transformed in recent decades, with greater diversity in 

programming reflecting a greater awareness of student and academic diversity, as well as an 

increased interest in better understanding global political, economic and social issues. To better 

understand the impact of studying abroad and to strengthen future programs, researchers must 

better understand the factors that affect student interest and success in these opportunities. This 

study sought to advance knowledge of the impact of studying abroad on one aspect of global 

citizenship - global mindedness - by first examining demographics of students intending to study 

abroad and then exploring the association between those demographics, pre-study abroad levels 

of global mindedness, and changes in global mindedness after studying abroad. Additionally, this 

study examined the effect of study abroad program characteristics, particularly duration and 

immersion, on changes in studentsô global mindedness. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 The overall aim of this study was to assess the global mindedness of undergraduate study 

abroad students, using a validated measure. The assessment occurred in three stages, each 

addressing distinct research questions: 

R1: Is the Global Mindedness scale a valid and reliable measure for undergraduate students who 

have applied to study abroad? 
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 H1.1: A confirmatory factor analysis will confirm Hettôs (1993) findings of 5 subscales in 

the GMS: Global pluralism, Responsibility, Efficacy, Global Centrism, and Interconnectedness. 

R2: Using the validated Global Mindedness Scale, do the demographics and previous 

experiences of this sample align as expected from previous literature on the associations between 

participant factors and global mindedness? 

 H2.1: Using multilevel modeling (MLM), self-reported student demographics and 

previous experiences will be associated with global mindedness. 

R3: Is studying abroad associated with a change in global mindedness, and is this change 

significantly associated with program characteristics? 

 H3.1: Using multilevel modeling (MLM), post-program levels of global mindedness will 

be significantly higher than pre-program levels of global mindedness. 

 H3.2: Longer program duration will be associated with greater change in student levels of 

global mindedness. 

 H3.3: Higher levels of immersion will be associated with greater change in student levels 

of global mindedness. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Methods 

 The data in this study were a subsample from a larger longitudinal research project 

conducted in cooperation with the universityôs study abroad office (SAO) between 2015 and 

2019. The purpose of the project was to assess the impact of study abroad experiences on student 

global mindedness. Students were asked to complete online Qualtrics surveys both before and 

after their study abroad experiences. These surveys quantitatively assessed studentsô prior 

international and intercultural experiences, community participation, global mindedness, and 

level of immersion in their programs.  

 Student application and scholarship application data included quantitative items such as 

program and demographic information, as well as short answer and essay questions asking 

students to explain their motivations for studying abroad and what they anticipated the 

experience would entail. The scholarship application also asked students to explain their 

motivations and preparations for studying abroad. Table 2 provides an overview of the 

administrative and survey sources used for this study. 

Sample 

 The sample was drawn from the approximately 7,000 participants who applied for study 

abroad programs offered through a large, public, university in the southeastern United States, 

between 2014 and 2019. Approximately 3,000 undergraduate students who completed a Study 

Abroad Application and the pre-program survey were included in the final analyses. 

Additionally, approximately 400 students who completed the post-program survey were included 

in the pre-post analysis of the impact of study abroad on global mindedness. 
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Dependent Variables 

Global Mindedness Scale 

 Student global mindedness was assessed using the Global Mindedness Scale (GMS; Hett, 

1993). The GMS is a self-report survey that has been used for nearly three decades in student 

populations (e.g. Clarke, Flaherty, Wright, & McMillen, 2009; Cui, 2016). The measure includes 

30 Likert-style items with response options: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = unsure; 4 = 

agree; and 5 = strongly agree. Responses can therefore range from 0 to 5. The original study 

(Hett, 1993) determined that the total scale had a high reliability (Ŭ = 0.90), and that the five 

subscales ranged from Ŭ = .65 (Global Centrism) to Ŭ = .80 (Responsibility). Examples of the 

items include: ñAmerican values are probably bestò (Global Centrism, reverse-coded); ñI think 

of myself, not only as a citizen of my country, but also as a citizen of the worldò 

(Interconnectedness); ñI think my behavior in my own country can impact people in other 

countriesò (Efficacy); ñI enjoy trying to understand peopleôs behavior in the context of their 

culture (Cultural Pluralism), and; ñI feel an obligation to speak out when I see our government 

doing something I consider wrongò (Responsibility). 

Independent Variables 

Program 

 Program length and host country information were collected from the GEL pre-program 

survey. 

Demographics 

Demographic information was obtained mainly through self-report on the GEL pre-

program survey. Included in this study were variables that had been previously found to be 

associated with differences in study abroad or global citizenship: gender, race, classification, and 
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college. Race, classification, and college were coded by first determining the frequencies for 

each category of the variables. The reference variables used were the categories of each variable 

with the highest frequency - ñWhiteò for race, ñSeniorò for classification, and ñCHASS (College 

of Humanities and Social Sciences)ò for college. 

Previous Experiences 

Student previous experiences were collected through responses on the GEL pre-program 

survey (Appendix B) and the student application that included variables previously found to be 

associated with global citizenship. These include:  

 A checklist of the total number of activities the students took to learn about the 

host country, 

 The frequency and duration of previous international experiences, 

 A checklist of the total number of community activities students participated in 

prior to their study abroad experience, 

 The quality and frequency of prior contacts with people from the host country,  

The frequency of contact with people from the host country was measured by a single 

question, using a 5-item Likert scale ranging from Never to Very Frequent. The quality of 

previous interactions with people from the host country was measured across five dimensions: 

Unequal vs. Equal, Involuntary vs. Voluntary, Superficial vs. Intimate, Unpleasant vs. Pleasant, 

and Competitive vs. Cooperative. Each of these dimensions was assessed on a 4-item Likert 

scale ranging from one extreme to the other (e.g. Very Unequal to Very Equal), and includes the 

option ñUnsureò.   
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Immersion 

 Immersion variables were collected from the GEL post-program survey and included 

student responses to intercultural interactions which paralleled the GEL pre-program survey 

responses: frequency and quality of contact with a host family and other people from the host 

country. The GEL post-program survey also included data on the types of immersive activities. 

Students responded to 14 items querying formal and informal activities (28 items total) using a 

4-item Likert scale ranging from ñNot At Allò to ñA lotò. Items included activities in which 

study abroad students often participate, such as ñVisited Historic Sitesò, ñTraveled outside the 

main city/area where the study abroad program was hostedò, and ñAte the local cuisineò.  

Plan of Analysis 

Student levels of global mindedness were assessed using the 30-item Global Mindedness 

Scale (GMS). To conduct the confirmatory factor analysis, each item was modeled for fit in the 

5-subscale factor structure of the measure. For the multilevel modeling analyses, the student and 

program factors were analyzed with the total scale. Once the 5-factor structure of the GMS was 

found by the CFA to be valid, the GMS subscales were also analyzed in relation to student and 

program factors. If the CFA had suggested a different factor structure, this new factor structure 

would have been used in future analyses. 

 Student demographics were coded as factor variables and were analyzed as individual 

variables. Previous experiences were mostly analyzed as individual variables, with the exception 

of the quality of any previous interactions. The five items on this measure were merged and 

responses were quantified such that higher responses indicate a more positive interaction. 

Responses ranged from 0 to 5, and means were obtained such that total student scores could 

range between 0 and 5. The two checklists - previous community activities and preparation 
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activities - were analyzed as count variables, indicating the number of options the students 

checked. 

 Immersion variables included questions of quality of interaction which paralleled the 

questions of previous interactions described above and were coded similarly. Duration of stay 

with a host family and frequency of contact with people from the host country were analyzed 

separately. Responses to questions about types of formal and informal activities in which 

students might have engaged were merged into a single variable and responses were quantified 

from 0 (Not At All) to 4 (A lot), such that a higher total indicates greater activity. This measure 

is 28 items, so student scores ranged from 0 to 4.  

 Test of Hypotheses 

 Data were analyzed using R Statistical Software Version 4.0.3. 

Structural equation modeling was used to test the validity of the GMS factor structure in 

the pre-program survey sample (Figure 1). A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the 

lavaan package was used to quantitatively assess the 5-factor model fit for the measure. 

Additionally, reliability was measured in this sample using Cronbachôs alpha. 

Next, multilevel modeling (MLM) was used to assess the degree to which student factors 

were associated with student pre-program levels of global mindedness (Figure 2). Two-tiered 

student-country MLM using the lmer package tested associations between student demographics 

and previous experiences, and the GMS.  

Finally, three-tiered MLM was used to explore whether studying abroad significantly 

affected the global mindedness of the sample. Three-tiered time-student-country MLM was used 

to determine whether, after controlling for relevant student demographics and previous 

experience, student levels of global mindedness significantly changed after studying abroad. This 
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analysis also assessed whether student-level or program-level immersion in the program 

significantly affected that change.   
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

Overview 

 This study used six years of data from undergraduate American students who utilized 

North Carolina State Universityôs Study Abroad Program, to examine potential associations 

between students who study abroad, the study abroad experience, and global mindedness. 

Analyses began with a confirmatory factor analysis to assess the factor structure of the Global 

Mindedness Scale within the current sample, and then used that factor structure to conduct 

subsequent cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses using multilevel modeling. 

 Raw data included more than 7000 participants across study abroad application, 

scholarship application, pre-study abroad survey, and post-study abroad survey application data 

sets. An initial examination of the datasets showed hundreds of cases of non-unique idôs, 

indicating that some students had studied abroad multiple times. In these cases, the first recorded 

study abroad trip was retained, while the others were excluded. A total of 191 identifiers were 

duplicated at least once in the pre-study abroad survey, for a total of 532 duplicates. Similar 

examination of the post-study abroad survey revealed 19 non-unique identifiers and 71 

duplicates. Application data included 421 non-unique identifiers and 885 duplicates, and the 

scholarship application data included 205 non-unique identifiers for a total of 432 duplicates. 

Additionally, the datasets included cases with no identifiers (pre-study abroad survey = 135, 

post-study abroad survey = 33, application = 14, and scholarship application = 5) or nonsense 

identifiers such as 000000000 (pre-study abroad survey = 3, post-study abroad= 1); these cases 

were also removed from the datasets. Once these cases were removed and the data were merged 

into a single dataset, a total of 6,411 unique cases remained. 
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 In addition to removing duplicate, nonsense, or non-identified cases, participants who had 

not at least completed the pre-study abroad survey which included the Global Mindedness Scale 

could not be included in the study. Participants who were not American citizens and participants 

who were not undergraduate students (e.g. faculty, staff, and graduate students) were also 

excluded. These exclusions resulted in a final dataset of 3,149 participants. 

 As can be seen in Table 3, Study abroad students in this study tended to identify as White 

(n = 2,421) and female (n = 2,094) as opposed to male (n = 1,065). More students tended to 

study abroad in their Junior (n = 1,221) or Senior (n = 1,418) years, than in their Freshman (n = 

20) or Sophomore (n = 320) years. Colleges across the university were represented in this study, 

though most students identified primary majors within the Colleges of Management (n = 580), 

Humanities and Social Sciences (n = 635), or Engineering (n = 528). 

 Students in this final dataset travelled to one of 62 different countries, mostly in Europe, 

with a few students indicating that they had travelled to multiple countries (n = 54), or that their 

country was not listed (n = 17) (Table 4). Countries with the most study abroad students were the 

Czech Republic (n = 421), Italy (n = 373), Spain (n = 315), and the United Kingdom (n = 300). 

Eleven countries had only a single study abroad student during the entire study period (e.g. 

Colombia, Fiji, and Zambia); other countries ranged in between. 

 Most students (n = 2,488) had travelled outside of the country at least once, and many 

indicated that they had travelled abroad four or more times (n = 1,050). Of the students who had 

previously travelled abroad, most indicated that their longest trip lasted at least one week (n = 

2,168); of those 638 students had spent more than three weeks abroad on at least one trip. 551 

students had never travelled outside of the USA. The majority of students had never visited their 

host country before (n = 2,632), and about one-third had not interacted with anyone from their 
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host country prior to studying abroad (n = 1,014). While studying abroad, most students were 

enrolled in programs that lasted more than month (n = 1,995), and though post-study abroad 

response rates were poor, the students who did respond tended to indicate frequent or very 

frequent contact with people in the host country (n = 185, or about 75%). 

Research Question 1: Is the Global Mindedness scale a valid and reliable measure for 

undergraduate students who have applied to study abroad? 

Hypothesis 1.1: A confirmatory factor analysis will confirm Hettôs (1993) findings of 5 

subscales in the GMS: Global pluralism, Responsibility, Efficacy, Global Centrism, and 

Interconnectedness. 

 The Global Mindedness Scale is a 30-item Likert-style measure with five subscales. 

Likert responses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). For this study, 3,043 

students responded to the survey before studying abroad, and 248 of those students completed 

the survey a second time, upon returning from studying abroad (Table 7). The Global Pluralism 

subscale had the highest mean for this sample both before and after students had studied abroad 

(M = 4.24 before; M = 4.38 after), indicating that students agreed most strongly on items related 

to an appreciation of diversity, belief in the value of different cultures, and interest in 

understanding other cultures. Additionally, the mean increased after students had studied abroad, 

suggesting that study abroad may increase studentsô cultural pluralism. In fact, the mean for each 

subscale increased after students had studied abroad, indicating that students had increased their 

global mindedness over the course of their study abroad experience. The most dramatic shift can 

be seen in student responses to the items in the Responsibility subscale (M = 3.77 before study 

abroad; M = 4.08 after study abroad), suggesting that study abroad experiences may increase 

studentsô feelings of moral obligation to the people of the world in particular. According to the 
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pre-post change in means, studying abroad may have had the smallest impact on changing 

studentsô sense of efficacy, or the belief that oneôs actions are important and impactful; while 

Efficacy did increase in students after they had studied abroad, the Efficacy subscale showed a 

smaller change than in the other subscales (M = 3.90 before studying abroad; M = 3.95 after 

studying abroad).  

An examination of the Global Mindedness Scale using Cronbachôs Ŭ showed strong 

internal consistency (Table 8), with all subscales ranging from Ŭ = .87 to Ŭ = .92. Global 

Centrism had the highest internal consistency (Ŭ = .91 before studying abroad and Ŭ = .92 after 

studying abroad), while Global Pluralism had the lowest (Ŭ = .87 before studying abroad and Ŭ = 

.88 after studying abroad. All subscales had greater Cronbachôs Ŭôs in this study than in Hettôs 

(1993) original study. 

Item correlations for the 30 items of the Global Mindedness subscales can be seen in 

Table 9, and Figures 4 - 9 further detail the item relationships and response structure, broken 

down by subscale. These correlations represent the pre-study abroad data only. Item correlations 

overall ranged from very weak (r = .15) to moderate (r = .53). Between the subscales, item 

correlations generally ranged from weak to moderate, with some item correlations being very 

weak (e.g. the relatability item in the Global Pluralism subscale; correlations with other subscale 

items were between r = .14 and r = .21). The subscales themselves were weakly to strongly 

correlated. Global Centrism had the weakest correlations with the other subscales (between r =  

.34 and r = .47). The other subscales were moderately to strongly correlated. These correlations 

suggest that there was a relationship between the items and the subscales of the Global 

Mindedness Scale. 
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A marker method maximum likelihood confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine 

the construct validity of the Global Mindedness Scale, with the latent variables being the five 

subscales and the manifest variables being the scale items. The mathematical model for the 

factor analysis can be written as:

 

 

in which ɚ represents factor loadings, Ᵽ represents residual variances and ‪ represents factor 

variance. Factors were loaded onto each of the five subscales as suggested in the measure (see 

Appendix A). Loadings for each factor can be seen in Table 10, and covariances of latent 

variables (subscales) are represented in Figure 10. All item loadings were significant to their 

respective latent variables. The subscales tended to significantly covary, with the exception of 

covariances between Responsibility and Global Centrism (‪ = 0.00), and between Efficacy and 

Cultural Pluralism (‪ = 0.07) and Efficacy and Global Centrism (‪ = 0.05). Fit indices 

suggested that the original 5-factor model is imperfect but acceptable. The …2 test against a 

perfect model returned a p < .05, though that statistic is affected by large sample size and 

therefore less trustworthy in this analysis. A Comparative Fit Index (CFI) between the 

hypothesized model and the data returned a value of .859, and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) for 

the model was .845. For both of these indices, a value of .95 or above is deemed acceptable so 

these values were slightly lower than is ideal. The root mean square error of approximation 

(RMSEA) for the model was .055, suggesting an acceptable fit (generally values of .06 or below 

are considered acceptable. The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) for the model 
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was .047, and therefore within the acceptable range of less than .05. Overall, it was determined 

that the model fit was acceptable to continue the analyses using the established factor structure. 

Research Question 2: Do the demographics and previous experiences of this sample align 

as expected from previous literature on the associations between participant factors and 

pre-study abroad global mindedness? 

Hypothesis 2.1: Using multilevel modeling (MLM), self-reported student demographics and 

previous experiences will be associated with global mindedness. 

 Previous literature suggested that sex/gender, race, class, college, previous time abroad, 

previous contact with people from the host country, preparation, and community engagement 

could all be associated with global mindedness. Because of the number of independent variables, 

preliminary evaluations were conducted to determine which variables were most likely to be 

significantly associated with changes in one of five subscales associated with global mindedness, 

before students studied abroad: Responsibility, Global Centrism, Global Pluralism, Efficacy, and 

Interconnectedness. Quality of previous interaction with people from the host country was 

assessed across five dimensions and treated as a continuous variable, and so this variableôs 

relationship to the global mindedness latent variables could be examined through correlations. 

These correlations ranged from r = .06 (Global Centrism) to r = .17 (Global Pluralism), with 

other correlations including r = .12 (Efficacy), r = .14 (Responsibility), and r = .16 

(Interconnectedness), indicating very weak relationships between Quality of previous interaction 

and the Global Mindedness Scale. Though these correlations were weak, the variable was 

retained in the final model. Similarly, though studentsô preparation for studying abroad (as a sum 

of activities undertaken to learn about the country) was also only weakly correlated with the 

global mindedness subscales, the variable was retained on the strength of prior research and the 
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relevance of the question to study abroad programming. Levels of community engagement and 

reasons for previous travel were only weakly correlated with the global mindedness subscales (r 

ranged from .05 to .18 for both variables, across all subscales). Because associations between 

these variables and global mindedness were less grounded in prior research, community 

engagement and reasons for previous travel were dropped from subsequent analyses. One of the 

dichotomous variables - whether or not the student had previously visited their host country - 

was also rejected for further analyses, based on non-significant point-biserial correlations with 

all subscales (Table 11). Point-biserial correlations between sex and each subscale were 

significant, and so sex was retained in the final models. 

 Other independent variables included the categorical variables race, class, college, the 

duration of previous trips abroad, and level of prior contact with anyone from the host country. 

Because correlations could not be used in preliminary analyses of relationships between these 

variables and global mindedness subscales, potential significant relationships were initially 

assessed using a series of ANOVAôs. Based on ANOVAôs between these independent variables 

and the global mindedness subscales, race, class, and college were retained because they were 

significantly related to all or almost all of the subscales (Table 12). Prior contact was non-

significant or only marginally significant for most subscales, and so was excluded. The final 

mathematical model for the series multi-level analyses was therefore: 

Level 1 

Yij = ɓ0j +ɓ1j Sexij + ɓ2j Collegeij + ɓ3j Trip.Durationij + ɓ4jPreparationij  + 

ɓ5jPrevious.Interactionij  + ɓ6jRaceij  + Rij  

Level 2 

 ɓ0j = ɔ00 + ɔ01Country + U0j 

 ɓ1j = ɔ10 + ɔ11Country  
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 ɓ2j = ɔ20 + ɔ21Country  

 ɓ3j = ɔ30 + ɔ31Country  

 ɓ4j = ɔ40 + ɔ41Country  

ɓ5j = ɔ50 + ɔ51Country  

ɓ6j = ɔ60 + ɔ61Country  

with 

 Uij ~N(0, ɩ2
00) 

and 

 Rij ~ N(0, ů2) 

where Yij  represents each of the five subscales used in five separate analyses. Intercepts were 

allowed to vary randomly in these models, while slopes were fixed. 

 Intraclass correlation coefficients were calculated for each model run, using the 

unconditional model: 

 Level 1 

  Yij = ɓ0j + Rij 

 Level 2 

  ɓ0j = ɔ00 + U0j  

Results show that only 2.7% of the variance in the dependent variables of each model 

was at the country level; 97.3% was at the student level. The intercept was significantly 

associated with change in all subscales, indicating significant differences between students 

(Table 13): for Responsibility, b = 3.33, t(1651) = 9.07, p < .001; for Global Pluralism, b = 3.69, 

t(1654) = 13.20, p < .001; for Global Centrism, b = 3.51, t(1656) = 8.69, p < .001; for 

Interconnectedness, b = 3.65, t(1659) = 10.17, p < .001; and for Efficacy, b = 3.89,t(1638) = 
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10.35, p < .001. The subscale models explained between 10% and 12% of the variance found 

between participants. 

In addition to the intercept, sex (b = -0.24, t(1564) = -8.66, p < .001), previous interaction 

(b = 0.05, t(1648) = 4.75, p < .001), and preparation (b = 0.03, t(1516) = 3.21 p < .01) were all 

significantly related to Responsibility. There were also differences in Responsibility between the 

colleges: College of Design (b = -0.14, t(283) = -2.27, p < .05, ), College of Engineering (b = -

0.10, t(1532) = -2.27, p < .02), College of Textiles (b = -0.19, t(1417) = -3.41, p = .001), and 

College of Management (b = -0.14, t(1156) = -3.34, p = .001). Higher levels of Responsibility 

were found to be associated with female students, higher quality previous interactions with 

people from the host country, and greater preparation, as a sum of different activities undertaken. 

Additionally, the students from the Colleges of Design, Engineering, Textiles, and Management 

were found to have less Responsibility relative to students from the College of Humanities and 

Social Sciences. 

Similarly, sex (b = -0.08, t(1550) = -8.66, p < .001), previous interaction (b = 0.05, 

t(1648) = 6.15, p < .001), and preparation (b = 0.04, t(1522) = 6.10, p < .001) were found to be 

significantly associated with Global Pluralism. Additionally, having been abroad for more than 

three weeks was also associated with higher levels of Global Pluralism (b = 0.05, t(1648) = 3.18, 

p < .01), as was identification as Hispanic/Latino (b = 0.16, t(1648) = 2.37, p = .02). As with 

Responsibility, students from the College of Textiles (b = -0.17, t(1430) = -3.86, p < .001) and 

the College of Management (b = -0.17, t(1118) = -5.52, p < .001) had significantly lower levels 

of Global Pluralism relative to Student from the College of Humanities and Social Sciences. 

Higher levels of Global Pluralism were associated with female students and students who 

identified as Hispanic/Latino, higher quality previous interactions with people from the host 
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country, greater preparation as a sum of different activities undertaken, and having previous 

experience abroad of a duration above three weeks. Students from the Colleges of Textiles or 

Management tended to be less Globally Pluralistic than their peers in the Humanities and Social 

Sciences. 

Global Centrism was associated with sex (b = -0.18, t(1526) = -5.78, p < .001), previous 

time spent abroad (two-to-three weeks, b = 0.16, t(1659) = 3.05, p < .01; more than three weeks, 

(b = 0.17, t(1645) = 3.55, p < .001), quality of previous interaction (b = 0.02, t(1648) = 2.16, p < 

.05), self-identifying as Black/African American (b = 0.17, t(1619) = 2.27, p = .02) or 

Hispanic/Latino (b = 0.30, t(1651) = 2.99, p = .002), and being enrolled in the College of 

Textiles (b = -0.20, t(1429) = -3.28, p = .001) or College of Management (b = -0.32, t(1072) = 

7.27, p < .001). Because the Global Centrism subscale contains reverse-coded items, higher 

levels of Global Centrism indicate an increased tendency to consider the rest of the world in 

decision-making, as opposed to just the United States. Higher levels of Global Centrism were 

associated with female students, higher quality previous interactions with people from the host 

country, and having spent two or more weeks abroad previously. Students identifying as 

Black/African American or Hispanic/Latino tended to have higher levels of Global Centrism, 

relative to their peers who identified as White. Students in Textiles or Management tended to 

have significantly lower levels of Global Centrism relative to their peers in Humanities and 

Social Sciences. 

Interconnectedness was found to be associated with sex (b = -0.10, t(1659) = -3.68, p < 

.001), previous time spent abroad (two-to-three weeks, b = 0.09, t(1659) = 2.07, p < .05; more 

than three weeks, (b = 0.14, t(1659) = 3.34, p < .001), quality of previous interaction (b = 0.05, 

t(1659) = 5.24, p < .001), preparation (b = 0.05, t(1659) = 5.81, p < .001), identifying as 



41 

 

Hispanic/Latino (b = 0.18, t(1653) = 2.05, p = 0.04), and being enrolled in the College of 

Agriculture and Life Sciences (b = -0.11, t(1653) = -2.31, p = 0.02), the College of Engineering 

(b = -0.10, t(1653) = -2.36, p = 0.02), the College of Sciences (b = -0.11, t(1653) = -2.21, p = 

.03), the College of Textiles (b = -0.16, t(1653) = -2.86, p = .004), or the College of Management 

(b = -0.21, t(1653) = -5.49, p < .001). Higher levels of Interconnectedness were associated with 

female students, students who self-identified at Hispanic/Latino, higher quality previous 

interactions with people from the host country, having spent two or more weeks abroad 

previously, and greater preparation as a sum of different activities undertaken. Lower levels of 

Interconnected relative to the College of Humanities and Social Sciences, were associated with 

students from the Colleges of Agriculture and Life Science, Engineering, Sciences, Textiles, and 

Management. 

 Efficacy was found to be associated with sex (b = -0.16, t(1644) = -5.56, p < .001), 

previous time spent abroad (b = 0.10, t(1659) = 2.10, p < .05), quality of previous interaction (b 

= 0.04, t(1659) = 4.26, p < .001), preparation (b = 0.04, t(1583) = 3.88, p < .001), and being 

enrolled in the College of Engineering (b = -0.09, t(1521) = -2.07, p = 0.04), College of Sciences 

(b = -0.10, t(1527) = -2.17, p = 0.03), College of Textiles (b = -0.20, t(1433) = -3.40, p = 0.001), 

or College of Management (b = -0.25, t(1249) = -6.09, p < 0.001). Greater levels of Efficacy 

were associated with female students, higher quality previous interactions with people from the 

host country, having spent more than three weeks abroad previously, and preparation as a sum of 

different activities undertaken. Students from the Colleges of Engineering, Sciences, Textiles, or 

Management had lower levels of Efficacy, relative to their peers in Humanities and Social 

Sciences. 
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Research Question 3: Is studying abroad associated with a change in global mindedness, 

and is this change significantly associated with program characteristics? 

 The final series of analyses focused on change in global mindedness associated with 

studying abroad. In addition to any change in global mindedness subscales between baseline and 

post-study abroad assessment, previous literature suggested that engagement with people from 

the host country, and immersion in the culture of the host country, are associated with a change 

in factors related to global citizenship. These factors were therefore included in the pre-post 

analysis of global citizenship, to determine if they were significant over and above time alone. 

Within this study, multiple variables were used to assess interaction and immersion (Table 2), 

and so preliminary analyses were conducted to determine which variables were likely to 

significantly impact a change in global mindedness and should therefore be retained in the final 

model.  Though studentsô quality of in-country interaction and immersion activities were also 

only weakly correlated with the global mindedness subscales (r for in-country interaction ranged 

from .08 [correlation with Global Centrism] to .22 [Interconnectedness]; r for immersion 

activities ranged from -.02 [correlation with Global Centrism] to .25 [Responsibility]), the 

variables were retained on the strength of prior research and the relevance of the question to 

study abroad programming.  

Point-biserial correlations with the global mindedness subscales (Table11) indicated that, 

with the exception of Global Pluralism, whether or not a student stayed with a host was non-

significant (for Responsibility, t(246) = 0.49, p = .62; for Global Pluralism, t(246) = 2.98, p = 

.003; for Global Centrism, t(246) = 1.71, p = .09; for Interconnectedness, t(246) = 0.85, p = .40; 

and for Efficacy, t(246) = 0.26, p = .80); this variable was therefore dropped from the final 

model.  
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 Other independent variables included categorical variables: duration of stay with host 

family, amount of contact with people in host country, and program length (Table 5). Duration of 

stay with the host family was dropped because of the lack of responses (n = 53). Because 

correlations could not be used in preliminary analyses of relationships between these variables 

and global mindedness subscales, potential significant relationships were initially assessed using 

a series of ANOVAôs. Based on ANOVAôs between these independent variables and the global 

mindedness subscales,  program length, and amount of contact with people in the host country 

were dropped because they were not significantly related to all or almost all of the subscales 

(Table 11). The final mathematical model for the series multi-level analyses was therefore: 

Level 1 

 Yijk = ɓ0jk +ɓ1jk Timeijk +Rijk  

Level 2 

 ɓ0jk = ɔ00k +ɔ01Student + ɔ02Interaction + ɔ03Immersion +U0jk 

ɓ1jk = ɔ10k + ɔ11Student + ɔ12Interaction + ɔ13Immersion  

Level 3 

 ɔ00k = ŭ000 + ŭ001Country + V0k 

 ɔ01k = ŭ010 + ŭ011Country  

 ɔ02k = ŭ020 + ŭ021Country  

ɔ03k = ŭ030 + ŭ031Country 

ɔ10k = ŭ100 + ŭ101Country 

ɔ11k = ŭ110 + ŭ111Country 

ɔ12k = ŭ120 + ŭ121Country 
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ɔ13k = ŭ130 + ŭ131Country 

with, 

  Vij ~ N(0, ɫ2) 

and 

  Uij ~ N(0, Ű200) 

and 

 Rij ~ N(0, ů2) 

Hypothesis 3.1: Using multilevel modeling (MLM), post-program levels of global mindedness 

will be significantly higher than pre-program levels of global mindedness. 

 Results show that only a small amount of the variance in the dependent variables of each 

model was at the country level (Responsibility = 2.7%, Global Pluralism = 2.6%, Global 

Centrism = 3.9%, Interconnectedness = 1.3%, and Efficacy = 2.8%). The majority was at the 

student-within-country level (Responsibility = 76.6%, Global Pluralism = 66.4%, Global 

Centrism = 57.7, Interconnectedness = 63.1%, and Efficacy = 63.7%), with the remainder of the 

model variance taking place across time (Responsibility = 20.7%, Global Pluralism = 31.0%, 

Global Centrism = 38.4%, Interconnectedness = 35.6%, and Efficacy = 33.5%). The intercept 

was significantly associated with change in all subscales, indicating significant differences in 

each subscale between baseline and post-study abroad assessments (Table 14): for 

Responsibility, b = 2.83, t(233) = 13.31, p < .001; for Global Pluralism, b = 3.94, t(234) = 24.05, 

p < .001; for Global Centrism, b = 3.49, t(234) = 8.69, p < .001; for Interconnectedness, b = 3.38, 

t(235) = 16.92, p < .001; and for Efficacy, b = 3.21,t(234) = 14.88, p < .001. The models 

explained between 62% and 79% of the total variance in the different subscales across all levels, 
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though the fixed effects explained only a small portion (1% to 7%) of that variance. Additional 

analyses indicated that time alone was a significant factor in changing global mindedness only in 

the Global Pluralism  and Efficacy subscales: for Responsibility, b = 0.03, t(233) = 1.27, p = .21; 

for Global Pluralism, b = 0.10, t(234) = 4.72, p < .001; for Global Centrism, b = -.02, t(234) = -

0.57, p = .57; for Interconnectedness, b = 0.05, t(234) = 1.77, p = .07; and for Efficacy, b = 0.06, 

t(234) = 2.03, p < .05. Additional variables were therefore examined, to explore what other 

factors may account for the changes observed in global mindedness over time. 

Hypothesis 3.3: Higher levels of immersion will be associated with greater change in student 

levels of global mindedness. 

 Immersion was measured using two variables: the quality of in-country interaction, and 

immersion activities (see Appendix C for a full description), as measured by a 4-point likert 

assessment of engagement in potential in-country activities. 

 In addition to the intercept, quality of in-country interaction (b = 0.08, t(231) = 2.25, p < 

.05) and immersion activities (b = 0.25, t(231) = 3.20, p < .01) were both significantly associated 

with Responsibility. Higher levels of Responsibility were found to be associated with higher 

quality in-country interactions with people from the host country, and with higher levels of 

immersion as measured by greater interaction with people from the host country and greater 

engagement in community activities in-country. 

Conversely, neither quality of in-country interaction nor immersion activities were found 

to be significantly associated with either Global Pluralism (b = 0.04, t(231) = 1.50, p = 0.13 and 

b = 0.08, t(231) = 1.36, p = .18 respectively) or Global Centrism (b = 0.06, t(231) = 1.47, p = .14 

and b = -0.08, t(231) = -0.88, p = .38 respectively), suggesting that some other factors were 

associated with the observed changes in student both over time.  
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 Interconnectedness was found to be associated with quality of in-country interaction (b = 

0.10, t(231) = 2.86, p < .01), but not with immersion (b = 0.13, t(231) = 1.78, p = .08), such that 

higher levels of interconnectedness were associated higher quality in-country interactions with 

people from the host country. 

 Similarly, Efficacy was found to be associated with quality of in-country interaction (b = 

0.11, t(231) = 2.77, p < .01), but not with immersion (b = 0.15, t(231) = 1.87, p = .06), such that 

higher levels of interconnectedness were associated higher quality in-country interactions with 

people from the host country.  
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

This study used confirmatory factor analysis and multilevel modeling to examine the 

factor structure of the Global Mindedness Scale, and to explore the association between student 

demographics and previous experiences and global mindedness, and studying abroad and global 

mindedness. This study is unique in its exploration of the validity of the Global Mindedness 

Scale, and also sought to explore the nuance of potential associations between studying abroad 

and global mindedness. 

Research Question 1 

 Though the factor structure for this measure was established using confirmatory factor 

analysis, the fit evaluations are somewhat subjective and therefore open to interpretation. The 

item covariances within each factor were significant, indicating that the items were related, 

though not excluding the possibility that they also correlated with items from other subscales. So, 

while the items within a factor could fit as part of a single subscale, their relationships do not 

preclude a better fit structure. 

 The …2 tests against perfect and null models were significant and large, which suggests a 

poorer and different from expected fit. …2 tests are influenced by sample size, however; larger 

sample sizes increase the likelihood of significantly different findings between models. The 

sample size for this analysis (n = 3,159) throws the results of any …2 test into doubt, and therefore 

other fit indices should be examined to determine the relevance of the model.  The Comparative 

Fit Index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) were both lower than the generally accepted 

value of 0.95, but the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) for the model and 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) for the model were both within acceptable 
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limits. Based on these results, the model was found to be imperfect but marginally acceptable. 

 Given that the different items were found to be reliable in this sample, it could be that a 

different factor structure, allowing for the measure of slightly different constructs, is warranted. 

Because of the importance of global mindedness in understanding and interacting with people in 

the world today, a strong argument can be made for the relevance of a scale that can assess the 

concept in student and other populations. Interestingly, the factor with the strongest loadings - 

Responsibility - is also one of the factors most closely tied to the broader concept of global 

mindedness as Hett (1993) defines it. Given the close ties between Global Pluralism 

(appreciation for diversity) and Interconnectedness (sense of belonging to a global family) and 

an appreciation for diversity, it is surprising that items did not load together more strongly. It 

could perhaps be that the different constructs were pulling items from one another. For example, 

the first item on the Global Mindedness Scale - ñI generally find it stimulating to spend an 

evening talking with people from another culture.ò - is understandably considered an item within 

Global Pluralism but could also be related to Interconnectedness. The two constructs strongly 

covary in the model (r = .66, p < .001), and possibly also represent a single construct. 

Interestingly, the weakest construct in the model - Global Centrism - also very strongly 

covaries with Interconnectedness (r = .75, p < .001). It also significantly covaries with Global 

Pluralism (r = .12, p < .001). The subscale was not significantly related to the other subscales in 

the measure. Global Centrism has the lowest factor loadings of the Global Mindedness subscales 

and was also the subscale with the weakest associations in the subsequent multilevel models 

performed. As with Interconnectedness and Global Pluralism, the strength of the covariance 

between Interconnectedness and Global Efficacy suggest items in this scale may overlap strongly 

enough with Interconnectedness to warrant a different factor structure. 
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Efficacy also very strongly covaried with Interconnectedness (r = .74, p < .001). Given 

the strength of covariance of three of the subscales with Interconnectedness, and the overall 

reliability of the items, it seems that the Global Mindedness Scale is a useful measure of the 

global mindedness construct, but is perhaps capturing a different substructure, with different 

factors than were originally developed. 

Research Question 2 

 Initial correlations and ANOVAôs suggested that, contrary to expectations, neither 

amount of previous contact nor community engagement were related to global mindedness. 

However, final multilevel models found that the quality of previous interactions with people 

from the host country a student would be visiting was significantly positively related to student 

levels of Responsibility, Global Pluralism, Global Centrism, Interconnectedness, and Efficacy. 

Quality of interactions may be more relevant than quantity in fostering global mindedness in 

students, though additional research is needed to confirm causality. The number of activities in 

which a student participated in to prepare for studying abroad was also significantly positively 

related to Responsibility, Global Pluralism, Interconnectedness, and Efficacy. No assumptions 

can be made regarding causality, and so it is unclear whether preparation made students more 

globally minded or whether more globally-minded students tended to take more steps to prepare 

for studying abroad, but this would be an interesting question to tease out in future studies. The 

relationship between preparation and global mindedness in this study is clear, though, and so 

preparation could be a good method for study abroad programs to increase global mindedness in 

students, prior to them studying abroad. Interestingly, preparation was not associated with Global 

Centrism. Perhaps the methods of preparation highlighted in the surveys, such as reading 

materials, watching a movie, or talking with people from the host country, focused more on 
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providing information about host countries, as opposed to encouraging critical thinking and 

decision making. Again, this could be an area to target in future study abroad programming - 

including resources that move beyond being only informative, to specifically target decision-

making skills. 

 In addition to previous interaction and preparation, female students were found to be 

more globally minded than students who identified as male, across all subscales. Female students 

were found to have higher levels of Responsibility, Global Pluralism, Global Centrism, 

Interconnectedness, and Efficacy, than male students, indicating that female students intending to 

study abroad were overall more globally minded than their male peers. It is unclear why this is 

the case, but ӏ of this sample identified as female, so it could be that self-selection plays a role: 

perhaps female students who are already highly globally minded are more likely than their 

globally minded male peers to apply to study abroad. It could also be that other variables play a 

role, such as differences in social and cultural capital (Twombley et al., 2012), or the higher 

levels of intercultural competence found in female students relative to male students (Tompkins, 

Cook, Miller, & LePeau, 2017), that differentially impact female versus male student intent to 

study abroad. Future studies should examine whether factors such as perspectives on career 

prospects associated with studying abroad or other social dynamics, play a mediating role 

between gender and global mindedness. Additionally, students who self-identified as 

Hispanic/Latino tended to have higher levels of Global Pluralism, Global Centrism, and 

Interconnectedness than their peers who self-identified as White, and students who self-identified 

as Black/African American tended to have higher levels of Global Centrism than students who 

self-identified as White. No significant differences were found between students who self-

identified as White and their Asian or Native/Hawaiian/Pacific Islander peers. 
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Having spent more time abroad was also associated with greater levels of Global 

Pluralism, Global Centrism, Interconnectedness, and Efficacy. While it is perhaps unsurprising 

that spending at least a few weeks abroad increases global mindedness, it is interesting that no 

association was found between time abroad and Responsibility. Within this sample, having spent 

time abroad did not increase moral obligation. It might be that any association to be found 

between time abroad and Responsibility would depend on where a student had travelled, or for 

what purpose, both of which were beyond the scope of this study. Any change in feelings of 

moral obligation to improve conditions could be predicated on having travelled to a location in 

which a student noted conditions they felt should be improved (e.g. travelling to locations with 

high poverty rate, high wealth disparity, or high levels of climate change may evoke greater 

changes in Responsibility). 

Students enrolled in certain colleges tended to be less globally minded than their peers in 

the College of Humanities and Social Sciences. In particular, students from the College of 

Management, the College of Textiles, and the College of Engineering had lower levels of global 

mindedness. Interestingly, next to students from the College of Humanities and Social sciences, 

more students from the College of Management and Engineering applied to study abroad than 

students from any other college, so it seems that these students have other motivations for 

studying abroad than global mindedness. Perhaps students studying humanities and social 

sciences have entered those fields because they already possess higher levels of social 

responsibility associated with global mindedness (e.g. appreciation for diversity, a sense of the 

interconnectedness of humanity), and are therefore more likely to study abroad for some of the 

same reasons. These students may have entered their chosen fields because of an interest in 

social issues that already lends itself to global mindedness, whereas students studying 
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engineering or management are more focused on other aspects of life. 

Finally, these models explained only 10% - 12% of the variance, suggesting that there are 

other reasons for the differences in global mindedness between students. Future studies could 

examine other variables that are associated with intent to study abroad - such as finances or 

urban vs rural backgrounds, to further tease out what factor might influence global mindedness 

in study abroad students. 

Research Question 3 

A longitudinal pre-post multilevel model found that, while student levels of global 

mindedness increased over the time spent studying abroad, the reasons for this change are 

unclear. Based on preliminary ANOVAs, the program length was unrelated to changes in global 

mindedness, as well the time spent with a host family or amount of time spent interacting with 

people in-country. The quality of in-country interaction, however, was found to be significantly 

positively associated with Responsibility, Interconnectedness, and Efficacy. These findings 

indicate that quality of interactions in-country may be more relevant than quantity in increasing 

at least some factors related to global mindedness. Interestingly, the quality of interactions with 

people from the host country was not associated with Global Pluralism or Global Centrism, 

which are defined in terms of appreciating diversity and other cultures, and considering other 

countries in oneôs own decision making.  

Perhaps higher quality interactions in-country have a greater effect on studentsô 

interpersonal feelings, while being less relevant to broader feelings around cultural groups and 

countries. In fact, no immersion variables were associated with either Global Pluralism or Global 

centrism, and so while results indicate increases in both after the study, it is unclear what caused 

the changes. Something apart from immersion and interactions seem to have increased 



53 

 

appreciation of diversity and changes in decision making. It could be interesting to explore 

whether coursework impacted Global Pluralism or Global Centrism. It could also be that 

studying abroad actually makes students more aware of interpersonal similarities between people 

of different backgrounds, and therefore has a more limited impact on studentsô awareness of 

diversity.  

The level of immersion experienced by students was significantly related only to 

Responsibility. Greater immersion was associated with increased Responsibility, or moral 

obligation. This is contrary to earlier findings, which suggested that greater levels of immersion 

were associated with higher levels of intercultural sensitivity (Engle & Engle, 2004) and 

improved attitude and beliefs about the host culture (Hubbard & Rexeisen, 2020), which 

presumably would be related to global pluralism and interconnectedness. It is unclear why 

immersion only affected Responsibility, though perhaps the greater connection between students 

and people in-country, and the greater involvement of students in local culture, made them feel 

more connected to and therefore responsible for the people around them. 

Finally, the fixed effects in these models only explain a small amount (between 1% and 

7%) of the variance in the change in global mindedness over time between students. This could 

be an issue with the quality of the metrics used - neither the Quality of In-Country Interaction 

measure nor the Immersion Activities measure had been validated. Additionally, program length 

was not used in the final models because, when tested using ANOVAôs, it was not found to be 

significantly associated with the subscales. However, this could be because of limitations within 

the response options, which were ñone weekò, ñtwo weeksò, ñthree weeksò, ñfour weeksò and 

ñmore than a monthò. Though there was some variance in responses, most programs lasted more 

than a month. Future studies should refine the response options to reflect this reality, perhaps by 



54 

 

tying answers to days abroad, or to program lengths specified by the Study Abroad Office. 

Limitations  

 There were some general limitations inherent across all three research questions 

addressed in this study. One such limitation is that the study is a secondary data analysis, 

meaning that the data analyzed were not collected specifically to answer the questions addressed 

in this study. While secondary data analyses are regularly used and do result in quality studies, 

they can also raise doubts about how well the data fit the questions being answered. In this case, 

the Global Mindedness Scale was validated using data from study abroad students, which fit in 

well with the purpose of the study as well as past uses of the GMS. Much of the data used 

aligned with past research within the field of study abroad (such as student demographics, 

program length, and immersion), but the number of variables available necessitated using 

correlational data and ANOVAôs to determine which data might best fit into a model for global 

mindedness. Ideally, in primary research, the study design would include the collection of data 

based directly on past research. 

Another limitation of the study is selection bias; students choose whether or not to study 

abroad, and in the case of the GEL surveys they chose whether or not to fill out the survey. 

While the data aligned with past research on studying abroad, finding that most students in this 

sample were white, female, and juniors or seniors, these demographics are not necessarily 

representative of the larger student body at NCSU, most of whom do not study abroad. Most 

students had also travelled outside the USA before, and many of those students had made 

multiple previous trips abroad, which is also not representative of the broader population. 

Additionally, only about 10% of the students who completed the GEL pre-study abroad survey 

also completed the GEL post-study abroad survey. Multilevel modeling was chosen for statistical 
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analyses in part because of its ability to handle missing data, but the results within the third 

question (the pre-post analysis of studying abroad) may have been impacted by the poor response 

rate of the post-study abroad survey. Students who were especially motivated or who were 

especially pleased with their experiences, for example, may have been more likely to take the 

time to complete the survey than other students. 

A third general limitation of this study is bias inherent in self-report. Students may have 

felt pressure to respond to survey questions based on what they felt were the responses that their 

professors, the Study Abroad Office, the researchers, or broader society wanted, as opposed to 

responding based on actual beliefs. Students therefore could have reported higher baseline or 

post-study abroad levels of global mindedness, or higher qualities of interaction with people 

from the host country, than they actually experienced. Self-report additionally depends on 

memory, which is imperfect. Students could have forgotten some previous relevant experiences, 

or some of the experiences abroad, which might have affected responses in their surveys. 

Finally, though the Global Mindedness Scale was validated as part of this study, the 

quality of other measures is less clear. The Quality of Interactions, for example, could not be 

validated. Additionally, while the list of immersive activities aligns with previous literature on 

studentsô study abroad experiences, the quality of the actual items and Likert scale is unknown. 

Future Directions 

 One major question resulting from the first part of this study involves the factor structure 

of the Global Mindedness Scale. Though a CFA confirmed the current 5-subscale and item 

structure, the results were far from perfect and interpretation of CFAôs is in part subjective. This 

leaves room to examine whether different models might be a better fit for the data, and future 

research could involve an exploratory factor analysis. Additionally, future research into 
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associations between global mindedness and study abroad programming could begin more 

definitively, with the intent to study this relationship as opposed to using a secondary data 

analysis. More direct and validated measures could then be employed, which might further tease 

out what about studying abroad causes a change in global mindedness. While this study did find 

that student global mindedness changed over time, the reasons for that change are unclear. 

Contrary to previous research, immersion seemed to be unrelated or only slightly related to a 

change in global mindedness. Whether these findings are a result of the quality of the data or a 

relationship between constructs, could be the focus of future research. 

 Additionally, while the causes of changes in global mindedness are unclear, it is clear 

from this study that studying abroad does change global mindedness. Future research could 

explore how long those changes last, and whether/how the change in global mindedness impacts 

students personally, academically, and professionally over time. Because a lot of theory on the 

importance of studying abroad circulates around how it improves studentsô long-term career 

prospects and outlooks on life, future research should focus on teasing out the ways in which 

global mindedness is a mediator between studying abroad and long-term student outcomes.  

 Finally, future research could look at how study abroad programming could be improved 

based on these findings. For example, while student preparation was found to be associated with 

pre-study abroad global mindedness, causality is unknown. Future research could look at 

whether preparation results in greater global mindedness as students leave to study abroad, and if 

so, what preparation best prepares students. Additionally, because previous interactions with 

people from host countries seems associated with studying abroad, future research could explore 

whether providing students with greater opportunities to interact cross-culturally prior to 
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studying abroad (e.g. through online meetings) leads to greater global mindedness and better 

preparation for studying abroad. 

 Overall, there is a clear argument for continuing to study global mindedness, and for the 

use of the Global Mindedness Scale. The scale itself is highly reliable and given the continuing 

increase in interconnectedness of the world, understanding global mindedness and how to foster 

it within students and broader society is an important challenge. Having a scale to measure levels 

of global mindedness in different populations and change in global mindedness due to programs 

or interventions, will be essential in future research dedicated to improving global citizenship 

and understanding between peoples across the world. 
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Table 1 

 

Review of Measures of Global Citizenship 

Concept Definition  Themes Scales 

Global Mindedness 

Validation of cultural universals and the 

importance of a deep understanding of the 

role of the ñother in his or her worldò (Tye, 

1990). 

Connection to the world community and a 

sense of responsibility for its members, as 

reflected in attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors 

(Hett, 1993). 

Relativism 

Attitudes, beliefs, and 

behaviors 

Temporal component  

Global Mindedness 

Scale 

Global Perspectives 

Includes 5 dimensions: perspective 

consciousness, state of the planet awareness, 

cross-cultural awareness, knowledge of 

global dynamics, and awareness of human 

choices Hanvey (1982). 

ñAcquisition of knowledge, attitudes, and 

skills important to intercultural 

communication and holistic development of 

more complex epistemological processes, 

identities, and interpersonal relations as 

described by educational scholarsò  

(Braskamp, 2012). 

Diversity 

Interconnectedness 

Responsibility 

Future orientation 

Knowledge, attitudes, and 

skills 

Communication 

Gl Global Perspectives 

Inventory (Braskamp, 

2012) 
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Review of Measures of Global Citizenship (continued) 

Concept Definition  Themes Scales 

Multidimensional Citizenship 

Four domains: personal, social, spatial, 

temporal (Parker, et. al., 1999). 

Responsibility 

Diversity 

Interconnectedness 

Temporal 

Communication 

 

Global Education 

Focuses on perceptual and substantive 

(Case, 1993). 

 

Empathy 

Knowledge 

Temporal component 

 

Global Competence 

The capacity to examine local, global and 

intercultural issues, to understand and 

appreciate the perspectives and worldviews 

of others, to engage in open, appropriate and 

effective interactions with people from 

different cultures, and to act for collective 

well-being and sustainable development.ò 

(Engel, 2019). 

Knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes 

Process-oriented 

Communication/interaction 

Global Competence 

Aptitude Assessment 

Cultural Competence in 

Internationalization 

Knowledge of others; Knowledge, skills, 

and behaviors to communicate effectively 

and appropriately in intercultural situations. 

Communication 

Knowledge 

Empathy 

Self-awareness 

Diversity 

Relativity 
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Review of Measures of Global Citizenship (continued) 

Concept Definition  Themes Scales 

Global Human Identification 

and Citizenship 

Psychological: identification with fellow 

humans. 

Social identity: feeling part of the in-group 

ñhumanityò. 

Global: membership in a global community. 

Connection 

Community 

Identification With 

All Humanity 

(McFarland, Webb, & 

Brown 2012) 

Global Social 

Identification (Reese, 

Proch, & Cohrs, 2014) 

Psychological Sense 

of Global Community 

(Malsch, 2005) 

Global Citizenship 

Identification 

(Reysen, Karzarska-

Miller, 2013) 

Developmental Model of 

Intercultural Sensitivity 

How people experience and engage in 

cultural difference; based in a constructivist 

framing of psychology and communication, 

creating a continuum from ethnocentrism to 

ethnorelativism. Focus on increasingly 

complex perception of cultural difference, 

manifesting in empathy and meta-

coordination (Bennett, 2013) 

 

Linear development 

Empathy 

Diversity 

Intercultural 

Development 

Inventory 

Suggested qualitative 

interviews or open-

ended questions 

(Bennett, 2017) 
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Review of Measures of Global Citizenship (continued) 

Concept Definition  Themes Scales 

Intercultural Citizenship 

Identities in multiple groups and as more of 

a process than an outcome. Something that 

we do, development of ñimplicit rules for 

matching intent with interpretation - 

rules...shared by people whose group 

boundary is defined by some critical level of 

commonalityò (Castigilioni & Bennett, 

2019) 

Communication 

Meaning-making 

Empathy 

Adaptation 

Identification 

Responsibility 
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Table 2 

 

Study Instruments 

Measurement Description Source 

Program Program length, host country 
GEL pre-program 

survey 

Demographic 
Gender, race, classification, college/major, rural/urban background 

Pell Grant, first generation status 

GEL pre-program 

survey 

Student application 

Previous Experience 

Preparation, frequency of previous experiences,  duration of previous 

experiences, participation in community activities, previous contact with 

people from host country, quality of previous contact 

GEL pre-program 

survey 

Student application 

Global Mindedness Scale 3-item checklist to assess global mindedness, with 5 subscales 

GEl pre-program survey 

& 

GEL post-program 

survey 

Immersion 

Contact with people in host country, quality of contact, immersive 

activities 

Program immersion 

GEL post-program 

survey 
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Figure 1 

 

Validation of the Global Mindedness Scale 
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Figure 2 

 

Multilevel Model of the Demographics of Students Intending to Study Abroad 
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Figure 3 

 

Multilevel Model of Study Abroad, Immersion, and Global Mindedness 
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Table 3 

 

Frequencies for Student Categorical Variables 

Variable Categories N 

Sex   

 Male 1065 

 Female 2094 

Class   

 Freshman 20 

 Sophomore 320 

 Junior 1221 

 Senior 1418 

Race   

 Not Specified 76 

 American Indian/ Alaskan Native 12 

 Asian 175 

 Black/ African American 152 

 Hispanic/Latino 5 

 Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander 3 

 White 2421 

   

College   

 Agriculture and Life Sciences (CALS) 352 

 Design (DN) 280 

 Education (CED) 86 

 Engineering (COE) 528 

 Natural Resources (CNR) 185 

 Humanities and Social Sciences (CHASS) 635 

 Sciences (COS) 290 

 Textiles (TEX) 197 

 Management (MGMT) 580 

 University (UC) 15 
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Table 4 

 

Countries Visited by Study Abroad Students 

Country N Country N Country N 

Argentina 52 France 123 Nicaragua 21 

Australia 158 Germany 119 Peru 76 

Austria 58 Ghana 8 Poland 56 

Bahamas 17 Greece 5 Portugal 1 

Belgium 9 Guatemala 19 Republic of Korea 2 

Belize 66 Hong Kong (S.A.R.) 28 Russian Federation 1 

Botswana 11 Hungary 2 Singapore 3 

Canada 6 Iceland 9 South Africa 52 

Chile 20 India 2 South Korea 13 

China 180 Ireland 74 Spain 315 

Colombia 1 Israel 3 Sweden 27 

Costa Rica 16 Italy 373 Switzerland 1 

Cuba 29 Japan 40 Thailand 9 

Cyprus 12 Jordan 25 Turkey 2 

Czech Republic 421 Malaysia 2 Uganda 1 

Denmark 26 Mexico 33 United Arab Emirates 1 

Dominican Republic 5 Morocco 3 United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 300 

Ecuador 11 Multiple Countries 54 United Republic of Tanzania 1 

Egypt 1 My Country is not listed 17 United States of America 4 

Estonia 1 Namibia 60 Zambia 1 

Fiji  1 Netherlands 16 NA 117 

Finland 11 New Zealand 28   
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Table 5 

 

Frequencies for Trip-Related Categorical Variables 

Variables Categories N 

Previous Visit to Host Country   

 Never Visited 2632 

 Yes 410 

Previous Contact with People from Host Country   

 None at all/Never 1014 

 Very Little 1105 

 Occasional 574 

 Frequent 210 

 Very Frequent 138 

Times Travelled Outside the USA   

 Never 551 

 Once 544 

 Twice 518 

 Three Times 376 

 Four or More Times 1050 

Longest Period Spent in Another Country   

 Less Than a Week 320 

 One-to-Two Weeks 1074 

 Two-to-Three Weeks 456 

 More than Three Weeks 638 

Study Abroad Program length   

 One Week 90 

 Two Weeks 253 

 Three Weeks 203 

 Four Weeks 501 

 More than a Month 1995 

Stayed with a Host Family   

 No 195 

Variables Categories N 
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Frequencies for Trip-Related Categorical Variables (continued) 

Variables Categories N 

 Yes 53 

Duration of Stay with Host Family   

 Less than a Week 13 

 One-to-Two Weeks 4 

 Three Weeks or More 36 

Amount of Contact with People in Host Country   

 None at all/Never/Very Little 17 

 Occasional 45 

 Frequent 92 

 Very Frequent 93 
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Table 6 

 

 Descriptives for Independent Variables 

Variable  N Mean SD Range 

Pre-Study Abroad Preparation  3004 3.78 1.40 1 - 8 

Reasons for Previous Travel Abroad  2486 1.84 0.90 1 - 9 

Pre-Study Abroad Community Activity 

Participation 

 2743 2.63 1.33 1 - 7 

Quality of Previous Interaction Total  2308 2.64 1.27 0 - 4 

 Equal 2308 2.44 1.70 0 - 4 

 Voluntary 2308 2.79 1.56 0 - 4 

 Intimate 2308 2.15 1.41 0 - 4 

 Pleasant 2308 3.08 1.46 0 - 4 

 Cooperative 2308 2.75 1.62 0 - 4 

Quality of In-Country Interaction  353 3.07 0.82 0 - 4 

 Equal 353 2.92 1.41 0 - 4 

 Voluntary 353 3.14 1.29 0 - 4 

 Intimate 353 2.71 1.14 0 - 4 

 Pleasant 353 3.41 1.08 0 - 4 

 Cooperative 353 3.14 1.28 0 - 4 
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Table 7 

Descriptives for the Global Mindedness Scale 

 Subscale N Mean SD 

Pre-Study Abroad Efficacy 3043 3.90 0.55 

 Global Centrism 3043 3.39 0.59 

 Global Pluralism 3043 4.24 0.42 

 Responsibility 3043 3.77 0.54 

 Interconnectedness 3043 3.92 0.54 

 Total 3043 3.88 0.41 

Post-Study Abroad Efficacy 248 3.95 0.55 

 Global Centrism 248 3.46 0.64 

 Global Pluralism 248 4.38 0.41 

 Responsibility 248 4.08 0.53 

 Interconnectedness 248 3.76 0.57 

 Total 248 3.96 0.42 

Total Efficacy 3291 3.90 0.55 

 Global Centrism 3291 3.40 0.59 

 Global Pluralism 3291 4.25 0.42 

 Responsibility 3291 3.93 0.54 

 Interconnectedness 3291 3.77 0.54 

 Total 3291 3.89 0.41 
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Table 8 

Global Mindedness 

Pre-Study Abroad Subscale Items Rating N Mean Cronbachôs Ŭ  Cronbachôs Ŭ Original Study 

 Efficacy 5 1 - 5 3043 3.90 0.89 0.72 

 Global Centrism 5 1 - 5 3043 3.39 0.91 0.65 

 Global Pluralism 8 1 - 5 3043 4.24 0.87 0.75 

 Interconnectedness 5 1 - 5 3043 3.92 0.88 0.70 

 Responsibility 7 1 - 5 3043 3.77 0.89 0.80 

 Total GMS 30 1 - 5 3043 3.88 0.83 0.90 

Post-Study Abroad        

 Efficacy 5 1 - 5 248 3.95 0.90  

 Global Centrism 5 1 - 5 248 3.46 0.92  

 Global Pluralism 8 1 - 5 248 4.38 0.88  

 Interconnectedness 5 1 - 5 248 3.76 0.89  

 Responsibility 7 1 - 5 248 4.08 0.90  

 Total GMS 30 1 - 5 248 3.96 0.85  

Total        

 Efficacy 5 1 - 5 3291 3.90 0.77  

 Global Centrism 5 1 - 5 3291 3.40 0.65  

 Global Pluralism 8 1 - 5 3291 4.25 0.85  

 Interconnectedness 5 1 - 5 3291 3.77 0.82  

 Responsibility 7 1 - 5 3291 3.93 0.80  

 Total GMS 30 1 - 5 3291 3.89   
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Table 9 

 

Item Correlations for the Global Mindedness Scale 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. Speak Out 1.00                

2. Empathy .24 1.00               

3. Responsible .29 .53 1.00              

4. Natural Disaster .18 .46 .39 1.00             

5. Repressive .32 .43 .44 .39 1.00            

6. Hungry .15 .37 .39 .30 .32 1.00           

7. Morality .23 .34 .41 .31 .34 .26 1.00          

8. Talking .27 .24 .30 .19 .28 .20 .16 1.00         

9. USA .27 .27 .24 .22 .27 .12 .23 .30 1.00        

10. Value Cultures .16 .37 .30 .29 .30 .19 .22 .40 .38 1.00       

11. Cultural Context .20 .27 .38 .26 .34 .21 .21 .46 .31 .44 1.00      

12. National Policy .33 .29 .35 .22 .37 .22 .28 .26 .26 .26 .34 1.00     

13. Programming .21 .34 .34 .36 .38 .23 .32 .36 .35 .51 .45 .32 1.00    

14. Education .30 .33 .32 .29 .47 .24 .26 .33 .32 .38 .41 .39 .45 1.00   

15. Relatability .13 .16 .22 .06 .18 .14 .14 .18 .17 .19 .21 .14 .20 .18 1.00  

16. Agency .25 .22 .32 .15 .27 .16 .19 .22 .19 .23 .22 .23 .24 .29 .21 1.00 

17. Impact .17 .22 .22 .16 .20 .14 .14 .18 .17 .25 .21 .19 .23 .25 .19 .46 

18. Career .27 .33 .40 .26 .33 .26 .24 .29 .22 .28 .34 .36 .33 .36 .20 .28 

19. International .26 .28 .39 .27 .35 .27 .24 .29 .22 .28 .34 .35 .38 .36 .20 .31 

20. Affect .19 .22 .33 .21 .26 .23 .25 .18 .15 .17 .22 .26 .21 .23 .19 .32 

21. Priorities .11 .17 .19 .09 .18 .10 .27 .11 .11 .22 .17 .18 .26 .20 .20 .18 
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Item Correlations for the Global Mindedness Scale (continued) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

22. Living .05 .13 .16 .11 .11 .11 .16 .03 .03 .12 .08 .10 .16 .14 .14 .15 

23. American Value .11 .16 .14 .10 .15 .07 .19 .16 .11 .30 .24 .17 .27 .23 .18 .15 

24. Wealth .20 .24 .21 .16 .25 .12 .31 .19 .25 .27 .22 .23 .30 .32 .25 .20 

25. Irritated .13 .17 .16 .14 .20 .11 .15 .21 .20 .28 .26 .17 .27 .26 .22 .19 

26. Future .28 .36 .30 .23 .30 .23 .20 .26 .22 .30 .27 .29 .26 .37 .11 .22 

27. G. Citizenship .21 .30 .44 .25 .33 .27 .27 .33 .26 .33 .38 .38 .36 .35 .21 .25 

28. Interconnected .17 .18 .17 .21 .23 .09 .19 .19 .31 .25 .23 .25 .31 .27 .15 .16 

29. Kinship .23 .31 .43 .26 .42 .29 .30 .27 .22 .25 .32 .32 .31 .29 .25 .24 

30. G. Community .14 .24 .25 .19 .27 .14 .16 .22 .21 .29 .27 .26 .29 .32 .21 .26 
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Item Correlations for the Global Mindedness Scale (continued) 

 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

17. Impact 1.00              

18. Career .24 1.00             

19. International .26 .35 1.00            

20. Affect .33 .28 .40 1.00           

21. Priorities .16 .11 .16 .10 1.00          

22. Living .26 .14 .11 .09 .31 1.00         

23. American Value .17 .13 .15 .08 .43 .26 1.00        

24. Wealth .20 .18 .17 .12 .41 .26 .40 1.00       

25. Irritated .22 .16 .16 .11 .28 .20 .32 .32 1.00      

26. Future .21 .38 .29 .18 .08 .12 .18 .19 .16 1.00     

27. G. Citizenship .20 .34 .38 .26 .21 .13 .20 .20 .20 .30 1.00    

28. Interconnected .15 .18 .21 .17 .09 .01 .07 .16 .12 .15 .26 1.00   

29. Kinship .20 .34 .39 .32 .18 .14 .13 .16 .18 .25 .48 .21 1.00  

30. G. Community .25 .25 .22 .17 .22 .14 .24 .29 .25 .23 .35 .17 .28 1.00 
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Figure 4 

 

Correlations within the Responsibility subscale  
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Figure 5 

 

Correlations within the Global Pluralism subscale 
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Figure 6 

 

Correlations within the Efficacy subscale 
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Figure 7 

 

Correlations within the Global Centrism Subscale 
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Figure 8 

 

Correlations within the Interconnectedness subscale 
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Figure 9 

 

Correlations between the Global Mindedness subscales 
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Table 10 

 

Unstandardized loadings and error for the Global Mindedness Scale 

Responsibility Subscale  Interconnectedness Subscale 

 Loading  Error   Loading  Error 

2 1.00 ŭ2 -  6 1.00 ŭ6 - 

7 1.62 ŭ7 0.08  11 1.52 ŭ11 0.06 

12 1.74 ŭ12 0.08  17 0.81 ŭ17 0.05 

18 1.36 ŭ18 0.07  22 1.54 ŭ22 0.07 

23 1.44 ŭ23 0.07  25 1.33 ŭ25 0.07 

26 1.33 ŭ26 0.07   

30 1.40 ŭ30 0.07 

Global Pluralism Subscale  Efficacy Subscale 

 Loading  Error   Loading  Error 

1 1.00 ŭ1 -  4 1.00 ŭ4 - 

3 0.96 ŭ3 0.04  9 1.08 ŭ9 0.05 

8 1.07 ŭ8 0.04  15 1.14 ŭ15 0.05 

13 1.20 ŭ13 0.05  20 1.15 ŭ20 0.05 

14 1.20 ŭ14 0.05  28 1.09 ŭ28 0.05 

19 1.40 ŭ19 0.05      

24 1.18 ŭ24 0.04      

27 0.93 ŭ27 0.60      

Global Centrism Subscale      

 Loading  Error      

5 1.00 ŭ5 -      

10 0.53 ŭ10 0.30      

16 1.02 ŭ16 0.04      
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Unstandardized loadings and error for the Global Mindedness Scale (continued) 

21 1.15 ŭ21 0.05      

29 0.88 ŭ29 0.04      

* All loadings are significant at p < 0.05  
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Table 11 

 

Point-Biserial Correlations with the Global Mindedness Subscales 

Subscale  t-test df Significance 

Responsibility Sex/Gender -14.13 3041 < .001 

 Previous Visits 0.28 3040 .78 

 Host Family 0.49 246 .62 

Global Pluralism Sex/Gender -7.87 3041 < .001 

 Previous Visits 0.81 3040 .42 

 Host Family 2.98 246 .003 

Global Centrism Sex/Gender -7.77 3041 < .001 

 Previous Visits -0.86 3040 .39 

 Host Family 1.71 246 .09 

Interconnectedness Sex/Gender -6.48 3041 < .001 

 Previous Visits 1.54 3040 .12 

 Host Family 0.85 246 .40 

Efficacy Sex/Gender -8.83 3041 < .001 

 Previous Visits -0.55 3040 .59 

 Host Family 0.26 246 .80 

Total GM Sex/Gender -11.95 3041 < .001 

 Previous Visits 0.32 3040 .75 

 Host Family 1.60 246 .11 
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Table 12 

 

ANOVAs with the Global Mindedness Subscales 

Subscale 

 Sum 

of  

Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F p 

Responsibility Race 3.00 6 0.50 1.69 .12 

 Classification 1.90 4 0.47 1.61 .17 

 College 26.00 10 2.60 0.09 < .001 

 Prior Contact 2.00 4 0.50 1.71 .15 

 Time Abroad 0.80 4 0.20 0.70 .60 

 Trip Duration 5.70 3 1.90 6.55 <0.001 

 Program Length 0.68 1 0.68 2.14 .15 

 In-Country Contact 0.06 3 0.02 0.06 .98 

Global Pluralism Race 4.99 6 0.89 4.99 < .001 

 Classification 6.50 4 1.61 9.05 < .001 

 College 16.90 10 1.69 9.61 < .001 

 Prior Contact 7.90 4 1.97 11.06 < .001 

 Time Abroad 3.60 4 0.90 5.01 < .001 

 Trip Duration 9.20 3 3.06 17.24 < .001 

 Program Length 0.41 1 0.41 2.49 .12 

 In-Country Contact 0.14 3 0.05 0.29 .84 

Global Centrism Race 16.90 6 2.82 8.24 < .001 

 Classification 13.40 4 3.36 9.77 < .001 

 College 49.00 10 4.90 14.75 < .001 

 Prior Contact 0.90 4 0.21 0.61 .65 

 Time Abroad 3.50 4 0.88 2.54 .04 

 Trip Duration 22.10 3 7.38 21.37 < .001 

 Program Length 0.16 1 0.16 0.38 .54 

 In-Country Contact 0.42 3 0.14 0.34 .80 
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ANOVAs with the Global Mindedness Subscales (continued) 

Subscale 

 Sum 

of  

Squares 

df 
Mean 

Square 
F p 

Interconnectedness Race 5.40 6 0.89 3.10 .005 

 Classification 8.70 4 2.19 7.64 < .001 

 College 21.20 10 2.12 7.49 < .001 

 Prior Contact 10.40 4 2.60 9.11  < .001 

 Time Abroad 7.50 4 1.88 6.58 < .001 

 Trip Duration 18.20 3 6.06 21.83 .001 

 Program Length 0.16 1 0.16 0.59 .44 

 In-Country Contact 0.22 3 0.07 0.26 .85 

Efficacy Race  7.10  6 1.18 4.00 < .001 

 Classification 9.30 4 2.34 7.93 < .001 

 College 34.30 10 3.43 11.97 < .001 

 Prior Contact 2.80 4 0.69 2.33 .05 

 Time Abroad 1.90 4 0.46 1.56 .18 

 Trip Duration 11.10 3 3.71 12.56 < .001 

 Program Length 1.03 1 1.03 3.36 .07 

 In-Country Contact 2.55 3 0.85 2.81 .04 

Total GM Race 5.90 6 0.98 5.98 < .001 

 Classification 6.50 4 1.64 10.06 <.001 

 College 24.00 10 2.40 15.26 < .001 

 Prior Contact 3.50 4 0.88 5.38 < .001 

 Time Abroad 2.20 4 0.56 3.40 .01 

 Trip Duration 11.60 3 3.86 24.03 < .001 

 Program Length 0.29 1 0.29 1.64 .20 

 In-Country Contact 0.25 3 0.08 0.49 .69 
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Figure 10 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis of the Global Mindedness Subscale 
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Table 13 

 

Multilevel Models of Cross-Sectional Analysis with Global Mindedness Subscales 

 Responsibility Global Pluralism Global Centrism Interconnectedness Efficacy 

 B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Fixed Effects           

Intercept 3.33***  0.37 3.69***  0.28 3.51***  0.40 3.65***  0.36 3.89***  0.38 

Student level           

   Sex -0.24***  0.03 -0.08***  0.02 -0.18***  0.03 -0.10***  0.03 -0.16***  0.03 

   Race (ref. = ñWhiteò)           

      Asian 0.04 0.06 -0.03 0.04 -0.11 0.06 -0.04 0.05 0.002 0.06 

      Black/African American 0.02 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.17* 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.07 

      Hispanic/Latino 0.12 0.09 0.16* 0.07 0.30** 0.10 0.18* 0.09 0.08 0.09 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific                   

Islander 

-0.13 0.05 -0.44 0.40 0.03 0.60 -0.10 0.50 -0.07 0.5 

   College (ref. = CHASS)           

      CALS -0.03 0.05 -0.04 0.04 -0.10 0.05 -0.11* 0.05 -0.06 0.05 

      DN -0.14* 0.06 -0.003 0.05 0.02 0.07 -0.06 0.06 -0.07 0.06 

      CED -0.13 0.08 -0.07 0.06 -0.13 0.08 -0.05 0.07 0.03 0.07 

  



96 

 

Multilevel Models of Cross-Sectional Analysis with Global Mindedness Subscales (continued) 

 Responsibility Global Pluralism Global Centrism Interconnectedness Efficacy 

 B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

      COE -0.10* 0.04 -0.06* 0.03 -0.03 0.05 -0.10* 0.04 -0.09* 0.04 

      CNR -0.04 0.06 -0.03 0.05 -0.06 0.06 -0.02 0.06 -0.01 0.06 

      COS -0.07 0.05 -0.04 0.04 -0.08 0.06 -0.11* 0.05 -0.10* 0.05 

      TEX -0.19***  0.05 -0.17***  0.04 -0.20** 0.06 -0.16** 0.06 -0.20***  0.04 

      MGMT -0.14***  0.04 -0.17***  0.03 -0.32***  0.04 -0.21***  0.04 -0.25***  0.05 

      UC 0.10 0.20 -0.05 0.15 -0.06 0.21 0.16 0.19 -0.12 0.2 

   Longest Period Spent Abroad           

        One-to-Two Weeks -0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 0.05 0.00 0.04 -0.01 0.04 

        Two-to-Three Weeks 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.16** 0.05 0.09* 0.05 0.09 0.05 

        More than Three Weeks 0.07 0.04 0.11** 0.03 0.17***  0.05 0.10***  0.04 0.10* 0.05 

   Previous Interaction 0.05***  0.01 0.05***  0.01 0.02* 0.01 0.05***  0.01 0.04***  0.01 

   Pre-Study Abroad Preparation 0.03** <0.01 0.04***  0.01 0.68 0.01 0.05 <0.01 0.04***  0.01 

Random Effects Variance SD Variance SD Variance SD Variance SD Variance SD 

Country  <0.00 0.05 <0.00 0.03 <0.00 0.04 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 0.07 

Residual 0.26 0.51 0.15 0.39 0.32 0.56 0.25 0.50 0.27 0.52 
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Multilevel Models of Cross-Sectional Analysis with Global Mindedness Subscales (continued) 

 Responsibility Global Pluralism Global Centrism Interconnectedness Efficacy 

 Marg Cond Marg Cond Marg Cond Marg Cond Marg Cond 

R2 .10 .10 .12 .12 .11 .11 .10 .10 .09 .11 

*p < .05,  **p < .01, ***p<.001
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Table 14 

 

Multilevel Models of Longitudinal Analysis with Global Mindedness Subscale 

 Responsibility Global Pluralism Global Centrism Interconnectedness Efficacy 

 B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE 

Fixed Effects           

Intercept 2.83***  0.21 3.94***  0.16 3.49***  0.24 3.38***  0.20 3.21***  0.22 

Student level           

   Time 0.03 0.02 0.10***  0.02 -0.02 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.06* 0.03 

Quality of In-Country     

Interaction 

0.08* 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.10** 0.04 0.11** 0.04 

   Immersion Activities 0.25** 0.08 0.08 0.06 -0.08 0.09 0.13 0.07 0.15 0.08 

Random Effects Variance SD Variance SD Variance SD Variance SD Variance SD 

Student 0.20 0.45 0.11 0.33 0.22 0.46 0.16 0.40 0.19 0.44 

Country 0.01 0.07 <0.00 0.06 0.06 0.13 <0.00 <0.0

0 

0.01 0.09 

Residual 0.06 0.24 0.05 0.23 0.14 0.38 0.10 0.32 0.10 0.31 

 Marg Cond Marg Cond Marg Cond Marg Cond Marg Cond 

R2 .07 .79 .03 .69 .01 .62 .05 0.62 .05 .68 

*p < .05,  **p < .01, ***p<.001
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Appendix B 

Global-Mindedness Scale Codebook 

INSTRUMENT: The Global-Mindedness Scale is multidimensional scale designed to measure 

an individualôs connectedness to the world, global community, and their sense of responsibility 

to its members. The Global-mindedness scale was designed to assess the affective change that 

may result from involvement in study abroad programs, global studies, and interpersonal 

interactions with people of different cultures (Hett, 1993) 

 

The GMS assesses these dimensions through a 30-item likert-type questionnaire. The 

GMS has five domains: 1.) Responsibility, 2.) Global Pluralism, 3.) Efficacy, 4.) Global 

Centrism, and 5.) Interconnectedness.  Table 1 displays reliability coefficients for the GMS 

subscales and Total GM scale.  

The GMS is scored based upon the following likert-type scale: 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Disagree  Unsure Agree Strongly Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

GMS 

Item # 
Item Language 

RECODE

? 
Sub-Scale 

1 -I generally find it stimulating to spend an 

evening talking with people from another 

culture. 

 Global pluralism 

2 -I feel an obligation to speak out when I see our 

government doing something I consider wrong. 

 Responsibility 

3 -The United States is enriched by the fact that it 

is comprised of many people from many 

different cultures and countries. 

 Global pluralism 

4 -Really, there is nothing I can do about the 

problems of the world. 

Reverse Efficacy 
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5 -The needs of the United States must continue 

to be our highest priority in negotiating with 

other countries. 

Reverse Global Centrism 

6 -I often think about the kind of world that we 

are creating for future generations. 

 Interconnectedness 

7 -When I hear that thousands of people are 

starving in Africa, I feel very frustrated. 

 Responsibility 

8 -Americans can learn something of value from 

all different cultures. 

 Global pluralism 

9 -Generally, an individualôs actions are too 

small to have a significant effect on the 

ecosystem. 

Reverse Efficacy 

10 -Americans should be permitted to purse the 

standard right of living they can afford if it only 

has a slight negative effect. 

Reverse Global Centrism 

11 -I think of myself, not only as a citizen of my 

country, but also as a citizen of the world. 

 Interconnectedness 

12 -When I see the conditions some people in the 

world live under, I feel a responsibility to do 

something about it. 

 Responsibility 

13 -I enjoy trying to understand people's behavior 

in the context of their culture. 

 Global pluralism 

14 -My opinions about national policies are based 

on how those policies might affect the rest of 

the world as well as the United States. 

 Global pluralism 

15 -It is very important to me to choose a career in 

which I can have a positive effect on the quality 

of life for future generations. 

 Efficacy 

16 -American values are probably the best. Reverse Global Centrism 
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17 -In the long run, America will probably benefit 

from the fact that the world is becoming more 

interconnected. 

 Interconnectedness 

18 -The fact that a natural disaster (flood) can kill 

50,000 people in another country (Bangladesh) 

is very depressing to me. 

 Responsibility 

19 -It is important that American universities and 

colleges provide programs designed to promote 

understanding among students of different 

ethnic and cultural backgrounds. 

 Global pluralism 

20 -I think my behavior in my own country can 

impact people in other countries. 

 Efficacy 

21 -The present distribution of the world's wealth 

and resources should be maintained because it 

promotes survival of the fittest. 

Reverse Global Centrism 

22 -I feel a strong kinship with the worldwide 

human family. 

 Interconnectedness 

23 -I feel very concerned about the lives of people 

who live in countries with politically repressive 

regimes. 

 Responsibility 

24 -It is important that we educate people to 

understand the impact that current policies 

might have on future generations. 

 Global pluralism 

25 -It is not really important to me to consider 

myself as a member of the global community. 

Reverse Interconnectedness 

26 -I sometimes try to imagine how a person who 

is always hungry must feel. 

 Responsibility 

27 -I have very little in common with people in 

underdeveloped nations. 

Reverse Global Pluralism 
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28 -I am able to affect what happens on a global 

level by what I do in my own communities. 

 Efficacy 

29 -I sometimes feel irritated with people from 

other countries because they don't understand 

how we do things here. 

Reverse Global Centrism 

30 -Americans have a moral obligation to share 

their wealth with the less fortunate peoples of 

the world. 

 Responsibility 

 

1. Responsibility = 2, 7, 12, 18, 23, 26, 30 

2. Global Pluralism = 1, 3, 8, 13, 14, 19, 24, 27 

3. Efficacy = 4, 9, 15, 20, 28, 

4. Global Centrism = 5, 10, 16, 21, 29,  

5. Interconnectedness = 6, 11, 17, 22, 25,  

Table 1 Global-mindedness scale reliability. 

 

Subscale    N % of Items Cb Alpha If deleted M 

 

Total GMS    228  30 .90  .832  3.65  

Responsibility    228  7 .80  .885  3.66 

Global Pluralism   228  8 .75  .868  3.97 

Efficacy    228  5 .72  .862  3.11 

Global Centrism   228  5 .65  .846  2.84 

Interconnectedness   228  5 .70  .862  3.46 
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Appendix C 

GEL Pre-Study Abroad Survey 
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Appendix D 

GEL Post-Study Abroad Survey 
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Appendix E 

 NCSU Study Abroad Office Application 
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Appendix F 

NCSU Study Abroad Office Scholarship Application 
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