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CHAPTER |

Introduction
Background and Setting

Globalization encourages higher education institutions to prepare students fgingmer
challenges facing them as global citizens (Bok, 2006; Zhai & Scheer, 2004) cAmeri
Universities understand that professionals are competing for jobs not only wiipecgtbduates
living in the same country, but also with professionals from around the world. Inbeiadati
corporations are seeking professionals capable of working in diverse environm#médyiliy
to recognize, respect, and adapt their behavior to different cultures (BeSth&riedman,

2008; Haeger, 2007; Zhu, 2001). Research shows that between 10% and 40% of personnel
engaged in international assignments from United States based companies hadatdukear
dismissed because of poor performance (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992). These highugggestghat
the people selected for assignments were not properly prepared to famdtumarchallenges.
Being trained to become interculturally sensitive and competent could operonsmer
professional opportunities for university graduates in the job market (Bray, 20@4). A |
applicant’s intercultural competence is used in selection and placement dedesidimg
universities to look more closely at this attribute as a core competergrathration (Bhawuk

& Brislin, 1992).

In order to prepare students to face global competency , American higher@ducati
institutions have implemented various actions to meet the demands of globalizatioass
encouraging students to have international experiences, and/or implemestingtiahal or
diversity courses as a mandatory part of the curriculum. However, theydwased mainly on

1



becoming multicultural institutions, attracting more minorities and nontoaditistudents to their
campuses (Oklahoma State University, 2007). These are efforts supportiou#ticm, and a
multicultural institution but do not support a diversity community (Caleb, 1998). Regachin
diversity in higher education institutions is possible when the community iestedrin learning
how to relate with people from different cultures (lowa State Universitye@Ibf Liberal Arts).
Higher education institutions need to promote not only multiculturalism but diverstyueging
students, faculty and staff members to participate in experiencestizioe their understanding
of cultural sensitivity.

There are few activities within higher education institutions thatpeeifscally designed
to motivate students, faculty, and staff members to explore, understand, accept, @ud inter
within multicultural environments as part as their daily lives. Higher edwrcatstitutions, in
general, promote diversity minimally via cultural awareness &esyisuch as cultural nights
featuring various costumes, dances and foods of targeted international students(Bgoup$t,
1986). This activities should aim to develop intercultural sensitivity in professisadhey can
develop abilities to operate effectively in intercultural environments and banteneulturally
competent (Hammer, et al., 2003).

Oklahoma State University (OSU), College of Agricultural Sciences angd&l&esources
(CASNR), understanding the importance of educate their students to live in a glubd/ bas
created and supported a variety of academic programs which could fostedtimtakexperiences
for their students. Initiatives that promote intercultural experiencesm@ASNR include
conferences, courses, international field trips, study abroad, and languaiyeg tr

These OSU-CASNR initiatives are intended to expose American studenteterdiff

cultures to increase their understanding of cultural differences (irtteaddensitivity), in order to



prepare them to appropriately interact with people of different cultured! defined as
intercultural competence. Intercultural competence is fundamental tovmghbusiness and
personal relationships across cultures (Hammer, et al., 2003). CASNR facuita#f understand
that professionals with high levels of intercultural competence develop strogdasimg, and
productive relationships with people of many cultures, and that this attribute coutdroea
opportunities for students over their life time (Hammer, et al., 2003).

This study examined the effect of participating in CASNR supported internationa
designated) courses and in faculty-led short study abroad programs on studehds’ le
intercultural sensitivity using the Intercultural Development Invent®¥) ((Hammer, et al.,
2003), which can be used as predictor of intercultural competence (Bhawuk &,Brg€iR).
These results could be used to evaluate the effectiveness of institutionaltefleEmtourage
intercultural sensitivity within the CASNR at OSU.

Statement of the Problem

CASNR invests resources to develop and support international awareness, muatisoit
and diversity among their students, with different “I” courses and fatadtghort term study
abroad programs. However, little is known about the effectiveness of such effanding
changing students’ knowledge, attitudes and behaviors toward multiculturalisnstdys
evaluated the impact of these efforts on students’ intercultural sensitivity.

The results could be used to evaluate the efficacy of the institutional effensdurage
intercultural sensitivity within the CASNR at OSU. The information colatethis study
documented the effects of cultural and intercultural training on interculturatig&namong

participants in courses and/or in short study abroad programs.



Purpose
The purpose of this study was to assess intercultural sensitivity among stutent
participated in “I” designated courses and faculty-led short study abroacdumegupported by
CASNR. Further, this study sought to determine the impact of these expsngrrethe
development of intercultural sensitivity among participants.
Research Questions

This study answers the following questions:

» Are there changes in intercultural sensitivity among Oklahoma Statersibnws&udents
exposed to intercultural experiences (“I” courses and faculty-led shortaibuogd
programs) sponsored by the CASNR at OSU as measured by the Intercultural
Development Inventory (IDI)?

» Are there differences in degrees of change in cultural sensitivity a@klagjoma State
University students exposed to different types of intercultural experi€ht€ourses,
faculty-led short study abroad programs) sponsored by the CASNR at OSUjragtor
the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)?

Definitions of Terms
The following definitions were offered to provide clarity and consistemoughout the
study:

Multiculturalismis defined “as a system of beliefs and behaviors that recognizes and

represents the presence of all diverse groups in an organization or sociéy; (®a8, 1 7).
Diversityis defined as “knowing how to relate to those qualities and conditions that are
different from our own and outside the groups to which we belong” (lowa State Utyiversi

College of Liberal Arts, 1 7).



Intercultural Sensitivitys an understanding of the importance of cultural differences and

different points of view of people from other cultures (Ministries, 2008); “thé&atol
discriminate and experience relevant cultural differences” (Haminair, 2003, p. 422).

Intercultural Competends the ability of individuals to operate effectively and

appropriately in more than one language or culture or both (Hammer, et al., 2003).

Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIiS)a progression of worldview

orientations toward cultural difference (Hammer, et al., 2003).

Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI§ an instrument constructed to measure

cultural sensitivity, “the orientations toward cultural differences dasdin the DMIS”
(Hammer, et al., 2003, p. 421).

Cultural Worldviewis a “set of distinctions that [are] appropriate to a particular culture.

Individuals who have received largely mono cultural socialization normally haessaonly to
their own cultural worldview, so they are unable to construe...the differencesbetvesr own
perception and that of people who are culturally different” (Hammer, et al., 2003, p. 422).

Cultural Marginalityrefers to an “individual dealing with two or more internal cultures”

(Bennett, 1993a as cited by Straffon, 2003, p. 490).

Constructive Marginalitys a “function at a higher level of effectiveness and competence.
[A person with constructive marginality] maintains control of her/his choicgssaable to
construct and maintain boundaries” between different cultures (Straffon, 2003, p. 490).
Basic Assumptions of the Study
In order to facilitate this study, the following assumptions were idedtifi
e Cultural sensitivity is a value held by CASNR-OSU personnel and the redson “I

designated courses are required in the curriculum.



e CASNR-OSU students, professors, and staff members are always looking éséncre
their levels of intercultural sensitivity.

e CASNR-OSU offers a variety of activities, like classes, short frgd,tand language
training, which could increase the intercultural sensitivity of students,gs@feand staff
members.

e CASNR-OSU participants in this study provided complete and honest information.

Significance of the Study

This study contributes to the literature about higher education’s effortseéssasollege
initiatives to increase intercultural sensitivity among students. Thig silichdd to the
institutional database and to CASNR'’s efforts to assess changes in intat@dnsitivity in
students exposed to intercultural experiences (courses and faculty-ledwshoetsoad
programs) supported by the CASNR-OSU, using the Intercultural Developmentdny as
conceptualized in Bennett's Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitvi}$g) (Bennett &
Hammer, 2002; Hammer, et al., 2003). This study emphasis the importance of thecsvafuae
institutional efforts to increase their students’ intercultural sersitidetermining the

effectiveness of the programs offered.



CHAPTER I
Review of Literature
Introduction and Importance

Higher education institutions around the world are concerned about preparing students t
face the challenges of a global economy. Professionals who have been educatedstiesive
are competing for jobs not only with college graduates living in the samegduntalso with
professionals from around the world. Professionals are needed to work in intertedtons and
to initiate and maintain business relationships with people from other counttexaational
corporations are seeking professionals capable of working in diverse environm#énteewi
ability to recognize, respect, and adapt their behavior to different cu{Beekoin & .
Friedman, 2008; Haeger, 2007; Zhu, 2001). Recognizing and respecting cultural factors
influencing international behavior is an important factor that could make theedifeebetween
a successful and an unsuccessful business relationships (Planken, Van, & K@&)s

Higher education institutions in the United States are taking responsibikgunating
students to face emerging international challenges. However, the Unitesl I%ta a
geographical disadvantage for intercultural interactions with other countrtes wotld. The
United States is geographically isolated, and this makes many Anmeetigak that being
interculturally competent is unnecessary (Peterson, 2004). Neverthelégs,ddgcation
institutions in the United States understand that developing cultural competencgestuttents

should be a priority. Higher education institutions need to prepare culturally pe



professionals who are in high demand. In order to do so, some authors suggest that higher
education institutions have to incorporate formal classes, and/or activitresriourriculum that
help their students to develop the five key global cultural competencies: catliralvareness;
cultural consciousness; the ability to lead multicultural teams; theyabilitegotiate across
cultures; and global mindsets (Ashwill, 2004; Cant, 2004; Fantini, 2009). At the same time,
higher education institutions also have to “remain ... intellectually and cljturable . . .

[while] preparing students to [become] competitive ... in a global marketpladetaying
abreast of the electronic deluge of information and globalized knowledge'td@#a2004, p.
13).

To develop global cultural competencies, the majority of American highertemuca
institutions are promoting a variety of multicultural activities. Howevesse initiatives are
isolated, and they focus on recruiting campaigns to attract minority and traeathatudents,
offering courses in diversity and international issues as well as on proranotirgponsoring
faculty-led short study abroad programs. The impact of these initiatives egecetudents’
knowledge, attitudes and behaviors toward multiculturalism is unknown, as there is a lack of
research regarding how these efforts are improving the cultural competemnudergraduate or
graduate students. Are higher education intercultural initiatives prepé&uhenss to face the
intercultural challenges in the twenty first century? Are students alaatjitudes as well as
behaviors when they participate in intercultural experiences? Are thexeediflegrees of
change among students exposed to different types of intercultural expsfiefhese questions
are the focus of the literature review and the study presented in this dissertat

This literature review examines the importance of cultural and interdudmaation and

internationalization of higher education institutions; it explains terms, asiintercultural



competence and sensitivity, and the relationship between both terms. It distitfesent tools
used to assess intercultural sensitivity and competence and reviewsguatsnatives of
training to improve intercultural competence in higher education institutionslyF-thés
literature review discusses the theoretical framework selectebigmsttidy. The Developmental
Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) is the theoretical framekvbeing used to develop the
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). IDI is a tool that measuresviirédview
orientations toward cultural sensitivity (Bennett, 1986, 1993a, 1993b; Bennett & Hammer, 2002;
Hammer Consulting L.L.C., 2007; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003). DMIS amdllIDé
explained later in this chapter.
Culture and Intercultural Education

Culture

The concept of culture includes much more than geographic location. The definition of
culture includes concepts from history, geographical location, language&meknd race, to
hunting practices, music, and agriculture (Peterson, 2004). Culture has been defirsydtam
where people from the same culture share values, points of views, and meaningg(Kees
1974). Culture is also “the relatively stable set of inner values and beliefalijehetd by
groups of people in countries of religions and the noticeable impact those values eiscthbeé
on the people’s outward behaviors and environment” (Peterson, 2004, p. 17). Culture defines
values and beliefs. People from the same culture share meanings, points of viewgsatal w
handle certain situations (Cant, 2004; Peterson, 2004; Rathje, 2007). The role of culture among
nations is so powerful that it can determine the prosperity, stability, and fregdw@nons
(Harrison & Huntington, 2000).

Intercultural Education



The use of the term intercultural education in the United States is older than théhese of
term, multicultural education. The term intercultural education was used in ttesl Btates in
the early twentieth century because of the influence of European and Ina¢ineAn
immigrants. Immigrants to the United States did not want to just live in a sedtatgther
cultures; they also wanted to interact with the rest of the population and to becgme full
integrated members in the society of their new country. Multicultural edacat the United
States, on the other hand, started during the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s. These
initiatives forbade discrimination on account of race, color, age, creed or natimnal
However, even when multicultural initiatives were welcome among mingmayps, their only
provision was to allow minorities to attend the same schools as the Anglo-Saxonsstudent
through the process known as integration. These initiatives did not include in toalaori
Black or Latino heritage studies, or foster effective interactions betdiéerent cultural groups
(Kahn, 2008).

Intercultural education is different from multicultural education becanisecultural
education suggests “interactions among individuals” (Kahn, 2008, p. 529), rather than simply c
mixing individuals from different races with-in the same school, neighborhoodpstetentry.
Education could be multicultural without being intercultural, but could not be intercultural
without being multicultural. People from different cultures can get togetheabobt
necessarily show interest in each other. Nevertheless, even though the medmarigrafg is
different, these terms are used synonymously throughout the literature.

Intercultural education is one of the most important educational initiatives andigbtent
could address the problem of educational inequality in the world. Learning to tleal wi

intercultural differences has to be a formal and informal process andalifeommitment.
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Intercultural education engages concepts, such as equality, justice and humgr{@igrdtara
& Portera, 2008; Kahn, 2008). To address this initiative, the American government hasgropose
various actions. The most recent being the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002. ThigJaitia
expresses one of the most recent government desires to educate every chddefsom
background, in every part of America (Kahn, 2008), a clear concept of inclusion (hwuit&t)
but not intercultural education.
Intercultural Sensitivity and Intercultural Competence

Definitions

Intercultural sensitivity is a personal skill that allows people to succhssftdract in
intercultural environments (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992). Intercultural sensitigiign
understanding of the importance of cultural differences and different pointswobi/meople
from other cultures (Ministries, 2008). A culturally sensitive person is abléfépettitiate and
observe relevant cultural differences (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992), and is alsacasi®w respect,
appreciation, and understanding for people from different cultures. People tbHeeatige
working with other cultures are “willing to modify their behavior as an ettha of respect for
the people of other cultures” (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992, p. 416). People who are culturally
sensitive are eager to learn the differences between cultures, and mosinthpadspect those
differences and the different cultures, including the values and belied¢$diesreven when they
may not approve of or agree with the way that a particular culture deals watficsigsues.
Companies around the world seek culturally sensitive personnel who can be successful in
accomplishing goals of foreign assignments.

Intercultural sensitivity is related to intercultural effectivenexsiatercultural

competence. Intercultural sensitivity is a predictor of interculturat&éfeness and it is
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associated with the potential to exercise intercultural competence. Acuititeally effective
person,

1) Feels good about interacting with people from other cultures.

2) Makes people from other cultures feels good about interacting with them.

3) Is capable of working effectively as a team with people from anottaresuand

4) Does not suffer from stress when living in another culture (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992).

However, the terminology used to describe cultural competence someticoesusing
and produces many synonyms, such as global competence, cross-cultural moepete
international competence, intercultural effectiveness, and interculaumahanication, global
citizenship competence, intercultural sensitivity (Deardorff, 2004; Fagieis, 2006, 2009).
Fantini (2005, 2006), uses indistinctively intercultural communicative competerCg (IC
intercultural competence, global competence, international competence, icdlturdl
competence, but his definition of ICC includes a linguistic concept that is not includdleny
researchers.

For the purpose of this research, the readers should understand that intercultural
competence can potentially be achieved when people increase their intakseitisitivity. The
“greater intercultural sensitivity is associated with greater paidoti exercising intercultural
competence” (Hammer, et al., 2003, p. 422). Intercultural competence does not ngcessari
include the knowledge of another language. Intercultural competence is thetabilteract
with people from different cultures in a way that avoids misunderstandings and create
opportunities (Hammer, et al., 2003; Rathje, 2007).

Intercultural sensitivity is trainable. It is a complex cognitivefwattnal, and behavioral

phenomenon (Altshuler, Sussman, & Kachur, 2003), and because of its complexitgy¢hawe
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simple solutions for training professionals to become interculturally senaitid competent.
Designing training for intercultural sensitivity to potentially achigtercultural competence
requires a comprehensive analysis of the factors that might influencailhieal sensitivity,
including demographic, language, and cultural differences. The objective@ultaral training
should be to develop intercultural sensitivity in professionals so they can developsatailit
operate effectively in intercultural environments and become intercwteaatipetent
(Hammer, et al., 2003).

People can learn to become interculturally sensitive and, therefore, potde@dine
interculturally competent in many ways. One of these ways is to exposesthesi®
intercultural environments, by attending intercultural trainings, or by hakengpportunity to
travel or live abroad. However, “multicultural sensitivity cannot readilgdoaed through
academic instruction alone” (Ashwill, 2004, p. 18), as discussed in previous sectioiss of t
literature review.

In summation, people who are aware of cultural differences and are capable ofgthinki
and acting in appropriate ways in multicultural environments are cultueallitarze. People who
are culturally sensitive, and willing to modify their behavior to operatetefédyg and
appropriately in other cultures, are becoming potentially interculturathpetent (Bhawuk &
Brislin, 1992; Hammer, et al., 2003).

Assessing Intercultural Sensitivity and Intercultural Competence

Traditionally, higher education institutions’ assessment of intercultarapetency
efforts mostly relies on numbers of student participation to show achievement in
internationalization (Deardorff, 2004). These assessments normally heporhany diverse or

international courses the institutions are offering, how many facedtgthort study abroad
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courses exist, or how many international or non-traditional students are livingpnsarhose
numbers provide valuable information but do not provide information about students’ learning
skills or attitudes nor do they measure the impact of efforts (Engberg 8, &@@2). Higher
education institutions have to take a step forward to find ways to assess tbeafripase

efforts on their campus. Research efforts should answer the followingansegtre these

efforts providing students with the intercultural knowledge and skills to be suddessfglobal
society? Are these efforts giving students the knowledge, skills, attitudesyarehass that
enable them to interact effectively with those from other cultures? Areuthenss potentially
interculturally competent?

To answer these questions researchers at higher education institutions padiesm
around the world need trustworthy instruments to measure the interculturaltenogpef their
undergraduate and graduate students, as well as their professionals, witle poesseas
assignments or multicultural responsibilities. These measuremenssippibrt their effective
intercultural training efforts and will help them to complement, redesigararet ineffective
intercultural trainings. Conducting an assessment process, such asngpllesiewing and
using information about certain programs should be a priority (California Statersity. Long
Beach, 2009). After conducting an effective interculturally sensitive steses, trainers will
receive enough information to design effective trainings, including topics like,gtantent, and
length of training needed to move their students and executives from being naiemntigoor
ethnocentric to being culturally sensitive (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992).

Assessing institutional efforts is not easy because these evaluationsiybringl
attention to sensitive issues, such as race, gender, age, class, sexutibaridigabilities,

religion, etc. (Krishnamurthi, 2003). Assessing intercultural sensitinitlycst competence
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should consider the adequate selection of a predictor as well as the inclusigheof all
constituencies. This predictor allows evaluators to offer an objective reezdhe institutional
efforts to assess intercultural sensitivity. Intercultural sensitoah be used as a predictor of
what? and is useful to determine whether people can modify their behavior apdsoandte
successfully when moving from one culture to another (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992).

The assessment process must be justified to include how the instrumentifi@$ clar
initiatives, goals and objectives; 2) determines the impact of the multeluhiratives; 3)
communicates benefits, probably raising awareness of different issaekirésses expectations
with higher education constituencies; 5) identifies opportunities for camnsdtnprovements
based on the findings; 6) contributes to shaping institutional policies, such asiadsjis
courses, and study abroad courses; 7) verifies continued support; 8) provides cortiext for t
initiatives, evaluates the relationship between the multicultural ingstand the institutional
goals and objectives; 9) promotes accountability for those in charge of the rwrdalcul
initiatives, and 10) results in documentation, useful for reporting and dissemination purpose
(Krishnamurthi, 2003).

Therefore, higher education institutions should not be satisfied by relying on sumber
alone to evaluate internationalization efforts. There are numerous waysse iasseultural
sensitivity and intercultural competence. Quantitative and qualitative appsaibservations,
interviews, and judgments by peers as well as specific design instrunmeentsraavailable to
measure intercultural competency (Deardorff, 2006; Fernandez, 2006).

Tools to Assess Intercultural Sensitivity and Intercultural Competence
Assessing the impact of intercultural initiatives inside higher educatiotutitsis

generally requires designing comprehensive intercultural competemssmagnt plans. These
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comprehensive plans have evaluated the impact of institutional intercultuedived in
students, faculty and staff members.

Institutional intercultural assessment normally requires the usepefcdis instrument
that can examine the change, if any, in intercultural competence amongpattién
intercultural institutional initiatives before and after an intervention. ifig@006, 2009),
compiled more than eighty tools that can be used to assess interculturalesitidbome of these
tools are:

1) Assessment of Intercultural Competence (AIC). This instrument is-assdtsment tool
that charts the development of intercultural sojourners over time (Fantini, 2009).

2) Behavioral Assessment Scale for Intercultural Communication (BASHs instrument
explores the cross-cultural equivalence of the Behavioral Assessment@cal
Intercultural communication (Fantini, 2009; Olebe & Koester, 1989).

3) Beliefs, Events and Values Inventory (BEVI). This is an instrument destgridentify
and predict a variety of developmental, affective and attribution processestanthes
that are integral to Equilintegration Theory (ET) (Shealy, 2009)

4) Counseling Inventory: A self-report measure of multicultural competeribiss
instrument emphasizes behaviors using large samples (Fantini, 2009).

5) Cross-Cultural Adaptability Inventory (CCAI). This instrument wasgiesd to help
participants to understand the qualities that enhance cross-culturalvefiess -whether
or not to work in a culturally diverse company, whether or not to live abroad, and how to
prepare to enter another culture (Fantini, 2009).

6) The Cross-Cultural Assessor. This multimedia program measures, builds andsnanag

cross-cultural skills and characteristics through the use of exerodegiastionnaires.
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7) Cross-Cultural Counseling Inventory. This instrument assesses the deveti@pithe
factor structure of the cross-culture (Fantini, 2009; LaFromboise, Coléman,
Hernandez, 1991).

8) Cross Cultural Sensitivity Scale (CCSS). This instrument is used in Canadaluate
undergraduate college students (Fantini, 2009; Pruegger & Rogers, 1993).

9) Cultural Competence Self-Assessment Instrument. This instrument hatpi$yid
improve and enhance cultural competence in staff relations and clientsesdelnery
(Fantini, 2009).

10)Cultural Competence Self-Assessment Questionnaire (CCAQ). This iestruwas
designed to assist service agencies working with children with digegodind their
families. It helps them in self-evaluate their cross-culture compet@-antini, 2009).

11)The Cultural Orientations Indicator (COl). This tool allows individuals toszsteeir
personal cultural preferences and compare them with generalized pobblber
cultures (Connect Cultures. Maximize Performance, 2009).

12)The Culture in the Workplace Questionnaire. This instrument is derived from the work of
G. Hofstede, and enables a person to learn his or her cultural profile and howgttiat m
compare to others (ITAP. International, 2009).

13)Development Communication Index. This instrument has been used to assess the quality
of communication and the accuracy of perception between Canadian advisors and their
national counterparts working on a development project (Fantini, 2009).

14)European Language Portfolio. This tool was developed by the Council of Europe in

collaboration with the European Union (Fantini, 2009).
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15)Expatriate Profile (EP). It is a computer based cross-cultural congeetelf-assessment
instrument for international professionals (Fantini, 2009).

16)Foreign Assignment Success Test (FAST).This instrument assessasisiteon of the
work role of expatriate managers (Black, 1988; Fantini, 2009).

17)Fuld & Company, Inc. Designed by the CI Learning Center. This test nesasur
competitive intelligence (Fantini, 2009).

18)GAP Test: Global Awareness Profile. GAP measures how much world knowledge a
person has concerning selected items about international politics, econonmycapggo
culture, etc (Fantini, 2009).

19)Global Interface. It administers and interprets the following asssgdools: Overseas
Assignment, Trompenaar’s seven dimensions of culture and corporate cultuesprofil
and Objective Job Quotient System (OJQ) (Global Interface 2009).

20)The Global Team Process Questionnaire (GTPQ). This instrument helps ghohsi te
improve their effectiveness and productivity (Fantini, 2009).

21)Cross Cultural Adaptability Inventory (CCAI). This is a self-assesg questionnaire
that measures an individual’s adaptability in four dimensions that may affemt her
ability to have a successful experience in another culture (Fantini, 2009; GHovewe
Global Leadership Solutions, 2009).

22)Hogan Assessment System. It is a personality inventory that analyzesgldres
(Fantini, 2009; Hogan Assessments, 2009).

23)Insights Discovery System. This instrument uses 72 types, positioned on an Insights
Wheel. This wheel is divided into four quadrants of how different personalities can

interact with each other (Fantini, 2009).
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24)The Intercultural Competence Assessment (INCA) project. It assessesiltural
competence linked to language competence and subject knowledge competence (Fantini
2009).

25)Intercultural Competence Questionnaire. This questionnaire tests perserallintal
competence (Fantini, 2009; Trompenaars Hampden-Turner, 2009).

26)Intercultural Orientation Resources. It analyzes predictive indexqmuadity, and
includes a voluntary checklist (Fantini, 2009; Global Performance Consulting, 2009).

27)Intercultural Living and Working Inventory. This instrument is indented as agsiofel
development tool to help individuals identify the intercultural skills that need
improvement prior to undertaking an international assignment (Fantini, 2009).

28)The Intercultural Project. This instrument aims to map the obstacles nhabr
students’ intercultural competence while in the United Kingdom and to define how they
might best be prepared and supported their experience (Fantini, 2009; The Intércultura
Project, 2009).

29)Intercultural Readiness Check (IRC). The IRC is a tool to assessmart&i
intercultural skills in areas of intercultural sensitivity, communicatieagérship and
management of uncertainflyantini, 2009; IBI - Intercultural Business Improvement,
2009).

30)Intercultural Specialist’s ranking. A table ranks self-understanding, uaddnsg others,
interacting with others and general skills (Fantini, 2009).

31)ITIM: Culture and Management Consultants. It is a living and working overseas pre
departure questionnaire. It explains and predicts cross-cultural adjustrdent a

effectiveness (Fantini, 2009; ITIM International, 2009).
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32)Meridian Resources Associates. It is a web-based tool that providesdikteileledge
on how to conduct business with people from around the world (Fantini, 2009).

33)Model of Intercultural Communication Competence. This model uses the relationship
between empathy and intercultural communication competence (Fantini, 2009).

34)Niporica Associates. This tool uses models, skills, and simulation to develomlualsi
abilities to make decisions and solve problems using the expertise and insight of all
concerned with the issue at hand (Fantini, 2009; Nipporica Associates, 2009).

35)0verseas Assignment Inventory (OAl). It is a self-response questierthat examines
fourteen attitudes and attributes correlated with successful crossatatlfjustment and
performance (Fantini, 2009; Performance Programs, 2009).

36)Objective Job Quotient System. This is a computer-assisted tool that provides cross
culturally appropriate 360 degree feedback to evaluate and rank employee aec®rm
(Fantini, 2009).

37)PARTNERS Program. It is a model which builds on the elements of both contact theory
and intercultural competence theory. This model helps students to engage in positive
cross-cultural experiences with same age peers across city-subuckana cultural
boundaries (Fantini, 2009).

38)Personal Orientation Inventory (POI). This instrument is a predictor oéssdn Peace
Corps training (Fantini, 2009; Uhes & Shybut, 1971).

39)PCAT Peterson Cultural Awareness Test and PCSI Peterson Culturdh8igégor.
These instruments are highly reliable and valid for measuring cross-teafteiveness

and awareness of cultural differences (Fantini, 2009).
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40)Prospector. This tool is used within universities for early identifying the paltent
international executives (Fantini, 2009; Spreitzer, McCall, & Mahoney, 1997).

41)Questions, comments, concerns (QCC’s). This student’s tool monitors and evaluates
progress over a specific day or for a current task (Fantini, 2009).

42)Schwartz Value Survey (SVS). This survey provides information concerning the
compatibility of a job candidate’s cultural orientations. It also provides intowmabout
the potential dominant cultural orientation of the target region or country ohassig
(IMO, 2009).

43)School for International Training (SIT). This is a self-assessmehthat aids students in
charting their own development. It was developed by Alvino Fantini (Fantini, 2009).

44)Selection Research International. This tool analyzes situational rea@aagini, 2009).

45)Socio-cultural Checklist. This instrument was developed as an initial screealrigr
educators in American public schools who are concerned about the learning and behavior
of a specific student from a culturally or linguistically diverse backgrokadt{ni,
2009).

46)Success Factors Chart. This chart can be a valuable tool in the selecti@s proee
evaluating candidates for intercultural assignments (Fantini, 2009).

47)Survey of Opinions of International Competencies. It was designed to eliibopi
from senior persons about international competencies in selected Canadiangmivat
public sector corporations and institutions (Fantini, 2009).

48)Team Management Systems —TCO International. This tool lists a setiofaerational
competencies which describe in a clear professional context what is requirigghlly

effective operators to transfer skills from a domestic and to an internationektcont
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openness, flexibility, personal autonomy, emotional resilience, perceptiyéstessng,
orientation, transparency, cultural knowledge, and influencing synergyr(-2009).
49)Tucker International. It includes the International candidate evalua@dt),(the
Overseas Assignment Inventory (OAl), the International Mobility 8ssent (IMA), the
Evaluation of Expatriate Development (EED) and the Supervisory Evaluation of
Expatriate Development (SEED) (Fantini, 2009).
50)Case Study. The goal of this assessment is to analyze the impact ofiltowdtic
activities. The case study develops a diagram where multiculturatiireiaare related to
development and curricular programs, awareness celebrations, diverdjtgshter,
academic departments, support units, committees/policy-making bodies and gra
programs, for faculty, staff, students/alumni and administrators (Krishnar2008).
51)Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICylit is a self-report instrument that can be used to
measure the effectiveness of intercultural trainings. People givedbporrses to a set of
items on a Likert-type seven-point scale: very strongly agree, stragghg, agree, not
decided, disagree, strongly disagree, and very strongly disagree. Taisagutares
behaviors rather than attitudes or tendencies, and measures the ability eftpeoptify
their behavior while moving from one culture to another (Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992).
52)Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). Developed by Bennett & Hammer
(Employers Association, 2007; Hammer Consulting L.L.C., 2007; Hammer, 2008;
Hammer, et al., 2003). This instrument is a standardized 50-items instrument. This
guestionnaire measure intercultural sensitivity and it will be thorougbtygsed in

Chapter IIl.
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Some other instruments listed by Fantini (2009) are: Culture-Free ScdlaaC8Elf
Awareness Test, Global behavior Checklist, Global Literacy SurveyiNatGeographic
Survey, Global Mindedness Scale Intercultural Competency Scale, Eneultural CONFLICT
Style Inventor, Intercultural Perspective Taking Instrument, IntenallSensitivity Index,
Intercultural Sensitivity Survey, International Assignment Profriegrhationalism Scale,
Multicultural Counseling Awareness Scale (MCAS), Multicultural Coungdiventory (MCI),
New Left Scale, Perceptions of US Scale, Perceptions of Host Country Boadiential
Intercultural Social Distance Scale, Social Interaction ScalespT #gercultural Sensitivity
(TICS). Teaching tolerance (Teaching Tolerance, 2009), Windham Interatiosia cultural
model self-assessment tool, Window on the World, Expatriate profile invento®y,(BRrk
style Patterns (WSP) Inventory and World mindedness Scale.

These instruments were developed by college professors in higher educaitiagtmoinst
such as James Madison University, Duke University, University of San Thomasrditgioé
Minnesota, Michigan State University, and School for International Trainivg@rmont as well
as by companies specialized in intercultural and/or language traininggas&erformance
Programs, Inc., Nipporica Associates, Grovewell, LLC, Global Services, &vdriernational.
Many of these instruments have been statistically validated and publishedi@mac journals,
such as Canadian Journal of Behavioral Sciences, International Journal efituntair&elations,
and Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, and Journal of Applied Bgycholo

The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) developed by Bennett and¢am
(2003) is one of the most reliable and valid instruments. IDI is a theory based ergtrum
developed using the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DB&)nett, 1986)

as the theoretical framework. This instrument allows the trainers to condlichtians and
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design specific intercultural trainings according to the developmenga sfantercultural
sensitivity of each participant or group of participants. IDI can also be usedltate the
effectiveness of intercultural trainings and to assess changes in intericsnsitivity before
and after any intercultural interventions. The DMIS is discussed at the end dfaptsrc and
the IDI is discussed in Chapter Il
American Higher Education Institutions and Intercultural Trainings

Importance and Objectives of Intercultural Trainings

Students attending higher education institutions in the United States have many
opportunities to receive intercultural education, from taking classes withitrcaftural
environments, attending cultural nights, taking international diversity ueseiving
language training, traveling abroad with a faculty-led short study abooasle; to semester
abroad exchange programs, are all opportunities available to students. All thesenmpgsor
benefit students, and encourage them to participate in more interculturalesc{Miartin,
1987). Nevertheless, these experiemmrssewill not transform students into interculturally
competent professionals. These opportunities help expose students to intercultoaheents,
but meeting people from other cultures or traveling abroad is not enough to improvesstude
intercultural competence. Higher education institutions understand the resiggreibi
educating students to become intercultural competent and not only exposing them to
multicultural environments, but also help them to become intercultural competensiomudés
able to interact in global environments mainly because in the job marketulhusally
competent professionals are needed and appreciated.

Training interculturally competent skills is not an easy task. Intercuteledions are

unnatural, because historically, cross-cultural contact has been linked to lpoliéoaention,
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invasions, oppression, intolerance, and misunderstanding (Bennett, 1993; Hammer & Rogan,
2002). However, even when intercultural training represents a challengaalgpethe United
States where students’ knowledge about foreign countries is inadequate aapptesiation

for other cultures is limited (Cant, 2004). Higher education institutions represent atuafpor
for intercultural training. They are the best place to expose students tertitfeitures and
introduce them to multicultural realities and issues (Smith, Gammonley, &I8a2006).

Many higher education institutions in the United States have responded to therneed fo
intercultural training, designing and offering a variety of intercultaral international trainings
opportunities to their students (Altshuler, et al., 2003). These trainings rangeferactions
within and inside cultures, international theoretical courses, language tratoisgert and long
study abroad trips. However, in the majority of these trainings are iséfiatis and their focus
is to achieve specific learning objectives related to certain specifteaic areas of expertise
and not improve students’ intercultural competence. Students normally are notesl/adubeir
change, if any of intercultural sensitivity before and after the interallexperience (cultural
nights, courses, faculty-led study abroad, language programs or semesexpengnces).
However, even with these limitations, trainings proposed by higher educatidutioss
frequently have a positive impact in interpersonal relationships, job performalfice, s
development, perception by others, open mindedness, respect for other cultucesturdaer
sensitivity, attribution making, and cognitive categories (Altshuled,,e2@03; Hunter, White,
& Godbey, 2006).

Designing Intercultural Trainings
As has been discussed, there are many alternatives for interculturaltiaihigher

education institutions. However, not many of these trainings are spegitiesiigned to develop
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intercultural skills to become interculturally sensible and potentiallycalrally competent.
These opportunities rarely include the objective of improving students’ inteedidampetence.
They are designed to expose students to multicultural environments, but not to support the
development of students’ intercultural personal skills. Skills that will alf@m in the long run
to better interact with people from other cultures. The objective of the irteadurainings
should be to motivate people to increase their intercultural sensitivity byingaargl adapting
their behaviors as a sign of respect to people from other cultures.

Some authors discuss intercultural training options, like Adams (1995) who recommends
a four-dimensional model of multicultural teaching and learning that focuseargyi on
curricular initiatives. Adams’ proposal included a combined effort includidggegy
techniques, subject content, and the intervention of faculty and students. Anotredrttgpeng
is the confrontational training proposed by Busby (1993) in Europe, where the t@i@ees
exposed to challenge their habitual modes of thinking and behavior. With this training the
trainees realize that their way to accomplish certain task to do certags thinot the only or the
best way to do so. lles (1995) proposed that training to work in intercultural environsants i
complex process and requires the development of models focused in working with ckfferen
This training includes the considerations of the differences not only between indiyiolutzdlso
between types of diversity and tasks phases, and expected teams’ outcomes.

Another proposed model includes the development of skills needed to become global,
culturally competent professionals. Cant (2004) suggests the development abthmdopskills:

1. Cultural self-awareness. The understanding of the influence of the students’ ow

culture.
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2. Cultural consciousness. It includes the ability to recognize other peopleisecartid
the ability to adapt and manage cultural diversity.
3. Leading multicultural teams. It includes the ability to work collaboratiweth
people from different cultures.
4. Negotiation across cultures. It includes the ability to negotiate with @é&aph other
cultures.
5. Global mindset. It includes the appreciation of global perspectives (Cant, 2004).
Banks (1993) points out a different set of skills. He included: content integration,
knowledge construction, prejudice reduction, equity pedagogy, empowering school culture
historical perspective and ethnic studies. Matwveev and Milter’'s (2004) modedealcl
personality orientation in addition to cultural knowledge and skills. Other models propesed t
improvement of awareness, knowledge, and skills development (Ashwill, 2004; Banks, 1993;
Cant, 2004; Deardorff, 2004; Fantini, 2009). All these models worked toward the development
of specific skills, and the authors have to hopes that people that achieve thoselkkiisome
interculturally competent. All these training proposals consist of thesatiguiof specific
intercultural skills by including intercultural training in the formal cgéiecurricula or by
exposing students to intercultural environments. Only lles (1995) mentions t&trdiaings
are complex and should include developmental models and not just isolated sessions to improve
personal intercultural skills.
However, the model proposed by Bennett, goes beyond the isolate development of
intercultural skills. Bennett (1986, 1993a, 1993b) proposed a Developmental Model of
Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS). This model shows more than a list of skikslee to become

interculturally competent. Bennett suggested that intercultural expes should be defined in
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terms of stages of personal growth, and the design of intercultural tsashngld be a process

where learners’ aims are to ascend through stages to become intdigdéunsitive. Bennett

(1986, 1993a, 1993b) proposed that intercultural trainings have to be comprehensive, and do not
have to be limited to transmitting culture-specific knowledge. Cross cuitanaing should not

include just the acquisition of certain skills, but it should include changing attitndes a

behaviors. Bennett proposed the Developmental Model of Intercultural SensiiMi$],

which will be discussed in detail at the end of this chapter.

To sum up, according to the literature, there are different models to train people
become interculturally sensitive. The participants who attend intercultinatias may be able
to become intercultural competent and able to work with people from other culturesordl se
alternative is the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity, prapbgd3ennett (1986,
1993a, 1993b). This model proposed participants’ attendance to different activitieBrartma
personal or group stage of intercultural development. These two opposite modelsetatetie
to different types of intercultural training, basic and comprehensive trainindnabine
intercultural training includes selecting and offering interculturavitiets, mainly with
voluntary attendance that may or may not develop participants’ intercultural temro@eOn the
other hand, comprehensive intercultural training proposes a strong institutionaiticemito
intercultural education including the diagnosis and follow-up of the level of interalult
sensitivity during the comprehensive trainings and the design of a sediffei@nt activities
according to the level of intercultural sensitivity of the participants.

Basic intercultural training.
A popular option of intercultural training includes selecting and offering atyasf

activities to college students. These activities could contribute to increasmguiheal
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competence. Some examples of these activities are: international coemsestes long or short
international study abroad experiences, international schools, teachiagl aibansnational
education, and Fulbright experiences (Anderson, Lawton, Rexeisen, & Hubbard, 2005; Busby,
1993; Carter, 2006; Emert, 2008; Fretheim, 2007). One characteristic of these umarcult
experiences is that students are not enrolled or following any plan spécdiesigned to

achieve intercultural competence. However, these efforts are valuablesbdhey expose
American students to intercultural environments and they may contribute to imptiosing
intercultural competence indirectly.

Semester long and short study abroad experiences, for example are the mast popul
intercultural experiences in higher education. This experience sometioneases students’
cultural effectiveness, mostly because intercultural sensitivity is\yedyg affected while
students spend time in another country interacting with people from another dhaveuk &
Brislin, 1992). Studies measuring intercultural sensitivity in study abrmmages show that
study abroad could improve the understanding of international education. A study bgadinder
Lawton, Rexwisen & Hubbard (2005) showed preliminary evidence that short-term, non-
language-based study abroad programs can have a positive impact on umgdreetisitivity, as
measured by the Intercultural Development Inventory developed by Bennett izamaeia
(Hammer, et al., 2003).

Another example of the impact of study abroad comes from the research congucted b
Godkin & Savageau (2001) and Ayas (2006), where medical students, who experienced cultura
immersion, changed their worldviews and increased their cultural segsgmtal awareness,
public health awareness, and communication skills. However, opposite resutisvaee by

Keefe (2008). He examined five short-term study abroad course impacts trcaltege in the
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northeast of the United States. The author concluded that the results did not ingincadausi
growth in intercultural sensitivity measured with the Interculturaldlyment Inventory (IDI),
however, the qualitative analysis did identify growth in students’ selfeaveas, interest in and
openness to other cultures, and development as artists (Keefe, 2008). These iadeaagsh f
show the need to conduct more evaluations of the impact of study abroad programs in the
students’ intercultural competence.

Transnational education could be another way to encourage professors and students to
develop their intercultural competence. Translational education is teachalgngy tlasses from
non-familiar cultural environments, while they are in their original insbiutStudents
participating in transnational courses receive invaluable experiences arallyaina very
satisfied with the courses. Professors and students, teaching and takingotinesg, need an
extra effort to raise their intercultural awareness and adaptation, witliainpvove their
intercultural competence (Haeger, 2007). Another way to train people to becoroe!tintally
competent is providing the experience of teaching and researching abroadnipiexvith
Fulbright opportunities. A study conducted by Emert (2008) showed the positive impaesef t
experiences. Teachers who increased their awareness of themselves ara$ ailéusal beings
heightened their abilities to interact effectively and appropriatély aulturally diverse
individuals, enhanced their understanding of similarities and differences irtiedataystems,
and underwent positive impacts on their professional and personal lives. As wslpfyea
experience working with multicultural groups affect intercultural setitgit Bayles (2009)
found that there was a significant difference between the mean Developmentab&eveen
the variables years teaching in schools and years teaching ethnicalbedittedents. For both of

these variables, the group of teachers with over ten years of experehadigher mean
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Developmental Score than the group of teachers with fewer years expdBaytes, 2009).
Curricular initiatives in higher education institutions focus on multiculttwalse requirements,
course and curricular transformations, recognitions of diverse teachidrigaaning styles, and
the pursuit of multicultural research and scholarship (Krishnamurthi, 2003). Nelesd, these
multicultural efforts only train people to become aware of multiculturalisndeatlop cultural
sensitivity.

In summary, basic intercultural trainings are popular among higher educetiduations,
long and short study abroad experiences are the most popular (Bhawukig, B8SP). These
experiences could have a positive impact in students, increasing studentsiessanf
themselves and others and might increase students’ abilities to intézatively and
appropriately with culturally diverse individuals.

These opportunities represent just a few alternatives to promote intercettucalion
and competency. Educators are encouraged to be creative and design low caktinaterc
experiences inside their campuses because the rising cost of internaqoanedreces could
make them impossible for students to have. Oklahoma State University Collegecoftagal
Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNR), in addition to their internatiortadustidong term
international experiences, has implemented two International Coursesatitieal Agriculture
(AGED 4713) and Animals of the World (ANSI 3903). CASNR is also offering a Mawster
Agriculture, specializing in International Agriculture (CASNR. Oklalao&tate University,
2009; Oklahoma State University, 2008).

Comprehensive intercultural training.

There are few examples of higher education institutions’ comprehensveuiltdral

training efforts to improve students’, faculty and staff members’ cultorapetence.
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Comprehensive trainings need strong institutional commitment to develop, t#usind give
opportunity to the learners to improve in their abilities to comprehend and experi¢acendi.
Higher education institutions are employing strategies that will aidexériences. One of
these strategies could be using the Developmental Model of Interculturah@gr(®MIS) to
diagnose the level of intercultural sensitivity in students, professors, ahchetabers. After
this diagnosis, the institution’s specialized trainer should develop comprehensilagpderdal
training activities to move people from one stage to another in the Developmentaldflode
Intercultural Sensitivity (Bennett, 1986, 1993a, 1993b); Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer,
2008; Hammer, et al., 2003; Hammer & Rogan, 2002; Intercultural Communication énstitut
2007). These comprehensive plans include activities, such as: attending intereagars
designing multicultural curricula and training, promoting short and long a&eseeriences, or
developing personal intercultural values. However, intercultural education litigs table
many issues and debates and is not easily implemented.

Many successful comprehensive intercultural trainings in higher educasititutions
are not developmental and do not evaluate their students, but they are comprehensive in natur
and could be a good starting point to prepare students in cultural competence. Thess training
range from trainings designed to acquire or improve certain skills mingaiwhere the concept
of stages of personal growth is included (Bennett, 1986, 1993a, 1993b). Training to develop
potential cultural competence can be done in many different ways. However ttme ot is
to train people for a better understanding of other people from around the world and ite prepa
them to be able to work in other countries and in teams with people from other cultures. Europe

after the constitution of the European Union has emphasized the importance of working wit
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diversity, fostering company employees not only to achieve traditional waskilg but also to
be able to perceive and accept the differences among cultures (Busby, 1993; Conway, 2008)

As was mentioned before, a large number of universities in the United States support
intercultural and diverse initiatives to enable students to achieve intertatiorpetence. The
Association of International Educators (NAFSA) Strategic TasleforcEducation Abroad,
mentioned that,

“The challenge of international educators is to find ways to enable students,
faculty, staff, fellow educators, and others to make progress on the journey from
ethnocentrisno ethnorelativismIntercultural competence in its myriad forms is

a useful and practical skill not only in cross cultural settings but also in
interactions with people from co-cultures within societies as diverse amitesl
States” (Ashwill, 2004, p. 11).

Defined,ethnocentrisnis the worldview that one’s culture is the center of one’s reality,
whereethnorelativisms the worldview that understands that behaviors can only be understood
within a cultural context (Altshuler, et al., 2003; Bennett, 1986, 1993a, 1993b; Bennett &
Hammer, 2002; Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Intercultural Communication Institute, 2007).
Intercultural activities and comprehensive intercultural training could megple from
ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism and prepare them to work in multicultural glabalize
environments.

Some examples of the institutional commitment to intercultural trainingrasented in
this section. Boston College has a program called Global Proficiency;threasrequirements:

e An international experience, a study abroad program, an internship overseas or a

long term cultural immersion.
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¢ An academic component, language courses, or international focused related to
social sciences, education or business.

e A co-curricular component in which students must participate in four activities
that are multicultural or international in nature, one of which is a service firojec
(Ashwill, 2004, p. 22).

Similarity, California State Universality offers a Certificatd.anguage and Cultural
Competence. In order to receive the certificate, the students have to:

e Show their oral, reading, and writing skills in certain language other than the
maternal language.

e Demonstrate their knowledge about history, current affairs, and culture of the
world areas where the language they were tested is spoken.

e Write some essays to demonstrate their understanding of certain global issue
(Ashwill, 2004).

These two examples have a lot in common, both universities requires languages courses
and knowledge of geography and history to fulfill the requirement of interaluttarning.

One more example of a successful best practice to increase interadmpstence is at
the University of Central Oklahoma (UCO), Center of Global Competency. &hisrchelps
students to become globally competent. The University of Central Oklahomaaoffeltntary
Center for Global Competency certification to their students. This cattdn includes
academic achievements, global experience and a capstone project (pefiarten). (Center
for Global Competency, 2009).The academic achievement portion consists of nine hours of
curriculum designed by the students’ advisors from the Center and students’ daoigtyrs.

The Global Experience portion consists of co-curricular experiences on ancthpfisaOCU
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offers a variety of opportunities to accomplish this experience and connectfiatbrdi
cultures, like international students or international students halls. Finall\gpgh®noe project
includes a personal reflection about how the student is impacted by this expé@enter for
Global Competency, 2009).

The internationalization program of Howard Community College, in Maryland proposes
that faculty and administration work together on internationalization. This ifeaedhf point of
view from the other examples, mainly because Howard Community College’s
internationalization process is based on the training of faculty and staff nseamokenot only
students. Its international strategy is based on:

¢ A world language program

e Partnerships with US and Danish Governments

e Consortium teams with Turkish Technical Colleges

e Working with local businesses and industries

e Scholarships for students with international experiences

e Encouraging and supporting international programs

e Building connections with China

¢ Growing the English Second Language Programs (Connell, 2006).

Other interesting proposal is from a liberal arts college in the UniteelsS#iis liberal
arts school not only encourage its students to travel abroad, but also this Colleges $shppor
when they come back with an instructional plan that includes the application of inteicul
theories to students’ personal experiences (Johnson, 2002).

Another college action to support multiculturalism and diversity inside caspinse

inside agricultural colleges is the MANRA group initiative. Students from thie@&obf
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Agriculture and Natural Resources at Michigan State University estallia group called
MANRA in 1985. This group’s primary objective is to provide support for recruitment and
retention of minority students through social and educational activities. fbip tfaveled to
Penn State to encourage students to organize a similar group. At Penn State MaiNRFy
provides support for recruitment and retention of minorities but it also fosters and gsomot
agricultural sciences and related fields in a positive manner among rtutatgroups (Nelson,
2003).

All these initiatives mentioned may improve intercultural competence iegeofitudents,
but none of these comprehensive plans are supported by a theoretical framework.(Bed®ett
1993a, 1993b) proposed a developmental approach to training for Intercultural Sensitivity
applicable in education and corporative worlds. Bennett called the process “phengyeiolo
training” (p. 179). This process is based on two theoretical considerations.stloadis that
“people do not respond directly to events; the respond to the meaning they attached to the
events” (p. 179). The trainers “construe relevant life events before [they$eland sequence
appropriate elements for the program” (179). Second, “successful intercuitmag could not
include only the acquisitions of new skills (179).”

The developmental approach of training is based on the Developmental Model of
Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) described in detail in the theorefigahework section at the
end of this literature review chapter. This DMIS theoretical model des@iketages of
experience: denial, defense, minimization, acceptance, adaptation, andioriegizse trainings,
based in this model, are designed according to the stage where the indiittuat. tEor
example, for people in denial, a starting training could be encouraging partic¢patestify

how many different cultures are in Asia. Cultural awareness actj\gtiel as international
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nights, could be a good option (Bennett, 1986, 1993a, 1993b). For people in defense, a
developmental strategy could be an opportunity to select a culture and identifyehendids

and similarities in it emphasizing the contribution of those countries to the woitdba
knowledge as well as emphasizing the commonalities of cultures. It could be asefilide

the course calledppe coursepr some kind of challenge where the participants have to depend
on one another and the participants can discover what each one can do for the other ones
(Bennett, 1986, 1993b). People in the minimization stage could be trained firstiltittal self-
awarenesshrough discussions or exercises where the trainer emphasizes that thearbeha

not universal. Using members of other cultures is very useful in this stage ({3&066,

1993b).

When people move from an ethnocentric to an ethnorelative stage the developmental
strategies become more complex. Developmental strategies for tigaaceestage should
include the practical application of ethnorelative acceptance, meaning addioggieelevance
to “anecdotal treatment of behavioral differences|s] and theoreticahtrtidf values”

(Bennett, 1993b, p. 51), such as improving relations with home-stay families ordlo#van
culture partners”(Bennett, 1986, p. 193). In the adaptation stage, the developmental training
recommended is interaction among cultures, communication with people from otherscimtur
real life communication situations, living in home-stays and developing workat@reships.

This developmental approach will help trainers to select and design specifitesctor each
specific group, according to their personal developmental stage. Each pairtidipbe placed

in a group with the same worldview and they will be trained according to theoratr
developmental needs. This placement also will encourage participants to orovanf stage to

another in the continuum of the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity.
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In summary, higher education institutions comprehensive intercultural trafifionts e
need a strong institutional commitment and a theoretical framework to suppimt il
institutional efforts. The goal of these intercultural efforts is to move stsid@ctilty and staff
members from ethnocentric stages to ethnoelative stages of their warldVhese efforts to be
completed, has to be evaluated, an assessment plan has to be incorporated into tbheahstituti
intercultural efforts.

Intercultural Education Assessment Plans

Institutional intercultural efforts as study abroad, transnational exmes, multinational
teaching opportunities, and international courses have to be evaluated, developing an
institutional assessment intercultural education plan. Many higher emlugagtitutions have
developed a variety of intercultural activities assessment plans. Noittimeris University
(NIU), for example offers a variety of multicultural education programsydiey week-long
activities during the summer for faculty, a series of seminars and workshops&mitdiand
multicultural issues during the regular academic semester for faodltstaff, dialogue on race
for students, and diversity studies minors, such as Black Studies, Latino andratiica
Studies, South East Asia Studies, and Women'’s Studies. They also include uneregsity |
committees and commissions, campus units, celebration of multicultural hegéagier, and
ethnic studies centers, open houses and events.

To evaluate these efforts, NIU designed a comprehensive assessment pdgiieusase
study method. The goal of the assessment was to analyze the impact of Ntultacat
activities on students. NIU developed a diagram where multicultural ingsatvere related and
affected the outcomes instigated.

The outcomes of this case study showed how:
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1) faculty, staff and students participated and benefitted from multicultwladisarsity
initiatives;
2) courses and curricula continued to transform into authentic multicultural experiasc
faculty pursued multicultural research, scholarships and artistry;
3) students obtained and demonstrated the necessary multicultural competencies;
4) campus’ supported of diversity and multicultural issues at all levels of thersity;
5) the institution’s commitment to value diversity and multiculturalism;
This evaluation, using case study methods was very valuable and could be used ta design o
improve intercultural initiatives for faculty, staff, and students at NIU.

A study conducted by Bhawuk & Brislin (1992) used ICSI (Intercultural Seigit
Inventory), a self-reported instrument to measure the effectiveness otilntaal trainings at
the East-West Center in Hawaii. The Likert-type instrument captutes/lmes rather than
attitudes or tendencies, and measured the ability of people to modify their bgehavier
moving from one culture to another. This study concluded that individualism and e@lacti
can be used as constructs to measure intercultural sensitivity. ICSktiagudsh people with
high sensitivity from those who have average sensitivity. It also receghiae“the ability to
enjoy working with people from other cultures on difficult tasks is sigmiflgacorrelated with
intercultural sensitivity” (p. 432). This study used a reliable instrumentthadl generalize the
findings and apply the recommendations to other higher education institutiordingdarthe
use of individualism and collectivism as constructs to measure interculturdivégns

In summary, American higher education institutions are making an effofter their
students a multicultural and diverse education in order to improve their studemtsiltotal

sensitivity. Institutional initiatives include delivering interculturdueation programs and

39



specialized trainings. Some institutions are using a model of intercutairahg that includes
the development of certain skills, such as cultural self-awareness and conss@sswell as
the opportunity to lead multicultural teams and negotiation across cultures. i3titations are
using the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity proposed by Bed886,(1993b).
The model that include the development of certain skills normally include theatize to
certain intercultural activities; the comprehensive training, on the other hads astrong
institutional commitment and include diverse students activities that could inakeledurses,
learn another language, and have an international experience.

Theoretical Framework
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity

The Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) is a framdwised to
explain how people react to different cultures. DMIS is a theoretical baseyblzsimer, et al.
(2003) to develop an instrument to measure intercultural sensitivity calleculideal
Development Inventory (IDI), which will be used in this study to collect data.

DMIS is based on observations that show how people face cultural differences in some
predictable ways as they gain more intercultural competence. This modelasmEsicepts:
intercultural sensitivity and intercultural competence (Hammer,,e2@03). Basically, DMIS
explains how people interpret cultural differences. According to DMIS, peapldevelop or
learn how to become interculturally sensitive and competent (InterculturahGaication
Institute, 2007). Hammer, et al, (2003), mentioned that “the greater intercuémséiaty is
associated with the greater potential to exercise intercultural cengaét(p. 422).

DMIS theory was developed using grounded theory with long observation peritels. Af

these observations, Bennett applied concepts from constructivism, and idesitifstages that
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people seem to move through in their acquisition of intercultural competence. Buyeseat a
progression ofvorldviewthat begins with denial, defense, minimization, acceptance, adaptation,
and integration (Bennett 1986, 1993b; Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer Consulting L.L.C
2007; Hammer, et al., 2003; Intercultural Communication Institute, 2007). After thei
identification, the stages are grouped as ethnocentric and ethnorelatiethiibeentric stage
includes denial, defense, and minimization. The ethnorelative stage includptaace,
adaptation, and integration (Paige, Jacobs-Cassuto, Yershova & DeJaeghere, 2003).

Intercultural experiences, such as comprehensive programs or internationsaisc field
trips, intercultural training, or opportunities for travel abroad could assis¢ iprogression from
one stage to another, and change people’s personal and group worldviews. Bennett (1986,
1993b) suggests that DMIS is a “continuum of stages of personal growth [that] adlowesstito
diagnose the level of sensitivity of individuals and groups and to sequence haatrding to
a developmental plan” (p. 179). This constructivist view shows that moving from onecstage t
another does not occur simply by being in the vicinity of events when they occur (igulexa
participating in intercultural experiences). Rather, experiencesfanetion of how one
construes the events (Hammer, et al., 2003). So, people attending the sameuirglercult
experience can construe it in different ways: “The more perceptual aneptoalc
discriminations that can be brought to bear on the event, the more complex will be the
construction of the event, and thus the richer will be the experience” (Hammer2e03a, p.
48).

DMIS stages.

The developmental model of intercultural sensitivity (DMIS) is divided intstsiges of

developmentEach stage represents a way of experiencing difference, -denial cfrtitfer
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defense against differences, minimization and acceptance of diffeyaudegtation to
differences, and integration of differences (Bennett, 1986, 1993b). The first tiges &enial,
defense and minimization) are defined as ethnocentric, meaning thaiwhetulture is the
center of their reality; the second three stages (acceptance, adaptationegration) are
defined as ethnorelative, meaning that their own culture is experienced in tet odather
cultures (Figure 1).

Figure 1.Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity

Developmental Model of
Intercultural Sensitivity
(DMIS)

Cultural Sensitivity

ey

Denial Defense Minimization Acceptance Adaptation Integration

Ethnocentrism Ethnorelativism

Adapted from Bennett, M. J. (1986). A developmental approach to training for intercultural
sensitivity.International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 1079-196.
The Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity included the followingestag
1. Ethnocentric stages
Ethnocentric stages “assume[e] that the worldview of one’s own cultugatisicto all

reality” (Bennett, 1993b, p. 30). The ethnocentric stages are:
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Denial of cultural differences. It is the stage where one’s own culture is
experienced as the only one. People in this stage are indifferent or ignorant of
cultural differences. People in denial are normally people who grew up in
homogenous environments and have had limited contact with people outside
their own cultural group. People in denial do not believe that societies are
heterogeneous (Bennett, 1986; Hammer, et al., 2003; Paige, Jacobs-Cassuto,
Yershova, & DeJaeghere, 2003)

Denial of cultural differences includes two sub steps:

a. lIsolation is the stage where the cultural differences have no meaning.
This stage is common in small towns with homogeneous populations
or in places where cultural diversity is excluded. People in this stage
may ask questions, such as if all the people in Chicago are in the mafia
or if all Mexicans ride donkeys.

b. Separation is defined as “an intentional erection of physical or social
barriers to create distance from cultural differences ... raciallyndtsti
neighborhoods or ethnically selective clubs are examples of
separation” (Bennett, 1993b, p. 32).

Defense against cultural difference is the stage where people’s owredoit
their adopted culture) is experienced as the only good one (Hammer, et al.,
2003; Intercultural Communication Institute, 2007). People in the defense
stage feel threatened by difference and respond by protectingvtr&view,

with a dualistic point of view such as “us-they” (Bennett, 1986; Hammer, et
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al., 2003; Paige, et al., 2003). Defense could be a mechanism against the
threat of other cultures (Bennett, 1986, 1993b; Hammer, et al., 2003).
Defense of cultural differences includes three sub-steps:

a. Denigration, which is “the most common strategy to counter the threat
of differences is to evaluate it negatively” (Bennett, 1993b, p. 35).

This denigration normally includes race, religion, age, and/or gender
(Bennett, 1986). One form of denigration is stereotyping a culture as
evil; this denigration can be seen by foreign students, for example,

who restrict their contact with some groups to avoid being criticized.

b. Superiority emphasizes the superiority of one culture but does not
necessarily denigrate the other culture. Feminism could be a good
example of this defense stage. This stage is a response for people
“who have been oppressed” (Bennett, 1993b, p. 38)

c. Reversal includes the denigration of one’s own culture and the
assumption of the superiority of another culture. This stage is common
in Peace Corps volunteers. People move to this stage from denigration
to the new culture to host the new culture’s values (Bennett, 1993b).

[Il. Minimization of cultural differences is the stage where people recognize som
differences, but they keep thinking that all persons are the same (Bennett,
1986, 1993b; Hammer, et al., 2003; Paige, et al., 2003). This stage is the last
ethnocentric stage, and it represents the last effort to maintain one’s own

culture as the center of the rest of cultures. In this stage the cultural

44



differences are trivialized. Even when the differences are recaiyiimesy are
not as important as the similarities among cultures.

a. Physical Universalism is a form of minimization that takes the position
that all people have been born, they all eat, they all procreate and they
all die. The biological and physical similitude among cultures
dominates is the perception (Bennett, 1993b).

b. Transcendent Universalism is a form of minimization characterizes all
human beings, as “products of some single transcendent principle, law
or imperative” (Bennett, 1993b, p. 43). In this sub stage all human
beings are affected by the same laws but their cultures are different.
This stage can be risky when the person assumes that when he is with
other cultures he should behave the way that he does when he is in his
own culture because people like those who are themselves (M.
Bennett, 1993b).

2. Ethnorelative stages

Ethnorelatives stages assume that a culture only can be understood in the context of othe
cultures: “There is no absolute standards of rightness or goodness that can beappliecat
behavior” (Bennett, 1993b, p. 46). The cultural differences then, are not good or bad, they are
just cultural differences. The ethnorelative stages are:

IV. Acceptance of cultural difference. It is the stage where peopdgmere the
differences between cultures; the differences in this stage@eptad as normal

(Bennett, 1986, 1993b; Hammer, et al., 2003; Intercultural Communication
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Institute, 2007; Paige, et al., 2003). The acceptance stage represents the change
from ethnocentrism to ethnorelative behavior (Bennett, 1993b).
Acceptance includes the following two sub stages,

a. Respect for behavioral differences marks the difference between
superficially recognizing verbal and non verbal differences
(ethnocentric stages) to recognizing and accepting those differences as
part of the normal behavior of certain cultures. In this stage acceptance
is not only the difference in language, but it is also the differences in
communication style (Bennett, 1993b).
b. Respect for value difference emphasizes the variations in behaviors
among cultures. People in different cultures process the information in
different ways. Values and assumptions are included in this stage. The
values can be shared but many cultures, but the way to pursue those
values might be different (Bennett, 1993b).

V. Adaptation to cultural difference is the stage where a person tries to

imagine “how the other person is thinking about things” (Paige, et al.,

2003, p. 471). People in this stage are able to communicate and interact

with people from other cultures. Empathy and pluralism are part of this

stage (Bennett, 1986, 1993b; Hammer, et al., 2003; Paige, et al., 2003). In

the acceptance stage, people learn to appreciate cultural diffeamaces

develop skills to relate and communicate with people from other cultures

(Bennett, 1993a). The sub stages of adaptation are:
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a. Empathy which “describes an attempt to understand by
imagining or comprehending the other’s perspective” (Bennett,
1993b, p. 53). Empathy assumes that one knows and respects the
differences among cultures. It is not sympathy for the culture (this
is an ethnocentric position); it is a true understanding of the culture
and the way that the people from that culture behave. A person
with high level of intercultural development will be able to
temporarily change their behavior or perspectives and be
empathetic with the other culture (Bennett, 1993b).
b. Pluralism. It includes two aspects of the adaptation stage; the
philosophical aspect including the knowledge of the differences
among cultures, and the internalization of two or more cultures.
Pluralism is beyond empathy, it is when “cultural difference is
respected as highly as one’s self, since it is intrinsic to that self’
(Bennett, 1993b, p. 55).
V. Integration of cultural difference. It is the stage where people feel
comfortable enough to move from their own culture to two or more
cultures (Bennett, 1986, 1993b; Intercultural Communication Institute,
2007). People in this stage have internalized more than one cultural
worldview (Paige, et al., 2003). Integration has two sub stages:
a. Contextual evaluation assumes almost all the ethnorelative
stages are none evaluation of differences stages. However contextual

evaluation is needed to analyze and evaluate cultural perspectives.
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This skill is needed to valuate certain actions that may help in certain

situations or context within different cultures (Bennett, 1993).
b. Constructive marginality assumes a lack of cultural
identification, also calledonstructive marginalit. People dealing
with cultural marginality are construing their identities at the
border line between two or more cultures. Cultural marginality has
two forms:encapsulated marginalityvhere the separation from
culture is experienced as alienation; andstructive marginality
in which the movement in and out of cultures is necessary and a
positive part of one’s identity (Bennett, 1993a, 1993b; Hammer, et
al., 2003). In this stage, persons are able to construct their own
frames of references after contextual evaluation. In this stage the
person not only analyzes an isolate action in certain culture, the
person is able to relate his actions to a cultural frame and decide if
that behavior or action is appropriated for certain culture. Bennett
(1993a, 1993b), uses the teemcapsulated marginalitip point
out that this stage refers to the margins of two or more cultures
without a mindful choice.

In summary, DMIS is a not a descriptive model of changes in attitudes anddoeha
Rather, it is a model of “change in worldview structure where the observable dredraviself-
reported attitudes at each stage are indicative of the state of theyungpedrldview”

(Hammer, et al., 2003, p. 423). DMIS does not measure changes of attitudes, natasuites

changes on worldview.
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Summary of the Literature Review

People from the same culture share values, points of view and meanings (KE2&)g
A monoculture environment provides a safe place to live and develop personal skills va¢hout t
need of adapting or modifying any behavior to be accepted or understood by peopldé&om ot
cultures. However, this world is not monoculture anymore. The internet and the imprava
the international mass communication have developed a global environment. Travdbirggor
business around the world is now a daily routine for many people (Chen, 2008). International
corporations are seeking professionals capable of working in diverse environnimtise w
ability to recognize, respect, and adapt their behavior to different cu{Beekoin & .
Friedman, 2008; Geert, Cheryl, Carolyn, & Thomas, 2002; Haeger, 2007; Zhu, 2001).

Higher education institutions are taking responsibility supporting intenat
corporations’ needs, educating students to face emerging internationaleaiodltntal
challenges, and supporting not only multicultural environments inside college aanput
offering their students numerous multicultural and intercultural expeseasdong and short
study abroad programs, or international classes. The institutional goal snyncases to
develop students’ intercultural skills (Ashwill, 2004; Cant, 2004; Fantini, 2009). THis goa
implies encouraging students to improve their personal intercultural sepsdefined as a
personal skill that allows people to successfully interact in interculturaloemvents, showing
respect, appreciation, and understanding from people from different culturee{B&993a,
1993b; Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Hammer, et al., 2003).

Higher education intercultural initiatives to improve students’ intercultoadpetence
include basic and comprehensive intercultural trainings. The basic trareingranally:

international courses, semester long or short international study abroa@regerinternational
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schools, teaching abroad, transnational education and Fulbright experiencesqi\reteak,

2005; Busbhy, 1993; Carter, 2006; Emert, 2008; Fretheim, 2007). The comprehensive trainings
include a stronger institutional commitment and the adoption of an institutional comgvehe
intercultural strategy, including periodical evaluations, and the adoption of thabnetidels to
support the intercultural initiatives, as well as possible co-curriculapaoents (Ashwill, 2004;
Center for Global Competency, 2009; De Sales University, 2009; Universitinofd) 2009;
University of Tampa, 2009). Bennett (1986, 1993b), suggested the use of the Developmental
Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) as the theoretical framdwnoran institutional
comprehensive training. This model proposes that the intercultural experiboo&sise defined

in terms of stages of personal growth and the design of intercultural traihomgd e a process
where learners’ aims are to ascend through stages to become intdrsahsitive.

There is a need to assess intercultural competency efforts in highatiedumainly
because these evaluations have mostly relied on number to show achievement in
internationalization (Deardorff, 2004). Those numbers provide valuable information but do not
provide information about students’ learning skills or attitudes (Engbergef,@€02). In a
few cases, intercultural initiatives have been evaluated using intertakbsessment tools.

These tools have been developed by professors in the universities, and by interchurgl tr
organizations. They assess different aspects of the intercultural coogetech as intercultural
behaviors, communication, beliefs, events, values, adaptability, cross cudns#ivity, cultural
competence, cultural orientation, and cultural awareness (Bayles, 2009; Behiagtimer,

2002; Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992; Black, 1988; Connect Cultures. Maximize Performance, 2009;
Deardorff, 2006; Fantini, 2006, 2009; Fernandez, 2006; Global Interface 2009; Global

Performance Consulting, 2009; Grovewell. Global Leadership Solutions, 2009; Hammer, 2008;
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Hammer, et al., 2003; Hogan Assessments, 2009; IMO, 2009; Intercultural Comiounicat
Institute, 2007; ITAP. International, 2009; ITIM International, 2009; Krishnamurthi, 2003;
LaFromboise, et al., 1991; Nipporica Associates, 2009; Olebe & Koester, 1989ntaeder
Programs, 2009; Pruegger & Rogers, 1993; Shealy, 2009; Spreitzer, et al., 1997; Trompenaars
Hampden-Turner, 2009; Uhes & Shybut, 1971).

The Intercultural Development Inventory is used to assess intercukngatigity. It was
developed by Bennett and Hammer (2002) using the Developmental Model of Intakcultur
Sensitivity (DMIS) as the theoretical framework (Bennett, 1986, 1993b). This nsdukeded in
observations that show how people face cultural differences in some predicagblas they
gain more intercultural competence (Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer, 2008;dtaehia.,
2003). The DMIS is divided into six stages of development. Each stage represerdfa way
experiences differences, -denial of differences, defense againstmuités, minimization and
acceptance of differences, adaptation to differences, and integration of déte(Beanett,

1986, 1993a, 1993b). The first three stages (denial, defense and minimization) areagefined
ethnocentric, meaning that their own culture is the center of their relbtgetond three stages
(acceptance, adaptation, and integration) are defined as ethnorelative, meatheg town

culture is experienced in the context of other culture (Bennett, 1986, 1993a, 1993b; Bhawuk &
Brislin, 1992; Emert, 2008; Fantini, 2009; Hammer Consulting L.L.C., 2007; Hammer, 2008;

Hammer, et al., 2003; Paige, et al., 2003).
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CHAPTER 1l
Methodology
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to assess intercultural sensitivity among stutent
participated in “I” (international) designated courses and faculty-led stuaty abroad programs
supported by CASNR at OSU, as measured by the Intercultural Developmenbiy\éDt)
(Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003). Further, this stubytsoug
determine the impact of these experiences upon development of interculturalisgnstis
study aims to contribute to the literature of higher education efforts tcsasskege initiatives to
increase intercultural sensitivity among students and to add to the insttudaia base
regarding CASNR'’s efforts to assess changes in interculturaliggpnsit students exposed to
intercultural experiences.

This chapter will describe the research process, context of the study;hedesign,
selection of study participants, variables, instrument, validity and réljabilthe instrument, data
collection, and data analysis procedures

Context of the Study

Oklahoma State University (OSU) is a comprehensive land-grand univiersityed in
1890. It is located in Stillwater, a north-central Oklahoma community with a ggapuktlose to
50,000. In 2009, OSU had an enrollment of over 32,000 students at five campuses; 70% of its
students attended classes at the Stillwater Campus. OSU offers y eBbiathelors, masters

and doctoral degrees. According to the 2008 university catalog, OSU had a diversebsidgent
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Eighty-one percent of the undergraduate enrollment was from Oklahoma, 16%omeHer
states, 3% came from nearly 120 foreign countries, and 20% of the undergraduate student
population comes from minority groups. There were more than 4,200 graduate students; 58%
percent were from Oklahoma, 17% were from other states, and 20% came from foreig
countries. Thirty-eight percent of the graduate student population came from yngmoups
(Oklahoma State University, 2009b).

OSU encourages its students to attend intercultural and international acinstae and
outside the OSU campuses (CASNR. Oklahoma State University, 2009; Oklahoma State
University, 2007). It also offers opportunities like semester-long exchalaypguage immersion
programs, international and diverse courses, and faculty-led short study alogradgt The
OSU Study Abroad office has tuition agreements for student exchange pragtamsore than
30 countries. The School of International Studies hosts the Fulbright Informaticer Gedt
offers a Masters in International Studies with the option to enroll in the Reaps Services.
More than 100 short faculty-led study abroad programs are offered annualliJtst@ents
(Tkachenko, 2009).

The College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNRgisf six
colleges at Oklahoma State University and offers undergraduate and gradgeaengr In the
spring 2009 semester, CASNR’s undergraduate enrollment was 1751 students arai282olle
students were in graduate programs. CASNR degree programs consist of AsieneéSCrop
Science, Plant and Animal Biotechnology, Food Science, and Agricultural Eaycati
Communications and Leadership (Oklahoma State University, 2009b) to name a few.

The Office of International Agricultural Programs in the CASNR at ®&%/supported a

variety of activities to encourage students’ intercultural experiengels,as international
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courses and faculty-led short study abroad programs since 1999. During this tien@and®00
students have participated in those courses. The faculty-led short abroad pinghacesl
programs to Argentina, Honduras, Costa Rica, Mexico, Peru, Brazil, AustraliaZé&sdand,
China, Japan Thailand, England, Scotland, France, Italy, the United Kingdomarye@outh
Africa, and Uganda among other countries (Henneberry, 2009). Twenty-severREASN
students attended semester long study abroad programs organized by thei@SAb&ad

office, from 2004 to 2009 including Reciprocal Programs and Affiliated approved programs (G
Auel & J. Simpson, personal communication, July?,ZD09), and more than 100 CASNR-OSU
students are enrolled in international courses offered by the college. CASNRaa received
support from foundations to offer their students intercultural experiences duringrzDQ?Gs8,

the International Foundation for Study Abroad (IFSA Foundation) granted twehiysth8ents
money to travel to Mexico to attend an intensive Spanish language immersion program a
Universidad Popular Autonoma del Estado de Puebla (UPAEP).

All these efforts aim to contribute to increase the CASNR studentturttieral
sensitivity, preparing students to successfully work in multicultural and digtsal
environments with the abilities to adapt their behaviors, as signs of respechehevotk in
other cultures.

The Research Design

This study determined students’ changes in intercultural sensitivityadtiéerding
international courses or faculty-led short term study abroad programseredtfEountries in
America, Europe, Asia, and Oceania using the IDI. This research used the ndastjgreaips
design -pretest, posttest, with comparison group. The Nonequivalent Group Désmpudily

used in social research. In this design, the participants’ assignment t@atheetregroups is not
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random, and the researcher did not assigned them to each treatment (Trochim, 2@l3sas
gualitative theme analysis (Patton, 2001).

The information collected in this study was analyzed using descriptive andtrdere
statistics as well as theme analysis. Descriptive statistics, sunkan and standard deviation
were used to analyze the demographic information; inferential statistotsas analysis of
variance (ANOVA) were used to analyze the data gathered by theultuest Development
Inventory (IDI). Theme analysis was used to analyze the qualitative infompabvided by an
open-ended questionnaire as part of the IDI (Creswell, 2003, 2005; Patton, 2001).IPractica
Significance, Eta Squared was also calculated to determine the relationsi@prbde
dependent variables and the demographic information, and the dependent variables and the
differences between the pre- and posttest (Keppler & Wilckens, 2004)..

The Nonequivalent Groups Design -pretest and posttest, with comparison group was used
to assess intercultural sensitivity in students exposed to interculturaiezxqes supported by
the College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources at OklgBiatealUniversity using

the IDI. The design is laid out in Table 1.

Table 1
Nonequivalent Groups Design with pre- and posttest design

Group Subgroup Types of Intercultural Pretest Posttest

Intervention
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Group O

Group 1

Group 2

Group 2a.

Group 2b.

Group 2c

Comparison group no
intervention

Intervention

Semester long courses for
3 hours of college credit
(AGED 4713/ANSI 3714)

Intervention

Faculty-led short study
abroad programs
(1-11 Weeks)

America
Honduras
Brazil |
Brazil Il
Costa Rica
Nicaragua

Europe
France
Italy |
Italy II

Asia-Oceania
New Zealand
Thailand

China

Japan

Data collected from the pretest and posttest was statistical, analyzgdnalysis of
variance —one-way ANOVA and split-plot factorial design 5 x 2. Both designs wedgas
assess intercultural sensitivity in students exposed to interculturalenges supported by the
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CASNR. One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) (Kirk 1995) was used to idettidy
differences in intercultural sensitivity if any, among different grotpdied and the differences
in intercultural sensitivity if any, in demographics by the sample population dhengretest
and posttest.

The Split-Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 was used to assess the changes if any, of
intercultural sensitivity between the pre- and the posttest among the Hjunlgod studied. The
Split-Plot Factorial design contains features of two building blocks designs:eteiyn
randomized design and a randomized block design (Kirk 1995). One advantage of using this
design is that the block can contain homogeneous subjects or one subject who is observed two or
more times. In this case, one subject was observed two times (pretest agst)p &gilit-plot
factorial design is also called mixed design, and it allows the analysis eff¢loes of treatments
(between groups and within groups) as well as the effect of the interactionsmét@saments

(Kirk 1995) (Table 2).

Table 2
Split Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2

Group (a) Blocks(b) Types of Observation Observation
intercultural 01 02
intervention Pretest Posttest

Al Bl Comparison group Al1B101 Al1B102

no intervention (1)

A2 Bl | Courses (2) A2B101 A2B102

A3 Faculty-led
Short Study Abroad
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Experience

Bl America (3) A3B101 A3B102

B2 Europe (4) A3B201 A3B202

B3 Asia and Oceania (5) A3B301 A3B302
Variables

Dependent Variable
The dependent variables for this study were:

1) Students’ degree of change from the experience as measuredOuetiad
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivjtiyrofile Developmental Scale (DS) in the
individual IDI profile.

2) Studentverall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivitjmeasured by Profile
Perceived Scale (PS) in the individual IDI profile.

3) Students’ degree of change regarding tiéarldview measured by the IDI
profile (five scales).

These dependent variables were collected using the Interculturabpenagit Inventory
(IDI) developed by Bennett and Hammer (Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer Qauysult
L.L.C., 2007; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003; MDB Group, 2007; Ministries, 2008).This
instrument is deeply discussed later in this chapter.
Independent Variable

The independent variable was:

Students’ participation in different types of intercultural experience suggpbyt

CASNR-OSU.
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Subject Selection
Population

The target population selected for this study consisted of undergraduate antkegradua
students at Oklahoma State University in CASNR enrolled during the 2009 spriegtsem
(1751 undergraduate and 382 graduate students) (Ch. Devuryst, personal communication,
August 2, 2009).

Sampling Procedure

Comparison group.

The comparison group was selected from all the undergraduate studentsefflGASNR
at OSU enrolled in the 2009 spring semester. The researcher sent an emailngetinges
students to participate in the study. The request was sent to all the CASNRAQ&draduate
students enrolled in the 2009 Spring Semedte {51) to participate in the study. The students
were offered an incentive to participate. The incentive was a chance t&M® ayift certificate
to Wal-Matrt. All students who completed the pre- and posttest were eligible thevgift
certificate.

Thirty-seven students answered the demographic information and the IDI ingtrume
(pretest) at the beginning of the spring 2009 semester (January and Feb@g9)ofTwenty-
nine students out of the original 37 students responded to the post-test at the end of the semeste
(April and May of 2009). However, one of the students included in the comparison group was
removed because the student answered the pretest twice —once in the comparisamdgoocp
as a participant of an international course. 28 students were eligibibléetiydents did not
participate in any “I” course or faculty-led short study abroad programglthve 2009 spring

semester) to participate as a comparison group for the study. The stukdemtarticipated in the

59



comparison group did not participate in any formal intercultural expesespmnsored by
CASNR-OSU during the 2009 spring semester.

Treatment group.

All of the students who participated, from December 2008 to August 2009 in any
CASNR sponsored intercultural experience were invited to participate iriutis 8”
(international) designated courses and faculty-led short study abroadrpsogfhe “I”
designated courses are undergraduate 3 credit hour, semester long cougses] ttes
encourage students to critically analyze one or more cultures outside tbd Btates, the
courses selected in this study were AGED 4713 International Programgsiculfural Education
and Extension and ANSI 3903 Agricultural Animals of the World (Oklahoma State Utyyersi
2009a) . The faculty-led short study abroad programs are credit hour courses lojfe
Oklahoma State University professors in diverse colleges that inclugecaitside the United
States. These trips long vary from one to thirteen weeks.

The participants in this study were selected because they met thercateattending
“I” designated courses (AGED 4713 International Programs in Agriculturaléidacand
Extension or ANSI 3903 Agricultural Animals of the World) or faculty-led shortysaimioad
programs supported by CASNR-OSU. This sampling strategy could be consideredrerit
census sampling (Patton, 2001). The researcher contacted the students througesber piof
charge of the intercultural experiences. The students answered the instrupsper and pencil
and/or electronic versions. Each participant answered the same instruncer(ptetest and
posttest) as to measure changes before and after participation in thatioted experience

(Hammer, et al., 2003). The students who answered the pretest in the paper and pemcil vers
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also answered five open-ended questions. The different treatment groups and the number of

students in each group is presented in Table 3.

Table 3

Treatment groups and number of students in each treatment (N=156)

Number of student

Group Subgroup Type of Intercultural
Intervention asked to participate in
the study
Group 1 | Courses 43
Group 2 Short Study Abroad
Experience
Group 2a America
Honduras 10
Brazil 10
Brazil 5
Costa Rica 5
Nicaragua 4
Group 2b Europe
France 21
Italy (1) 11
Italy (2) 10
Group 2c Asia and Oceania
New Zealand 9
Thailand 8
China 10
Japan/Thailand 10
TOTAL 156
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Instrumentation

The Intercultural Development Inventory (ID1) was developed by Hanam#Bennett
(2003) as measure of intercultural sensitivity. This instrument was developgadhesi
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) defined by Bénfi®©86, 1193b) as
its theoretical framework. IDI measures a person’s orientation towérdal differences
described by DMIS (Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003;
Intercultural Communication Institute, 2007; MDB Group, 2007; Ministries, 2008). The purpose
of applying this instrument is to learn to what degree, the participants aseveffeinteracting
with other cultures. Being effective with other cultures means developimgshtnd sensitivity
to other cultural values. A culturally sensitive person is aware of cultdiedetices, and
modifies his/her behavior to respect other people and their cultures (Bhawuki&, B892).
This instrument also determined at which stage of the Developmental Modedratilntral
Sensitivity the responders are. Applying this instrument before and aftertarguitural
experience (pre- and posttest) might also help to determine the intelceffiectiveness of the
CASNR- OSU international courses and faculty-led short term study abroadmeodPI could
also help to determine the responders’ needs of intercultural training accortiegy group or
personal Developmental Stage of Intercultural Sensitivity.

IDI is a theory-based standardized instrument, and the main difference bebieed |
other instruments that assess intercultural competence is that IDI isnitetian-referenced
instrument; this means that IDI does not match a set of charactesrsbiehaviors associated
with intercultural competence. IDI is a theory-based test, a valid psychomstrument. IDI
measures cognitive structures rather than attitudes. IDI was desighadalyzed using factor

analysis and the six-factor orthogonal model (Hammer, et al., 2003). IDlasstically reliable,
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50-item, cross-culturally valid standardized measure of interculturatisgpgBennett &
Hammer, 2002; Hammer Consulting L.L.C., 2007; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003;
Intercultural Communication Institute, 2007; MDB Group, 2007; Paige, et al., 2003; Straffon,
2003). IDI is an instrument with a five-factor solution. IDI measures five ofitr&tages of the
DMIS proposed by Bennett (Paige, et al., 2003): Denial/Defense (DD), Re{lR)s
Minimization (M), Acceptance/Adaptation (AA), and Encapsulated Margingdti) (Table
3.4). DD Scale measures “a worldview that simplifies and /or polarizes culiffeaénce.” R
Scale measures “a worldview that reverses the ‘us’ and ‘them’ polarnizathere ‘them’ is
superior.” M Scale measures “a worldview that highlights cultural comntp@ald universal
values through an emphasis on similarity and/or universalism. AA Scale e®ésuvorldview
that can comprehend and accommodate complex cultural differences.” EMvigceleres “a
worldview that incorporates a multicultural identity with confused cultunspsetives”
(Hammer, 2008, Interpreting your Intercultural Development Inventory (IEifI@ p. 1).

The IDI developmental orientations are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Developmental Orientations

Developmental Stages Description

DD Inability to construe or [tendency] to simplify[y]
Denial: cultural difference[s]

Defense: Polarizes cultural differences

R Reverses “Us” and “Them” polarization where
Reversal: “them” is superior
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M Highlights cultural commonality and universal

Minimization: values while masking cultural differences

AA Recognize[s] and appreciates cultural differences in
Acceptance: values and behavior

Adaptation:

Accommodates to complex cultural differences

EM Cultural disconnection from [one’s] own group

Cultural Disengagement:
(Encapsulated Marginality)

Note. From “The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Manual. Handautghe
Qualifying Seminar for administration and interpretation for the IntemallDevelopment
Inventory, p. 32. Copyright, 2007, by Mitchell R. Hammer, PhD.

Interpretation of the Intercultural Development Inventory
Profile
The IDI profiles identify specific issues and impediments regardirigralidifferences
faced by the individual or group profiled. The results of the 50-item standardizedetes
analyzed using specialized IDI software. This analysis genexraggort, called a profile. This
report can be generated by individual or by group. This report is organized iret@anrs:
Intercultural Sensitivity, Worldview Profile, and Developmental Issues.

1) Intercultural Sensitivity, the first part of the report, shows four colored Bggading
horizontally form left to right. The first bar shows the Dimensions of the
Development Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) developed by Benth68q,
1993Db). The stages measured by the IDI are, denial, defense/reverse, mmimizati

acceptance, adaptation, and integration: encapsulated and constructive marginality
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2)

3)

This developmental continuum goes from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism. The
second bar shows the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scales ded&ppe
Hammer and Bennett (Hammer, et al., 2003): denial/defense (DD) orale{fre),s
minimization (M), acceptance/adaptation (AA), and encapsulated margifiii).

The third colored bar shows the person’s or group’s Overall Developmental
Intercultural Sensitivity (DS). The fourth colored bar shows the person’s or group’
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity (PS). DS and PS coloreddrage from

55 to 145.

Worldview profile is showed in the second part of the report. This part has five
colored bars, each one representing one of the five IDI scales: DD, R, M, AA, EM.
The values of this scale range from 1.0 to 5.0, from unresolved, to in transition, to
resolved developmental issues.

Developmental Issues are showed in the last part of the individual’s or group’s
profile. The developmental issues are described according to the ID| adles
clusters. The values of this scale range from 1.0 to 5.0 from unresolved, to in
transition, to resolved developmental issues, as described in the worldview profile.
The profile shows a colored bar for each of the following scales and clusters. One

example of the first page of an IDI profile is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2.Example of IDI Profile

IDI PROFILE for

INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY

Eth rism >  Ethnor i
Developmental Model of
Intercultural Sensitivity DIMENSIONS > | Denal | Ex:&:ﬁ I Minimizaton f Encapsulated Cumlru\:l!w:
Intercultural Development Marginality Marginality
Inventory SCALES > [ Denial/Defense (DD) [ Minimization (M) [ ion(ax) ||
or Reversal (R) Marginality
(EM)
Y " EreEive
Intercultural Sensitivity
Your Overall Developmental py o e e sy _ | |
Intercultural Sensitivity
WORLDVIEW PROFILE
DD SCALE: |Indicates a worldview that
simplifies and/or polarizes cultural difference. ’
Unresoived In transition Resolved
R SCALE: Indicates a worldview that reverses
"us" and "them" polarization, where "them" is |
superior.
Unresolved In transition Resolved
M SCALE: Indicates a worldview that high-
lights cultural commonality and universal _ |
issues.
Unresolved In transition Resolved
AA SCALE: Indicates a worldview that can
comprehend and accommodate to complex |
cultural differences.
Unresolved In transition Resolved
EM SCALE: Indicates a worldview that
incorporates a multicultural identity with
confused cultural perspectives.
Unresolved In transition Resoived

Interpretation

The IDI measures an individual’s or group’s “fundamental worldview oriemtb

cultural difference, and thus the individual’s or group’s capacity for intercuttarapetence.”

(Interpreting your Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Proffammer, 2008, p. 1). The

numerical information generated in this profile can be statisticadllyaed. However, any

analysis of the information generated in an IDI profile should always conkatefdr the

Overall Perceived and Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Prpfiiesength of the bars

indicates only the individual’s or group’s overall development towards ethneistatFor the
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Worldview Profile and Developmental Issues, the length of the bars indicaiasdithéual’s or
group’s resolution of specific issues (Hammer, 2008).
Uses of the IDI Instrument
Some of the uses of the IDI instrument are:
1) Developing curricula for intercultural training, educational progrand,diversity
efforts (Intercultural Communication Institute, 2007).
2) ldentifying training and education needs (Hammer, 2008).
3) Recruiting efforts.
4) For individual or group assessment.
5) For more effective teambuilding efforts.
6) For increasing self-awareness for each individual respondent concerning his/her
intercultural sensitivity.
7) For preparing to enter a new culture, such as a multinational environment, a new
country, or a domestic situation with cultural diversity (Hammer, 2008).

Advantages of the IDI

1) IDI is a statistically reliable cross-culturally valid measurentércultural
competence.
2) IDI can be used for organizational needs assessment, for training design, or

program evaluation.

3) IDI is easy to complete. This instrument asks for 50 items plus ten
demographic information questions.

4) IDI generates an in-depth graphic profile of an individual or a group’s level of

intercultural competence along with a detailed textual interpretatidradpf t
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level of intercultural development and associated transitional issue (efamm
Consulting L.L.C., 2007).
Disadvantages of the IDI
1) There is no free access to use the IDI.
2) IDI developers require a certification for all the possible admangss of the
instrument. The certification requires the attendance to a qualified seminar
The cost of this seminar is more than $1,000.00 USD.
3) Each application of the IDI has a cost of $10.00 USD per administration.
Validity and Reliability
The IDI Instrument
The Intercultural Development Inventory has been tested for validity aadiligf using
confirmatory factor analyses, reliability analyses, and constructiitydksts (Hammer, et al.,
2003). Confirmatory factor analyses, reliability analyses, and construdityé&sts validated
five main dimensions of the DMIS, which were measured with the following scales
1) DD (Denial/Defense) scale (13 itenss;0.85);
2) R (Reversal) scale (9 itemss0.80);
3) M (Minimization) scale (9 itemsy= 0.83);
4) AA (Acceptance/Adaptation) scale (14 iteras0.84);
5) EM (Encapsulated Marginality) scale (5 iteras0.80) (Hammer, et al., 2003).
No systematic gender differences were found in four of the scales. Howguéicant
differences by gender were found on one of the five scales (DD scale). Nixamgrdifferences
on the scale scores were found for age, education, or social status, suggestingrtbastined

concepts are fairly stable. IDI has coefficient alpha levels of .80 or heteting or exceeding
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the standard reliability criterion for individual and group psychometric diagridamarfer, et
al., 2003).
The Research Design

Reliability of the instrument for this study.

The coefficient alpha (Cronbach) for reliability was used to test for inteomaistency
of this study (Creswell, 2003, 2005). Alpha for internal consistence in this study wés 70.2
considering all the participants Intercultural Development Inventorgsesaluated in this
study (dependent variables).

Validity of this study.

The validity of this research design was analyzed and the results of tlysesnakre:

1. Internal validity

History. The IDI Instrument was applied before and after each interauéixperience,
from December 2008 to August 20009.

Maturation. All the students who participated in this study were undergraduate or
graduate students at Oklahoma State University during the time of the stugigtuidyi assumed
that the students’ maturation was equivalent same during one semester periaagahdur
length of the intercultural experiences. This study did not measure studentsitoat

Regression to the mean. The researcher did not select individuals from any geslip bas
in their performance scores.

Selection bias. In the comparison group, 37 of the 1751 agreed to participate and 28 out
of 37 completed the study. The participants were asked to voluntarily pagiagpatart of the

comparison group. For the treatment groups all the participants to anwiieah course or
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faculty-led short study abroad program supported by CASNR-OSU werednwgiparticipate in
the study.

Mortality. Eighty-two percent of the students who took the pretest also took the fposttes
The information of the participants who did complete the pretest but did not complptsthe
test was excluded from the statistical analysis of the study.

Interactions with selection. There was no selection of participants.

Diffusion of treatments. The treatments and comparison group were able to contenunica
with each other, but it is assumed that the treatment group participants couldrdoaietheir
personal intercultural experiences to the comparison group participants to riee tthed) would
not affect the outcome of the study.

Compensatory equalization. There was not inequality in the study. The padicijpati
the treatment groups was voluntary.

Compensatory rivalry. There was not an awareness of or expectation of thesljeorefit
the comparison group toward the experimental group as all students had the opportunity to
participate in the treatments.

Resentful demoralization. The comparison group voluntarily participated in thg stud
and this group did not choose to participate in any intercultural experience during the 2009
spring semester.

Testing. It is improbable that the participants became familiar with tite®0
instrument during the pretesting; however, some testing threat must be acknowledged.

Instrumentation. The IDI instrument did not change between the pre and the posttest and

was developed over time using rigorous standards for validity and found to be higtidierel
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2. External Validity

Interaction of selection and treatment. The participation in this reseajelstpras
opened to all undergraduate students in CASNR at OSU as the comparison grouplsth was a
open to all undergraduate and graduate students who decided to participate in international
courses or in faculty-led short study abroad programs during the 2009 springesemest

Interaction of setting and treatment. This research project was cothduthe same
setting.

Interaction of history and treatment. This experiment took place during the 20G9 spr
semester at Oklahoma State University and possibly could be replicatiedeatteme (Creswell,
2005).

Data Collection Procedure

Before the beginning of the study, the researcher was given writtamnsp®n from the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Oklahoma State University, applicatiororuG0840
(Appendix A).

Groups
Comparison group.

All undergraduate CASNR students enrolled in the 2009 spring semester (1751) were
asked by email to participate in the study by responding to a demographicatdoriprofile
(Appendix B) and to the Intercultural Development Inventory. The students weretednta
though their Oklahoma State University e-mails addresses. The contact desrashort
statement detailing the purpose of the e-mail, the purpose of the asdeisengeneral
methodology as well as a brief statement about the confidentiality of the itifmmmallected,

the right to withdraw at any time from the study, and the contact information ofstitetional
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Review Board (IRB). The email also specified that by opening the instruhegnagreed to
voluntarily participate in the study (Appendix D).

The students were asked to answer the instrument twice (pretest and pdsigegtetest
was administered at the beginning of the 2009 spring semester (January asdyfFeind the
posttest was administered at the end of the 2009 spring semester (April and Vafh&l
comparison group students answered the electronic version of the IDI instrument.

Treatment Groups.

1. Pretest

The students in the treatment groups were contacted by the researcher thedagblty
member responsible for their intercultural experience (internationade®or short faculty-led
study abroad programs). The researcher and the study abroad fac@tysktaamh appointment
to administer the instrument (pretest) to the students who participated in thalintal
experience (international courses and faculty-led study abroad progneanfgicie-to-face
setting; only one group out of fourteen groups was contacted by email (studentawehexitto
Costa Rica).

During the pretest appointment, the researcher explained to the students the purpose of
the study and asked them to answer the instrument; the researcher also provefed a bri
explanation about the risk associated with the research, the confidentiatigydzta collected,
and the students’ rights to withdraw at any time from the study. The researctied it the
need for completing and signing a consent form. All the students were infdratebd study
included answering a pretest before their intercultural experience (ineadacourses or short
faculty-led study abroad programs) and a post test after their intertelpexience (Appendix

C). The students who traveled to Costa Rica were the only treatment group thahtaased by
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email (faculty leader’s decision). The email included a short statemaitradgthe purpose of
the study, the general methodology as well as a brief statement about thentiafidef the
information collected, the right to withdraw at any time from the study, andR&eontact
information (Appendix D). The email also specified that by opening the instrumgrdadheed
to voluntarily participate in the study.
2. Posttest

At the end of the students’ intercultural experience, the students were asketbagai
complete the IDI (posttest). The instrument was distributed in the paper andgpeheléctronic
version, seven groups answered the post-test in the paper and pencil versionragctosgse
answered the post test in the electronic version. The summary of the typeurha@mgteach

group completed is shown in table 5.

Table 5

Type of Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) instrument completed per grobp pre-
and posttest

Group Subgroup Type of Intervention  Pretest Posttest
Group 1 Courses
Group la AGED 4713 Paper- Paper-
Pencil Pencil
Group 1b ANSI 3903 Paper- Paper-
Pencil Pencil
Group 2 Short Study
Abroad
Experience
Group 2a America
Honduras Paper- Paper-
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Pencil Pencil

Brazil Paper- Electronic
Pencil

Brazil Paper-
Pencil

Costa Rica Electronic  Electronic

Nicaragua Paper- Paper-
Pencil Pencil

Group 2b Europe

France Paper- Paper-
Pencil Pencil

Italy Paper- Electronic
Pencil

Italy Paper- Electronic
Pencil

Group 2c Asia and Oceania

New Zealand Paper- Paper-
Pencil Pencil

Thailand Paper- Paper-
Pencil Pencil

China Paper- Electronic
Pencil

Japan/Thailand Paper- Electronic
Pencil

Eighty-two percent of the students who completed the pretest also completed the

posttest (See Table 6).
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Table 6

Percentage of responses between the pre- and the posttest incloipgrison group

Group Subgroup Type of Intercultural Pretest Posttest %
Intervention Test
Group 0 Comparison Group 36 27 75%
Group 1 Courses
Group la AGED 4713 14 10 71%
Group 1b ANSI 3903 29 25 86%
Group 2 Short Study Abroad
Experience
Group 2a America
Honduras 10 10 100%
Brazil 10 10 100%
Brazil 5 5 100%
Costa Rica 5 4 80%
Nicaragua 4 4 100%
Group 2b Europe
France 21 19 90%
ltaly 11 7 64%
ltaly 10 8 80%
Group 2c Asia and Oceania
New Zealand 9 9 100%
Thailand 8 8 100%
China 10 7 70%
Japan/Thailand 10 5 50%
192 158 82%

Information Collected
Quantitative and qualitative information was collected from the comparison and the
treatment groups. The quantitative information collected included demographmatifor and

the Intercultural Development Inventory data. The open-ended questionsethbyédne
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treatment’s students during the pretest of the paper and pencil version of thetilrhent
provided qualitative information.

Quantitative data.

1. Demographic information.

The demographic information of the participants was collected in two diffeser -
asking the participants to answer eleven demographic questions before thesedrtbe IDI
instrument (Appendix B) and, asking the participants five demographic questiongbr the
instrument, such as gender, age category, amount of previous experience livingen anot
culture, education level (completed), and world region background. This informationembllec
was analyzed using descriptive statistics.

2. Intercultural sensitivity.

This study used the second version of the Intercultural Development Invemrag|
the quantitative instrument to assess intercultural sensitivity; This EBDpsychometrically
guantitative validated standardized instrument that measures Intercuénsaivity. IDI was
developed by Bennett and Hammer (Bennett & Hammer, 2002; Hammer, et al., 2008}h€sin
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) (Bennett, 1986, 1993bheas t
theoretical framework.

Both the electronic and the paper and pencil types of this instrument were used in this
study. The data collected with this instrument was analyzed using spstidil software
provided in the IDI Qualify Seminary for Administrators (Hammer, 2008). Thisvacé is
capable of developing individual or group profile reports. The individual or group prebidst
show, in the top of the page, the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitiis{D

dimensions, and the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) scalesydihedual’s or the
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group’s Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity and the individual or group’s d\@eaklopmental
Intercultural Sensitivity profiles. At the bottom of the page, the report shwwa/orldview
Profile: Denial-Defense, Reverse, Minimization, Acceptance-Adaptatidricacapsulated
Marginality Scales.

The IDI instrument was chosen as the best way to gather the researclcdaszbe

1. Itis based in the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DNB&hnett
& Hammer, 2002; Hammer Consulting L.L.C, 2007; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al.,
2003).

2. It provides valuable quantitative information.

3. It can be administered using paper and pencil and electronically.

4. The information collected is easy to analyze using the specialized software.

5. The software provided numerical information that is easy to analyzeistdityst

6. It offers the opportunity of designing specific trainings according to the
developmental stage.

7. It offers the opportunity to assess changes, if any, in intercultural sepsaftar
attending certain intercultural activities as courses or faculty-led study abroad
programs.

Qualitative Data

The qualitative data was collected by asking the participants who respontegsper

and pencil version of the IDI instrument, to answer five open-ended questions before they
answered the pretest. The questions were:

1. What do you think about participating in intercultural experiences, courses, short

study abroad experiences, language training, etc?
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2. What intercultural initiatives or programs supported by CASNR have you attende
you would like to attend during your college experience at Oklahoma State
University?

3. What do you think is the most common CASNR students’ motivation to attend any
intercultural experience?

4. What do you think about CASNR efforts and initiatives to increase your interdultura
sensitivity?

5. Describe your intercultural experience change during your collegatauat
Oklahoma State University.

Data Analysis Procedure
Quantitative data

Demographic information.

The demographic information collected by the IDI instrument and by the demagraphi
form for the paper and pencil version of the IDI (Appendix B) was analyzed usicigptige
statistics with the purpose of describing the population.

Intercultural Development Inventory.

The information collected through the IDI instrument was analyzed using lggestid®|
Software developed by Hammer (2008); this software created a Personaka@ddoip Profile
of each one of the participants and each one of the groups included in this study. Thé Persona
and Group Profile includes a personal and group overall Developmental intedcsdtusitivity
scale, a personal overall Perceived intercultural sensitivity scadesanal Worldview profile,

and a section of Developmental issues.
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After the IDI software analysis, the data generated as personatanyofiles scores
were analyzed using One-Way Analysis of Variance and a Split Ritdriéd Design 5*2. The
data was analyzed using the Statistical Software Package for Soerade€3c(SPPS) version
17.0 for Windows. The inferential statistic was utilized to understand the relapdretween
and among the group of variables. A .05 alpha level was set a priori for this smdginy a
95% level of confidence (Kirk 1995; Pedhazur, 1997).

Practical significance, Eta squar@@) reported in this study was used to determine the
strength of the relationship between de dependent variables (InterculturéivB@rend the
demographics of the population , as well as the changes in intercultural sengita4tand
posttest) among participants in different intercultural experiences(sg).

The statistical analysis and the practical significance focused on:

1) The IDI personal and/or group overall Developmental Intercultural Serys#oates
for each participant.

2) The IDI personal and/or group overall Perceived Intercultural Sensgonalgs for
each participant, and

3) The IDI Worldview profile for each participant and for each group.

The first two profiles (Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity and Pezde
Intercultural Sensitivity) use a scale from 55 to 145.

Worldview uses five scales:

1) Denial/Defense (DD),

2) Reverse (R),

3) Minimization (M),

4) Acceptance/Adaptation (AA), and
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5) Encapsulated Marginality (EM).

All these scales rank from 1.0 to 2.33 (Unresolved), 2.34 to 3.66 (In transition) and 3.67
to 5.0 (Resolved).

Qualitative Data

Open-ended questions.

The students, who answered the pretest in the paper and pencil type of the IDI
instrument, also answered five open ended questions (Appendix E). The informationdollecte
from these questions was analyzed using theme analysis (Patton, 2001) amegrase
Memorandum of Findings, the focus of this analysis was to understand students’ peraegti

understanding of CASNR supported intercultural programs and initiatives.
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CHAPTER IV
Findings

This chapter presents the results of a research study designed to roleasges in
intercultural sensitivity among students exposed to intercultural experiemgesrted by the
College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources (CASNBklahoma State University
using the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). The results presemtédichapter
represent data gathered from December 2008 to August 2009. The informationaaltette
analyzed includes demographic information, open ended questions, and the responses to the
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI).

All CASNR undergraduate students enrolled in the 2009 Spring Sentésiety1l) were
asked to participate in the study as part of the comparison group. All the students who
participated in any “I” designated course or in any faculty-led shory stiocbad program
supported by CASNR from December 2008 to August 2009 were asked to participate in the
study as part of the treatment groups.

Statistical analysis was performed in order to answer the two reseastioga posed in
this study:

» Are there any changes in cultural sensitivity among students exmosgertultural
experiences (International courses and/or faculty-led short study abromdmsd
supported by the CASNR-OSU as measured by the Intercultural Develomwemntolry
(IDI)?
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» Are there any differences in degrees of change in cultural sensitivatygastudents
exposed to different types of intercultural experiences (international scandéor
faculty-led short study abroad programs ) supported by the CASNR-OSU, agedeas
by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)?

This chapter is organized into three sections according to the data collett@oladyzed
(demographics, open ended questions, and Intercultural Development Inventoris pftalyise
study. The first section summarizes the demographic information collgeteder, age, major,
college year, place of birth, ability to speak another language other tharhEagtsprevious
experience traveling abroad). The second section presents the results of thartaes of
five open ended questions collected from the students who responded to the pretest &r the pap
and pencil version of the IDI in a Memorandum of Findings format. The third sectiom{grese
the data resulting from the undergraduate and graduate Oklahoma Statsityrstedents’
level of intercultural sensitivity measured by the Intercultural Developineentory (IDI)
measured at the beginning and at the end of the Spring 2009 semester for thiesoorgpaup,
and before and after the intercultural experience, for the treatment grotp$985; Pedhazur,
1997). The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) section is organized in tv& parthe
first part of this section, the information provided by the Intercultural Developimeentory
(IDI) -pretest and posttest is analyzed using One-Way Analysis thaen¢ar(ANOVA) for the
Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity, Overall Perceimeercultural Sensitivity, and
Worldview Scales (Dependent variables) in relation to the demographic ini@nmehis
analysis provides information about the relationship between the demographicpapbukation
and their Intercultural Sensitivity Development. The second part of thie@sirsreports the

analysis of the information provided by the Intercultural Development Inve(iidyusing
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Split-Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 to determine if the population studied changed, laeyl aiict
in what degree, their intercultural sensitivity during the span of this stuagti¢al significance,
Eta squareds)? is reported in the first and the second part of the Intercultural Development
Inventory (IDI) section.
Part I. Demographic Information

Demographic Information

The purpose of this study was to assess intercultural sensitivity among stutent
participated in “I” designated courses and faculty-led short study abroacdmegupported by
CASNR as measure by the Intercultural Development Inventory (I2DriBtt & Hammer,
2002; Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003). Further, this study sought to determine thhe impac
of these experiences upon development of intercultural sensitivity.

The studied population consisted of undergraduate and graduate students enrolled at
Oklahoma State University during the spring 2009 semester. The students in thasmmpa
group and the treatment groups were invited to voluntarily participate in the Atuthe
students who decided to participate in the study answered demographic informatiorg did tw
instruments, a pretest and a posttest. The students who answered the prefegtefiaad
pencil version of the IDI also answered five open ended questions.

A total of 1751 CASNR-OSU students were solicited by email to participdbheistudy
as part of the comparison group. Thirty-Seven students (2.11%) answered the pide28st a
students (1.66% out of the 1751 and 78.37% out of the 37) completed the pretest and the posttest.
However, the information of one of the students included in the comparison group was removed
from the study because the student answered the pretest twice —once asdag aomparison

group and once as a participant of an international course. One-hundred and iNty15&)(
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CASNR students who participated in a intercultural experience by taking destgnated
courses such as, International Agriculture (AGED 4713) or Animals of the WdI81(2903) or
attending any faculty-led short study abroad experience to Honduras, Bostd, Rica,
Nicaragua, France, Italy, New Zealand, Thailand, China and Japan wedamaperson to
participate in the study as part of the intervention group. The equivalency of the greups wa
determine first by the type of intercultural experience (comparismupgf1” Courses, and
faculty-led short study abroad programs) and second, by the target contirrentaaiuity-led
short study abroad experiences.

The number of students per group

Comparison group 28
| Courses 35
America 33
Europe 36
Asia/Oceania 30

All of these studentdN=156) participated and completed the pretest (IDI) but only one-
hundred and thirty-four students in the treatment group (84%) completed the pretést and t

posttest (Table 7).

Table 7

Percentage of responses to the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDBdretive pretest
and the posttest for the comparison group and the treatments groups

Groups Subgroups  Type of Intercultural Pretest  Posttest %
Intervention
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Group O Comparison Group 37 28 76%

Group 1 | Courses 43 35 81%
Group 2 Short Study Abroad
Experience
Group 2a America
Honduras 10 10 100%
Brazil 10 10 100%
Brazil 5 5 100%
Costa Rica 5 4 80%
Nicaragua 4 4 100%
Group 2b Europe
France 21 19 90%
Italy 11 7 64%
Italy 10 10 100%
Group 2c Asia and Oceania
New Zealand 9 9 100%
Thailand 8 8 100%
China 10 8 80%
Japan/Thailand 10 5 50%
193 162 84%

Descriptive Statistical Analysis of the Demographic Information

The demographic information analyzed in this section was provided by 162 students that
answered the IDI pretest and posttest.

The population studied included 48% male and 52% female. Seventy percent of the
population was between 18 and 21 years old. The students’ majors were very diverser,howeve
the majority of the students (30%) were majoring in Animal Science and R¥enégy. Junior
students were the largest group represented in the study with 32% percersaohphe,
following by the seniors with 25%. The smallest groups were the freshman (17%pdndtgr
students (8%). Sixty-percent of the students were born in Oklahoma and 5% were hden outs
the United States. Seventy-four percent of the students did not speak another largaraparot

English. Twenty-eight percent of the students reported speaking another lgrimyuamdy 9%
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reported that they spoke another language with more than 50% proficiency. The most popula
language spoken by the students in addition to English was Spanish. Sixty-sevengbéheent
participants had experience traveling abroad but more than half (52%) of theéstuakespent
one month or less traveling outside the United States.
Part Il. Qualitative Information
Analysis Open Ended Questions
One-hundred and fifty-one students (78% of the total students who answered the pretest)
also answered five open-ended questions. The students answered the following questions
1) What do you think about participating in intercultural experiences, courses, shgrt stud
abroad experiences, language training, etc?
2) What intercultural initiatives or programs supported by CASNR have you atteod or
would like to attend during your college experience at Oklahoma State Utyi%ersi
3) What do you think is the most common CASNR students’ motivation to attend any
intercultural experience?
4) What do you think about CASNR efforts and initiatives to increase your interdultura
sensitivity?
5) Describe your intercultural experience change during your collegatauat

Oklahoma State University.

The answers to these questions were analyzed using theme analysis. Falutheemés
were identified:
1) Perceptions of intercultural experience(s)
2) CASNR intercultural initiatives and opportunities.

3) Personal motivation to participate in intercultural activities.
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4) Intercultural experiences at OSU.

The students’ statements were sorted and organized according to the themes and ar
presented in memorandum format (Patton, 2001)

Memorandum about findings

Oklahoma State University (OSU) is a comprehensive land-grand universited in
Stillwater, Oklahoma. The College of Agricultural Sciences and NeRasources (CASNR) at
OSU offers students the opportunity to study in a diverse environment but mahdygaatuate
level. These experiences are available for many OSU students, whomewnoall rural
communities the first opportunity to be in contact with people from another culture. OSU-
CASNR students have diverse opportunities to interact with people from another ciiture. T
international dinners, for example, gives students a more global perspective.

The College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources encoutragests to
participate in a variety of intercultural and international experienaas, titking an “I”
designated class, such as Animals of the World or International Agrictdtpeaticipating in a
variety of faculty-led short study abroad courses in different cegntr America, Europe, Asia
and Oceania. These new experiences have a positive impact in most of the students.

CASNR international institutional efforts are highly respected amtuugsts. CASNR
has promoted many intercultural experiences encouraging and motivatingtstiodacrease
their intercultural sensitivity. CASNR international efforts are drefanany other colleges,
trying to get every student to have an international experience, oféeviagety of programs,
including study abroad opportunities. The students recognized these efforts asy gmateful
for the opportunity. However, these efforts many times are restricted itgdieconomical

recourses from students. CASNR also has built strong relations with peopletifremtultures
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and these relations foster the opportunities of the students to visit other countriesceite
classes with people who come from different cultures and ethnic backgroundsRGraS
many programs to motivate their students to increase their interculturalddgmybut sadly
“some students simple just do not care,” One example of these efforts arg(bhiefhational)
Course that CASNR students have to take as a requirement for graduationothiese do a
good job of increasing students awareness of other cultures according Eptheses.

CASNR students, in general have different motivations to participate in iritestul
activities, including curiosity, resume building, extra credits, traveh areet the requirements
to graduate, curiosity, or as a resume builder. However, the majority stidents find
intercultural experiences life changing experiences and excitinggch@l opportunities. “It is
an opportunity of a life time, where you gain more knowledge than you could form ssa cla
book or movie.”

The students’ perception of these intercultural and international experierneesy i
positive. Most of the students are open to these intercultural experiences aagrégethat
these experiences give them a different perspective about the world. Thessalsient
commented that intercultural and international experiences are a greatdeexperience
because they are able to learn about different places. According to the stuelamidddy
should have the opportunity to travel abroad. Promoting intercultural experieacgsad idea.
Intercultural experiences are “amazing opportunities” that everyone dhptiddoe part of. In
today’s interdependent society it is imperative to learn how to interdcpedple from other
cultures and learn to speak other languages. Intercultural experiencegexesting, enlighten

and highly educational’. They are “extremely educational and insightful.”
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In contradiction to CASNR international efforts the perception of the studahtst is
CANSR is not a diverse community. Some students mentioned that some CASNR students
sometimes are rude to people from other cultures, mainly because their omigreogwith
people from another culture is when they took classes taught by professors froooottiges.

CASNR students recognize that meeting people from other cultures had broadened thei
horizons and are thankful that OSU affords them this opportunity. Traveling abroad aadgpea
with people from other cultures made students feel more comfortable interathrmeople
from other cultures.“Being around people from different cultures is always wenid
interesting.” During my studies at OSU “I have learned to be more acgepithpatient.”
International and intercultural experiences teach OSU students “how big the eabiyds.”

And “made me more thankful for what | have been offered in life.” After my intiemad
experience, “| feel free like there was nothing in the world | couldn’t do.”

Summarizing, Oklahoma State University, College of Agriculturalrdeie and Natural
Resources has developed a variety of strategies to expose students to hunezcolisiiat
experiences. CASNR students appreciate these efforts but many timbeavwkelecided not
participate in these activities. The main reason exposed by the studelaskf economic
resources . However, when students participate in any interculturatyattiey found them
valuables. Intercultural activities, with no doubt broadened students’ horizons.

Part Ill. Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Analysis

This chapter has reported the demographic and qualitative information provided by the
participants in this study. In this section the responses of the Interclieralopment
Inventory (IDI) are presented. The focus of this analysis is answéerfgltowing research

guestions:
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1. Are there any changes in intercultural sensitivity among students exposed t
intercultural experiences (courses and short study abroad programs) supponted
College of Agricultural Science and Natural Resources at OklahonealBtatersity
as measured by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)?

2. Are there any differences in degrees of change in cultural sensitivitygastudents
exposed to different types of intercultural experiences (course, shortifisldotr
language training) supported by the College of Agricultural Science anidaNa
Resources at Oklahoma State University, according to the Interculewvaldpment
Inventory (IDI1)?

After the application of the IDI instruments and the specialized softwaigsis of the
information collected, the Intercultural Development Inventory scores statistically analyzed
to answer the research questions. The IDI scores that were analyre®werall
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity, Overall Perceived IntencalltSensitivity and
Worldview Profile (five scales): Defense/Denied, Reverse, Mininuaat
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulate Marginality. These Worldview acalesmposed of
several items from the original 50 from the IDI: DD (13 items), R (9 itemgp Mems), AA (14
items), and EM (5 items) (Hammer, et al., 2003). The scales for the Oyevalopmental and
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity scales ranged from 55-14%oatiee Worldview
profile the range was 1.0-5.0.

Intercultural Development IDI profiles
The information analyzed to answer the research questions is presented in the

Intercultural Development Profiles (Figures 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12).
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Figure 3.Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the Comparison GrougeBtre
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IDI PROFILE for 1 Courses Pretest

Figure 5. In Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the | Coursestd2te
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Figure 7.Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the Faculty-Led $&tudy
Abroad Experience for America Countries. Pretest
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Figure 8.Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the Faculty-Léw& Study
Abroad Experience for America Countries. Posttest
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Figure 9.Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the Faculty-Led $&tudy

Abroad Experience for European Countries. Pretest.
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Figure 11.Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the Faculggel.Short Study
Abroad Experience for Asia/Oceania Countries. Pretest
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Figure 12.Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) profile for the Facultydl&hort Study
Abroad Experience for Asia/Oceania Countries. Posttest

IDI PROFILE fosr Agia‘Oceania Posftest

INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY
F i =

erital B T -
: Accepanz: | Adapiasn

il B DIMENSIONS 5 I s I i) ‘
SCALES > EEE——r— I e [ ———
- 70 25 100 115 130 145

oLl Pere

— =
5 K m 100 115 130 145

WORLDVIEY PROFILE
— 21
L Carveering e S raneien Yoo eseiues o
RSCALE: Incicates a warlcvew that reverses
e’ and "tham® polarizaton, where “them" is 321
openior
T Covesones e i anesien oo
_ et
v -

AW SO 2

Bcrenlimal Sens

DO SCALE: Indicates & worltuew that
simplifiss andicr polarizes culura difererce

Resawed 50
M SCALE: Indicates = woel ddew that nigh
lignts cutural commanality ard universal
issues.

in transiian J.na [T !

AASCALE: Indicates a worldviews that can
comorchend ard accommedate o somples
cultaral vifferenees,

i irsnEca g easaET S0
EM SCALE: Indicatas & wordview that
incorperates a multic ultura’ identity wit
corfused cullural perspoctiues

Chwesar e : in transigen . FesaneT S0

95



The IDI profiles shows that the Intercultural Sensitivity of the groups €bBegnt variable)
studied was,

- For the Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity the groups Wwetween 78.4
and 89.64 in the 55-145 DS profile, meaning all groups including pretest and posttest
were at the time of the assessment Ethnocentric, Defense/Reversalsisimof the
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity and in the edge between
Denial/Defense and Minimization for the Intercultural Development Inventory.

- For the Perceived Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity, thepgrwere
between 115.18 and 119.62 in the 55-145 PS profile, meaning all the groups including
pretest and posttest believed they were, at the time of the assessment in the Ethno
relative, Acceptance Dimension of the Developmental Model of Intercultarait/ity
and in the Acceptance/Adaptation Dimension of the Intercultural Developmentdnye

- For the Worldview Profile, the groups were between 3.67 and 4.17 Denial Defense Scale;
between 3.21 and 3.76 Reversal Scale; between 2.26 and 2.86 in the Minimization
Scale; between 2.79 and 3.63 in the Acceptance/Adaptation Scale and between 3.85 and

4.34 in the 1.0-5.0 Scale for Encapsulated Marginality (See Tables 8, 9, 10 and 11)

Table 8

Mean of Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). Overall Developmentak¢ultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest) and Perceived Intercultural Sensipwéest and posttest) by
Type of Intercultural Intervention (Group)

Group Subgroup Type of Developmental Developmental Perceived Perceived
Intercultural Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Intervention
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0 Comparison
Group 82.60 78.40 116.54 115.16
1 Courses 86.57 88.71 117.37 118.31
Short Study
Abroad
Experience
2a  Group 2a America 85.11 85.71 118.16 118.62
2b Group 2b  Europe 84.53 83.03 117.24 117.05
2c Group 2¢  Asia and
Oceania 89.64 85.54  119.62  119.03
Note: Total Scale from 55 to 145
Denial/Defense (DD) or Reversal (R) 55-85
Minimization (M) 85.1-115
Acceptance/Adaptation 115.1-145
Table 9

Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scales of Overall Developnhémttercultural

Sensitivity -pretest and posttest and Perceived Intercultural Sensipixetyst and posttest

Group Subgroup Type of

Developmental Developmental Perceived Perceived

Intercultural Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
Intervention
0 Comparison
Group DD/ R DD/ R AA AA
1 Courses M M AA AA
Short Study
Abroad
Experience
2a  Group 2a America M M AA AA
2b Group 2b  Europe DD/R DD/R AA AA
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2c Group 2¢  Asia and

Oceania M M AA AA
Note: Total Scale from 55to 145
Denial/Defense (DD) or Reversal (R) 55-85
Minimization (M) 85.1-115
Acceptance/Adaptation 115.1-145

Table 10

Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Means of the Worldview profileeScairetest and
posttest

DD DD R R M M
Pretest Posttest Pretest Pretest Pretest Posttest
Comparison
Group 3.67 3.65 3.61 3.43 2.51 2.26
| Courses 3.86 3.86 3.66 3.76 2.78 2.86
Short Study
Abroad
Experience
Group 2a America 3.99 3.99 3.42 3.52 2.47 2.31
Group 2b Europe 3.11 3.84 3.44 3.48 2.66 2.39
Group 2c Asia and
Oceania 4.14 4.17 3.56 3.21 2.61 2.43

Note: DD/R Denial Defense/Reversal (1.0-5.0)

Unresolved (1.0-2.33)
In Transition (2.34-3.66)
Resolved (3.67-5.0)

M Minimization (1.0-5.0)
Unresolved (1.0-2.33)
In Transition (2.34-3.66)
Resolved (3.67-5.0)
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Table 11

Descriptive clusters of the Worldview Profile -pretest and posttest

DD DD R R M M
Pretest Posttest Pretest Pretest Pretest Posttest
Comparison In In
Group Resolved Intransition In transition transition transition Unresolved
Courses In
transition In
Resolved Resolved In transition Resolved transition
Short Study
Abroad
Experience
In In
America Resolved Resolved In transitiortransition transition Unresolved
In In
Europe Resolved Resolved In transitiortransition transition Unresolved
Asia and In In In
Oceania Resolved Resolved In transitiotransition transition transition

Note: DD/R Denial Defense/Reversal (1.0-5.0)

Unresolved (1.0-2.33)
In Transition (2.34-3.66)
Resolved (3.67-5.0)

M Minimization (1.0-5.0)
Unresolved (1.0-2.33)
In Transition (2.34-3.66)
Resolved (3.67-5.0)
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Overall Developmental and Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivityysrsal

This section is organized in two parts. The first part of this section, the informat
provided by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) is analyzed using\@meAnalysis
the Variance (ANOVA) for the IDI categories studied: Overall Deeental Intercultural
Sensitivity, Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity, and Worldvieal& (Dependent
variables) in relation to the demographic information collected.

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) of the Overall Developmental and Overall Reccei
Intercultural Sensitivity

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed to determine whiti@nean
of the IDI scores differed from gender, age, college major, collegeptaee, of birth, ability to
speak another language and experience traveling abroad. When the means o&tDisoer
statistically differenp < .05 and there were more than two categories studied, the Turkey HSD
Post Hoc Test was performed to determine the statistically differengedretategories.

2. By Gender

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indicatatsstically significant
difference, H1, 160) = 4.8 < .05, between genders in the means Overall Developmental

Intercultural Sensitivity Scores —pretest.

The results indicate that there wasstatistically significant differenge< .05 between
genders posttest and in the means Overall Developmental Scores of tutar&énsitivity —
posttest. The practical significance for the Overall Developmentatiiteral Sensitivity
pretest, Eta squareqlzl was .029; the practical significance for the Overall Developmental

Intercultural Sensitivity postte&ita squareds?) was .01§See Table 12).
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Table 12

ANOVA of the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overaielpmental
Intercultural Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Gender

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 879.757 1 879.757  4.863 .029* .029
Pretest Groups
Within 28945.63 160 180.910
Groups
Total 29825.386 161
Developmental Between 589.63 1 589.63 2.564 11 NS  .015
Posttest Groups
Within 36793.734 160 229.961
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p <.05

The results of the ANOVA test indicate statistically differencp < .05 between
genders in the means Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivitg$Sepretest and posttest. The
practical significance for the Overall Perceived Intercultural iBeitg pretestEta squareds)
was .029; the practical significance for the Overall Perceived Interauensitivity posttest

Eta squared:{’) was .014 (See Table 13).
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Table 13

ANOVA of the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Ovesitéived
Intercultural Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Gender

Sum of Mean
Squares df  Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 73.324 1 73.324 2.553 A12NS 016
Pretest Groups
Within 4595.718 160 28.723
Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 76.187 1 76.187 2.284 JA33NS 014
Posttest  Groups
Within 5336.722 160 33.355
Groups
Total 5412.909 161
*p <.05
3. By Age

The results of the ANOVA test indicate significant differencbetween ages at the
p<.05level in the means of Overall Developmental Intercultural SensitivityeScgopretest and
posttest. The practical significance for the Overall Developmentatitigral Sensitivity
pretesiEta squareds?) was .017; the practical significance for the Overall Developmental

Intercultural Sensitivity postte&ita squareds?) was .018 (See Table 14).
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Table 14

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Dgpraental Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Age

Sum of Mean
Squares df  Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 502.590 2 251.295 1.363 259NS  .017
Pretest Groups
Within 29322.797 159 184.420
Groups
Total 29825.386 161
Developmental Between 660.914 2 330.457 1.431 242 NS .018
Posttest Groups
Within 36722.450 159 230.959
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p < .05
Note: Group 1. 18 to 21 years old
Group 2. 22 to 30 years old
Group 3. 30-40 years old

The results of the ANOVA test indicate significant differenceetween ages at the
p<.05 level in the means of Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity Seqnedest and
posttest. The practical significance for the Overall Perceived uitigral Sensitivity pretedtta
squared £°) was .030; the practical significance for the Overall Perceived Interabilt

Sensitivity posttesEta squaredi’) was .044See Table 15).
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Table 15

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall HeeckIntercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Age

Sum of Mean
Squares  df Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 139.088 2 69.544 2.441 .090 NS .030

Pretest Groups
Within 4529.953 159 28.490

Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 128.261 2 64.131 1.930 149 NS .024

Posttest  Groups
Within 5284.648 159 33.237

Groups
Total 5412.909 161
*p<.05
Note: Group 1. 18 to 21 years old
Group 2. 22 to 30 years old
Group 3. 30-40 years old

4. By College Major

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween college majors at the< .05level in the means of Overall Developmental
Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttest The pradgoéicance for the Overall
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity pretesa Equared £°) was .038; the practical
significance for the Overall Developmental Intercultural SensjtvitsttesEta squaredi(’)

was .058 (Table 16).
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Table 16

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Dgpraental Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by College Major

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 1139.460 6 189.910 1.026 410 NS .038
Pretest Groups
Within 28685.926 155 185.070
Groups
Total 29825.386 161
Developmental Between 2164.184 6 360.697  1.587 154 NS .058
Posttest Groups
Within 35219.180 155 227.221
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p <.05

Note: Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary

Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science

Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics

Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications

Group 5. Landscape Architecture

Group 6. Engineering

Group 7. Other Majors

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant

differencebetween college majors at the .05level in the means of Overall Perceived
Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttest. The pracgodlcance for the Overall
Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity pret€ta squared:°) was .075; the practical significance

for the Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity postistsquared:*) was .056Table 17).
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Table 17

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Pgezkintercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by College Major

Sum of Mean
Squares  df  Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 351.181 6 58.530 2.101 056 NS .075
Pretest Groups
Within 4317.866 155 27.857
Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 300.713 6 50.119 1.520 A75 NS .056
Posttest  Groups
Within 5112.196 155 32.982
Groups
Total 5412.909 161
*p < .05
Note Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary

Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science
Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics
Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications

Group 5. Landscape Architecture

Group 6. Engineering
Group 7. Other Major

5. By College Year (Freshmen, Sophomores, Juniors and Seniors)

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween college year at the.05 level in the means of Overall Developmental
Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttest. The pracdtjndlcance for the Overall
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity pret&$a squareds?) was .053; the practical

significance for the Overall Developmental Intercultural SensjtpitsttesEta squaredi(’)

was .03@Table 18).
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Table 18

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall prental Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by College Year

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 1576.720 4 394.180 2.191 072 NS .053
Pretest Groups
Within 28248.667 157 179.928
Groups
Total 29825.386 161
Developmental Between 1357.541 4 339.385 1.479 211INS  .036
Posttest Groups
Within 36025.823 157 229.464
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p < .05
Note: Group 1. Freshman
Group 2. Sophomore
Group 3. Junior
Group 4. Senior
Group 5. Graduate Student

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween college years at ghe .05level in the means of Overall Perceived
Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttest. The pracdtjndlcance for the Overall
Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity pret€ta squared:?) was .048; the practical significance

for the Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity postiatsquareds?) was .041(Table 19).
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Table 19

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Bieed Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by College year

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 221.978 4 55.494 1.959 103NS  .048
Pretest Groups
Within 4447.064 157 28.325
Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 224.261 4 56.065 1.696 A53NS 041
Posttest  Groups
Within 5188.648 157 33.049
Groups
Total 5412.909 161
*p <.05
Note: Group 1. Freshman
Group 2. Sophomore
Group 3. Junior
Group 4. Senior
Group 5. Graduate Student

6. By Place of Birth

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant

differencebetween place of birth at tipe< .05level in the means of Overall Developmental

Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttest. The pracdtjndlcance for the Overall

Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity pret&$a squareds?) was .026; the practical

significance for the Overall Developmental Intercultural SensjtpvitsttesEta squaredi(’)

was .003 (Table 20).
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Table 20

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Devedopah Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Place of Birth

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 762.158 2 381.079 2.085 A28 NS .026
Pretest Groups
Within 29063.228 159 182.788
Groups
Total 29825.386 161
Developmental Between 111.114 2 55.557 0.237 /89 NS .003
Posttest Groups
Within 37272.25 159 234.417
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p <.05
Note: Group 1. Oklahoma
Group 2. Other States
Group 3. Other Countries

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indicatatsstically significant

difference, H2, 159) = 3.53% < .05, between places of birth in the means Overall Perceived

Intercultural Sensitivity Scores —pretest. The practical sigmifiedor the Overall Perceived

Intercultural Sensitivity prete§ita squared:?) was .042; the practical significance for the

Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity postte&t squareds?) was .004 (Table 21).
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Table 21

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Bieed Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Place of Birth

Sum of Mean
Squares  df Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 198.782 2 99.391 3.535 .031* .042
Pretest Groups
Within 4470.259 159 28.115
Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 24.188 2 12.094 0.357 .700 NS .004
Posttest  Groups
Within 5388.721 159 33.891
Groups
Total 5412909 161
*p <.05
Note: Group 1. Oklahoma
Group 2. Other States
Group 3. Other Countries

A Turkey HSD test was conducted to determine the difference between groups in the
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity -Pretest. Turkey HSOyaisaevealed that there is a
difference in the Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity gtdietween the students who
were born in Oklahoma (Group 1) and the students that were born outside Oklahoma (Group 2),

and the students that were born outside the United States (Group 3) (Table 22).
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Table 22

Multiple Comparison for the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scoresr&iv
Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity pretest Turkey HSD by Place of Birth

Dependent () Birth (J) Birth Mean Standard Significance
Variable Difference (I- Error
J)

Overall 1 2 02997 .88822 .999
Perceived 3 -5.10128* 1.94968 .026*
Intercultural
Sensitivity
Overall 2 1 -.02997 .88822 999
Perceived 3 -5.13125* 2.00410 .030*
Intercultural
Sensitivity
p <.05
Note: Group 1. Oklahoma

Group 2. Other States

Group 3. Other Countries

7. By the ability to Speak another Language

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween the ability to speak another language ai theéd5level in the means of
Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretas$ipasttest. The practical
significance for the Overall Developmental Intercultural SensjtpvietesEta squareds?) was
.003; the practical significance for the Overall Developmental IntercuBerasitivity posttest

Eta squared:’) was .006 (Table 23).
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Table 23

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Devedopah Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest Scores by the Ability to Speak another Language

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 94.076 1 94.076  0.506 478 NS .003
Pretest Groups
Within 29731.310 160 185.821
Groups
Total 29825.385 161
Developmental Between 232.931 1 232931 1.003 .78 NS .006
Posttest Groups
Within 37150.433 160 232.190
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p<.05

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween the ability to speak another language ai thed5level in the means of
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and gioSitee practical
significance for the Overall Perceived Intercultural SensitiviefgstEta squared:?) was .012;
the practical significance for the Overall Perceived Interculturali8etysposttestEta squared

() was .011 (Table 24).
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Table 24

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Pgezkintercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest Scores by Ability to Speak another Language

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 57.576 1 57.576 1.998 159 NS .012
Pretest Groups
Within 4611.465 160 28.822
Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 63.565 1 63.565 1.901 170 NS 011
Posttest  Groups
Within 5349.344 160 33.433
Groups
Total 5412.909 161
*p <.05

8. By Experience Traveling Abroad

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween the Experience Traveling Abroad afptke.05level in the means of Overall
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttespractical significance
for the Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity prefstsquareds?) was .009; the
practical significance for the Overall Developmental Intercultueais8ivity posttesEta

squared £°) was 0 (Table 25).
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Table 25

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: Overall Dgpraental Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Experience Traveling Abroad

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Developmental Between 257.870 1 257.870 1.395 239 NS .009
Pretest Groups
Within 29567.516 160 184.797
Groups
Total 29825.386 161
Developmental Between 0.094 1 .094 .000 984 NS .000
Posttest Groups
Within 37383.270 160 233.645
Groups
Total 37383.364 161
*p <.05

The results of the ANOVA test in the groups studied indinatstatistically significant
differencebetween the Experience Traveling Abroad afptke.05level in the means of Overall
Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity Scores - pretest and posttest. Tdtiegdraignificance for the
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity pretes squared®) was .020; the practical
significance for the Overall Perceived Intercultural SensitivitgtpetEta squareds %) was .003

(See Table 26).
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Table 26

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Scores: OveralcBmed Intercultural
Sensitivity -pretest and posttest by Experience Traveling Abroad

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
Perceived Between 94.803 1 94.803 3.316 .70 NS .020
Pretest Groups
Within 4574.239 160 28.589
Groups
Total 4669.041 161
Perceived Between 17.654 1 17.654 0.524 47 NS .003
Posttest  Groups
Within 5395.255 160 33.720
Groups
Total 5412.909 161
*p <.05

Worldview (Defense/Denial, Reverse, Minimization, Acceptance/Adaptation and Hataps
Marginality) analysis
ANOVA of Worldview Scale

1. By Gender

The results of the ANOVA test indicate significant differencat thep < .05level
between genders in the means of the Worldview Scales for Reversal —pretest thest,-pos
Minimization —pretest and —posttest, Acceptance/Adaptation —pretest attdspdncapsulated

Marginality -pretest and -posttest.
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The results of the ANOVA test indicatestatistically significant difference, @, 160) =

4.86, 4.983 < .05, between genders in the means Denial/Defense —pretest and posttest and the

practical significance for the Worldvielsta squaredi°) are presented in Table 27.

Table 27

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Defense/Denial, Beyéinimization,
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest by Gender

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?

DD Between 1.911 1 1.911 6.224 .014* .04
Pretest Groups

Within 49.136 160 307

Groups

Total 51.047 161
DD Between 2.088 1 2.088 4.983 .027* .03
Posttest  Groups

Within 67.033 160 419

Groups

Total 69.121 161
R Pretest Between 1.603 1 1.603 3.721 055 NS .022

Groups

Within 68.923 160 431

Groups

Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between .060 1 .060 .104 748 NS  .000

Groups

Within 92.928 160 581

Groups

Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between .021 1 .021 .043 .836 NS  .000

Groups

Within 77.682 160 .486

Groups
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Total 77.703 161

M Posttest Between 0.104 1 .104 201 .654 NS .001

Groups

Within 82.636 160 516

Groups

Total 82.740 161
AA Between 0.312 1 312 .669 A415NS  .004
Pretest Groups

Within 74.079 160 466

Groups

Total 74.391 161
AA Between 0.000 1 .000 .000 991 NS .000
Posttest  Groups

Within 74.277 160 464

Groups

Total 74.277 161
EM Between .067 1 .067 A11 739 NS  .000
Pretest Groups

Within 96.617 160 .604

Groups

Total 96.684 161
EM Between 0.001 1 .001 .002 962 NS .000
Posttest  Groups

Within 86.570 160 541

Groups

Total 86.571 161

e p<.05
** p<.01
Note: DD  Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization

AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality

2. By Age

The results of the ANOVA test indicat® statistically significant differenca thep<.05

level between ages in the means of the Worldview Scales for Defense/Deetatt-pnd -
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posttest, Reversal —pretest and -posttest, Minimization —pretest ands{postte
Acceptance/Adaptation —pretest and posttest, and Encapsulated Margimetiést and —
posttest, and the practical significance for the World\Etavsquaredi°) are presented in Table

28.

Table 28

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Defense/Denial, Beyéinimization,
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest by Age

Sum of Mean
Squares  df Square F Sig. n?

DD Between 1.541 2 T71 2.475 .087NS .030
Pretest Groups

Within 49.506 159 311

Groups

Total 51.047 161
DD Between 1.875 2 .937 2.217 A12 NS .027
Posttest  Groups

Within 67.246 159 423

Groups

Total 69.121 161
R Pretest Between .695 2 347 791 455 NS .009

Groups

Within 69.831 159 439

Groups

Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between .344 2 172 .296 745 NS .004

Groups

Within 92.644 159 .583

Groups

Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between .021 2 011 .022 979 NS .003
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Groups

Within 77.682 159 489
Groups
Total 77.703 161
M Posttest Between .038 2 .019 .037 964 NS 000
Groups
Within 82.702 159 520
Groups
Total 82.740 161
AA Between 2.301 2 1.150 2.521 .084 NS .031
Pretest Groups
Within 72.090 159 456
Groups
Total 74.391 161
AA Between 1.553 2 T77 1.698 186 NS  .021
Posttest  Groups
Within 72.723 159 457
Groups
Total 74.277 161
EM Between .030 2 .015 .024 979 NS 000
Pretest Groups
Within 96.654 159 .608
Groups
Total 96.684 161
EM Between .350 2 175 .323 725 NS  .004
Posttest  Groups
Within 86.221 159 542
Groups
Total 86.571 161
Note 1. DD Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization
AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality
Note 2: Group 1. 18 to 21 years old
Group 2. 22 to 30 years old
Group 3. 30-40 years old
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3. By College Major

The results of the ANOVA test indicate significant differencat thep < .05level
between college majors in the means of the Worldview Scales for Defenga/Eposttest,
Reversal —pretest and -posttest, Minimization —pretest, and Encapsulatgadaity -pretest
and —posttest.

A statistically significant differencé; (6, 155) = 2.295, 2.312, 3.955, 3.43% .05 and
p< .01 between college majors in the Worldview Scales Denial/DefensetPétesiization
Posttest, and Acceptance/Adaptation Pretest, and Posttest, and the igaifcance for the

Worldview Eta squared?) are presented in Table 29.

Table 29

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Defense/Denial, Reyeévlinimization,
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest by College
Major

Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?
DD Between 4.164 6 .694 2.295 .038* .081
Pretest Groups
Within 46.882 155 .302
Groups
Total 51.047 161
DD Between 4.378 6 .730 1.747 114 NS  .063
Posttest  Groups
Within 64.743 155 418
Groups
Total 69.121 161
R Pretest Between 3.192 6 532 1.224 297 NS .045
Groups

120



Within 67.335 155 434
Groups
Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between 3.034 6 .506 871 S518 NS  .033
Groups
Within 89.954 155 .580
Groups
Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between 2.875 6 479 .993 A432NS  .037
Groups
Within 74.828 155 483
Groups
Total 77.703 161
M Posttest Between 6.795 6 1.133 2.312 .036* .082
Groups
Within 75.945 155 490
Groups
Total 82.740 161
AA Between 9.933 6 1.656 3.955 .001** 133
Pretest Groups
Within 64.458 155 419
Groups
Total 74.391 161
AA Between 8.709 6 1.452 3.431 .003* A17
Posttest  Groups
Within 65.567 155 423
Groups
Total 74.277 161
EM Between 1.576 6 .263 428 859 NS .016
Pretest Groups
Within 95.108 155 .614
Groups
Total 96.684 161
EM Between 1.934 6 322 .590 738 NS  .022
Posttest  Groups
Within 84.638 155 546
Groups
Total 86.571 161
e P<.05
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¥ p< .01

Note 1: DD Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization

AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality
Note 2: Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary
Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science
Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics
Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications
Group 5. Landscape Architecture
Group 6. Engineering
Group 7. Other Majors

Turkey HSD analysis revealed no statistically significance reiffee between College
Majors for the Denial/Defense Pretest. However, the Ryan-Einot-Gabelsch F revealed a
statistically significance difference, groups 5, 6 and 7 (Landscape éctirié, Engineering and
other Majors) are different from the groups 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, (Animal Science and Preavgteri
Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science, Agribusiness, Agricultoabmics, and
Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications but groups 5, 6, and 7 are not different

from one another (Table 30).

Table 30

Multiple Comparison for Intercultural Development Inventory (ID): DenialdDst Scales
pretest Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch F by College Major

Major Subset alpha =0.05
3 3.7789

4 3.7990

2 3.8324

1 3.8445

6 3.9385 3.9385

7 4.2246 4.2246
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5 4.4514
Sig. .254 102

Note Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary
Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science
Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics
Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications
Group 5. Landscape Architecture
Group 6. Engineering
Group 7. Other Majors
Turkey HSD analysis revealed no statistically significance @iffees between College
Majors for the Minimization Posttest. However, the Ryan-Einot-Gabridsdtid- revealed a
statistically significance difference between groups 1, 2, 3, 4 and 9 (Anaealc® and Pre
Veterinary, Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science, AgribusinessuylAgal

Economics, Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications, and other Majers

different from groups 5 and 6 (Landscape Architecture and Engineering) butferdifrom

one another (Table 31).

Table 31

Multiple Comparison for Intercultural Development Inventory (ID): MinimizatScales
posttest. Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch F by College Major

Major Subset alpha =0.05

5 2.0486

6 2.2426

3 2.3222 2.3222

2 2.3376 2.3376

7 2.4023 2.4023

1 2.6192 2.6192

4 2.7781

Sig. 132 204
Note Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary

Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science
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Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics

Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications
Group 5. Landscape Architecture

Group 6. Engineering

Group 7. Other Majors

Turkey HSD analysis revealed there wasadistically significance differenda the
Acceptance/Adaptation -pretest between the students enroll in Animal &dlerecVet (1) ,
Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science (2), Agricultural Education aralilégal

Communication (4) and the other major group of students (7) (See Table 32).

Table 32

Multiple Comparison for Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Acceptéhdaptation
Scales pretest. Turkey HSD By College Major

Dependent Variable () J Mean Standard Significance
Groups Groups Difference Error

(-9)

Acceptance/Adaptation7 1 .84402* .20184 .001**
Pretest 2 .71838* .21594 019**
3 55547 .28054 432
4 .86969* .23049 .004**
5 19769 .30330 995
6 .62416 .21097 .054
*n <.05
**p<.01
Note Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary

Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science
Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics

Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications
Group 5. Landscape Architecture

Group 6. Engineering

Group 7. Other Majors
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Turkey HSD analysis revealed that there wata#istically significance differenda the
Acceptance/Adaptation —posttest between the students enrolled in Landsdaipecire

Majors(5), and the Animal Science and Pre Veterinary students (1) (See&3able

Table 33

Multiple Comparison for the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Ataece/Adaptation
Scales posttest. Turkey HSD by College Major.

Dependent Variable () (®)] Mean Standard Significance
Groups Groups Difference Error

(I-9)

Acceptance/Adaptation5 1 .84020* .26280 .027*
Posttest 2 .68266 .27389 169
3 33492 32777 .948
4 .79524 .28386 .082
6 43950 .26995 .664
7 .33637 30491 .926
*p < .05
Note Group 1. Animal Science and Pre Veterinary

Group 2. Environmental Science, Ecology and Soil Science
Group 3. Agribusiness, Agricultural Economics

Group 4. Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications
Group 5. Landscape Architecture

Group 6. Engineering

Group 7. Other Majors

4. By College Year
The results of the ANOVA test indicate statistically significant differenca thep<.05
level between ages in the means of the Worldview Scales for Defense/Deeiast-pnd

posttest, Reversal —pretest and -posttest, Minimization —pretest ands{postte

125



Acceptance/Adaptation —pretest and posttest, and Encapsulated Margimeatiést and —

posttest, and the practical significance for the World\Bavsquaredi°) are presented in Table

34.

Table 34

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Denial/Defense gy Minimization,

Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest by College

Year
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig. n?

DD Between .794 4 199 .621 649 NS  .015
Pretest Groups

Within 50.252 157 320

Groups

Total 51.047 161
DD Between 1.658 4 414 .964 A29 NS .024
Posttest  Groups

Within 67.463 157 430

Groups

Total 69.121 161
R Pretest Between 3.937 4 .984 2.320 059 NS .056

Groups

Within 66.590 157 424

Groups

Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between 5.348 4 1.337 2.395 .053 NS  .057

Groups

Within 87.641 157 .558

Groups

Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between 1.321 4 .330 .679 .608 NS .017

Groups
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Within 76.382 157 487
Groups
Total 77.703 161
M Posttest Between 1.013 4 .253 486 .746 NS .012
Groups
Within 81.727 157 521
Groups
Total 82.740 161
AA Between 3.160 4 .790 1.730 J46 NS .042
Pretest Groups
Within 71.231 157 457
Groups
Total 74.391 161
AA Between 2.476 4 .619 1.354 253 NS .033
Posttest  Groups
Within 71.801 157 457
Groups
Total 74.277 161
EM Between 4.704 4 1.176 2.007 096 NS  .049
Pretest Groups
Within 91.980 157 .586
Groups
Total 96.684 161
EM Between 2.547 4 .637 1.190 317 NS .029
Posttest  Groups
Within 84.024 157 535
Groups
Total 86.571 161
e p <.05
** p<.01
Note 1: DD Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization
AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality
Note 2: Group 1. Freshman
Group 2. Sophomore
Group 3. Junior
Group 4. Senior
Group 5. Graduate Student
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5. By Place of Birth

The results of the ANOVA test indicate statistically significant differenca the
p<.05 level between Place of birth in the means of the Worldview Scales for Defensd/D
pretest and -posttest, Reversal —pretest and -posttest, Minimizatioest-pred -posttest, and
Encapsulated Marginality -pretest and posttest.

The results ANOVA test indicatestiatistically significant differencé (2, 159) = 5.784,
p<.05andF (2, 159) = 3.239, < .01 between groups exposed to different intercultural
experiences in the Worldview Scales Acceptance/Adaptation — pretest andst@osd the

practical significance for the Worldvielsta squaredi°) are presented in Table 35.

Table 35

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Denial/Defense, Reyéviinimization,
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest by Place of
Birth

Sum of Mean
Squares  df Square F Sig. n?
DD Between .168 2 .084 262 770 NS  .003
Pretest Groups
Within 50.879 159 .32
Groups
Total 51.047 161
DD Between .697 2 .349 .810 447 NS .010
Posttest  Groups
Within 68.424 159 430
Groups
Total 69.121 161
R Posttest Between 2.290 2 1.145 2.668 072NS  .032
Groups
Within 68.236 159 429
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Groups

Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between 2.080 2 1.040 1.819 166 NS .022

Groups

Within 90.908 159 572

Groups

Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between .236 2 118 242 .785 NS .003

Groups

Within 77.467 159 487

Groups

Total 77.703 161
M Posttest Between 1.475 2 .738 1.443 239 NS .018

Groups

Within 81.265 159 511

Groups

Total 82.740 161
AA Between 5.075 2 2.537 5.784 .004** .068
Pretest Groups

Within 69.317 159 439

Groups

Total 74.391 161
AA Between 2.908 2 1.454 3.239 .042* .039
Posttest  Groups

Within 71.369 159 449

Groups

Total 74.277 161
EM Between .054 2 .027 .045 956 NS 000
Pretest Groups

Within 96.630 159 .608

Groups

Total 96.684 161
EM Between .320 2 .160 .295 .745NS  .003
Posttest  Groups

Within 86.251 159 542

Groups

Total 86.571 161

e P<.05
** p<.01
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Note 1: DD  Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization
AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality

Note 2: Group 1. Oklahoma
Group 2. Other States
Group 3. Other Countries

Turkey HSD analysis revealed that there watasistically significance differende the
Acceptance/Adaptation —pretest and posttest between the students who wereHmumitet
States, Oklahoma (1) and other states (2) and the Students born in another countbyg36(Ta

and 37).

Table 36

Multiple Comparison for Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Acceptéhdaptation
Scale Pretest. Turkey HSD by Place of Birth.

Dependent Variable () J Mean Standard Significance
Groups Groups Difference Error
(I-)

Acceptance/Adaptation3 1 .69457* .24355 .014*
Pretest 2 .84611* .25063 .003 **

P < .05*

p <.01**

Note Group 1. Students Born in Oklahoma

Group 2. Students Born in other US States
Group 3. Students Born in another Country
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Table 37

Multiple Comparison for Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Acceptakaaptation
Scales posttest. Turkey HSD by Place of Birth

Dependent Variable ()] J) Mean Standard Significance
Groups Groups Difference Error
(I-J)
Acceptance/Adaptation3 1 .60952* 24635 .038*
Pretest 2 .62954* .25322 .037*
p <.05*
Note Group 1. Students Born in Oklahoma

Group 2. Students Born in other US States
Group 3. Students Born in another Countr

6. By the Ability to Speak Another Language

The results of the ANOVA test indicate statistically significant differenca the
p<.05 level between Ability to Speak another Language in the means of the Worldviess Scal
for Defense/Denial —pretest and -posttest, Reversal —pretest andstpd4ittenization —pretest
and —posttest, Encapsulated Marginality -pretest and -posttest.

The results of the ANOVA test indicatesttistically significant difference, @, 160) =
9.411, 6.553p < .05, between Ability to Speak another Language in the means of the
Worldview Scales for Acceptance/Adaptation —pretest and posttest, and theapracti

significance for the Worldviewta squareds®) is presented in Table 38.
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Table 38

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Defense/Denial, Beyéinimization,
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest byoAbility
Speak another Language

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square n?
DD Between 1.052 1 1.052 3.367 068 NS .021
Pretest Groups
Within 49.995 160 312
Groups
Total 51.047 161
DD Between 1.074 1 1.074 2.524 A14 NS .015
Posttest  Groups
Within 68.047 160 425
Groups
Total 69.121 161
R Pretest Between .023 1 .023 .053 818 NS 000
Groups
Within 70.503 160 441
Groups
Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between .006 1 .006 011 918 NS 000
Groups
Within 92.982 160 581
Groups
Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between 1.321 1 1.321 2.767 098 NS .017
Groups
Within 76.382 160 ATT
Groups
Total 77.703 161
M Posttest Between .936 1 .936 1.830 A78 NS 011
Groups
Within 81.805 160 511
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Groups

Total 82.740 161
AA Between 4.157 1 4.157 9.411 .003** .056
Pretest Groups

Within 70.234 160 442

Groups

Total 74.391 161
AA Between 2.922 1 2.922 6.553 .011* .039
Posttest  Groups

Within 71.354 160 446

Groups

Total 74.277 161
EM Between .821 1 .821 1.370 244 NS .008
Pretest Groups

Within 95.863 160 .599

Groups

Total 96.684 161
EM Between .597 1 .597 1.112 293 NS  .007
Posttest  Groups

Within 85.974 160 537

Groups

Total 86.571 161

e p<.05
Note 1: DD Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization

AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality

7. By Experience Traveling Abroad

The results of the ANOVA test indicate statistically significant differenca the
p<.05 level between Experience Traveling abroad in the means of the Worldview fecale
Defense/Denial -posttest, Reversal —pretest and -posttest, Miionizaretest and -posttest,
Encapsulated Marginality -pretest and -posttest.
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The results of the ANOVA test indicatestatistically significant difference, @, 160) =

5.164, 6.742, 7.106p < .05, between Experience Traveling Abroad in the means Worldview

Scales for Denial/Defense —pretest, and Acceptance/Adaptation +pretegosttest. The

practical significance for the Worldvielsta squaredi(°) is presented in Table 39.

Table 39

ANOVA Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI): Defense/Denial, Reyévlinimization,
Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Scales -pretest and posttest bynE&perie

Traveling Abroad

Sum of Mean
Squares  df Square Sig. n?

DD Between 1.596 1 .1.596 5.164 .024* .031
Pretest Groups

Within 49.451 160 .309

Groups

Total 51.047 161
DD Between 1.029 1 1.029 2.418 A22 NS .015
Posttest  Groups

Within 68.092 160 426

Groups

Total 69.121 161
R Pretest Between .001 1 .001 .003 959 NS 000

Groups

Within 70.525 160 441

Groups

Total 70.526 161
R Posttest Between .239 1 .359 .621 432 NS .002

Groups

Within 92.629 160 579

Groups

Total 92.988 161
M Pretest Between .453 1 453 937 334 NS  .006

Groups

Within 77.251 160 483
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Groups

Total 77.703 161
M Posttest Between 1.437 1 1.437 2.829 095 NS .017
Groups
Within 81.303 160 .508
Groups
Total 82.740. 161
AA Between 3.026 1 3.026 6.742 .010** .041
Pretest Groups
Within 71.365 160 449
Groups
Total 74.391 161
AA Between 3.159 1 3.159 7.106 .008** .042
Posttest  Groups
Within 71.118 160 444
Groups
Total 74.277 161
EM Between .834 1 .834 1.392 240 NS .009
Pretest Groups
Within 95.850 160 .599
Groups
Total 96.684 161
EM Between .010 1 .010 .018 892 NS 000
Posttest  Groups
Within 86.561 160 541
Groups
Total 86.571 161
e p<.05
** p<.01
Note 1: DD Denial Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization
AA  Acceptance/Adaptation
EM  Encapsulated Marginality
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Summary

The information provided by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) —pre and
posttest- was analyzed using One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOMAhE Overall
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity, Overall Perceived IntencalltSensitivity and
Worldview Scales (Dependent Variables) in relation to the demographic atformPractical
significance Eta squared#{2)was reported to determine the strength of the relationship between
de dependent variables and the demographics of the population and their Intercultuiglt$sensi
Development.

A summary of the statistical analysis and practical significangeesented in Tables 40,

41, 42, and 43.

Table 40

Summary of One-Way ANOVA for Intercultural Development Inventory Profile (Depende
Variables) and population sample different Intercultural Experiences (Independent éariabl
and Demographics.

DS Pretest DS Posttest PS Pretest PS Posttest
By Gender * NS NS NS
By Age NS NS NS NS
By College NS NS NS NS
Major
By College Year NS NS NS NS
By Place of Birth NS NS * NS
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By Ability to NS’ NS NS NS
Speak another

Language

By Experience NS NS NS NS
Traveling

Abroad

Note: NS  Statistically Difference No Significance
e Statistically Difference Significance p < .05
DS Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity
PS Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity

Table 41

Summary of One-Way ANOVA for Intercultural Development Inventory Worldvegveiident
Variables) and population sample different Intercultural Experiences (Independent éariabl
and Demographics.

DD DD R R M M
Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
By Gender * * NS NS NS NS
By Age NS NS NS NS NS NS
By College Major
* NS NS NS NS *
By College Year
NS NS NS NS NS NS
By Place of Birth
NS NS NS NS NS NS
By Ability to
Speak another NS NS NS NS NS NS
Language
By Experience
Traveling Abroad * NS NS NS NS NS

Note: NS  Statistically Difference No Significance
e Statistically Difference Significance p < .05
DD  Denial/Defense
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R Reversal
M Minimization

Table 42

Summary of Practical Significance Eta squargd for Intercultural Development Inventory
Profile (Dependent Variables) and population sample different Intercultural Expegenc
(Independent Variable) and Demographics.

DS Pretest DS Posttest PS Pretest PS Posttest
By Gender .029 .015 .016 .014
By Age .017 .018 .030 .024
By College .038 .058 .075 .056
Major
By College Year .053 .036 .048 .041
By Place of Birth .026 .003 .042 .004
By Ability to .003 .006 .012 .011
Speak another
Language
By Experience .009 000 .020 .003
Traveling
Abroad

Note: DS  Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity
PS Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity
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Table 43

Summary of the practical significance Eta squargil for Intercultural Development Inventory
Worldview (Dependent Variables) and population sample different Intercultural iErpes

(Independent Variable) and Demographics.

DD DD R R M M
Pre- Post- Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
By Gender .040 .030 .022 000 000 .001
By Age .030 .027 .009 .004 .003 000
By College Major .081 .063 .045 .033 .037 .082
By College Year .015 .024 .056 .057 .017 012
By Place of Birth .003 .010 .032 .022 .003 .018
By Ability to .021 .015 000 000 .017 011
Speak another
Language
By Experience .031 .015 000 .002 .006 .017

Traveling Abroad

Note: DD Denial/Defense
R Reversal
M Minimization

Changes in Intercultural Sensitivity

To assess the changes if any, in intercultural sensitivity and answes#agch questions

posed in this study, it was necessary to analyze the data collected in thigssggdg Split Plot

Factorial 5 x 2 Design. This experimental design compared each groupsuliinted Sensitivity
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measured by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) during pre- arubsitest to
determine if there were differences between the pre- and postteatfiog®up of intercultural
experiences (Independent Variable) the Overall Developmental IntesduBensitivity, the
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity and the Worldview Scalep€Ddent Variables).
This analysis also determines the degree of change, if any, in IntercBkuasativity among the
participants. This practical significance, Eta squdp@jlare also reported. The information is
organized and presented in this section by each of the dependent variables.

All the groups were analyzed using the following subjects’ factors:

Groups N

28
35
33
36
30

apbhwnN Bk

Overall Developmental Intercultural Experience

The results of the Split Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 test between the Pre- déedtfos
the Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity indigadestatistically significant
differencedetween and within groups from the pretest to the posttest @th@s level (Table

44).
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Table 44

Test of Between and Within Subjects Contrast for the Intercultural Developmenbigvent
Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity by Group -pretest and posttest

Type of Source Type Il Sum df Mean F Sig.

Effect of Squares Square n?
Between- Group 1656.755 4 414.189 1.293 275NS .032
Subjects Error 50309.495 157 320.443

Effects

Within- Time 72.895 1 72895 .767 382 NS .005
Subjects Time*Group  326.484 4 81.621 .859 490 NS .021
Effects Error (Time) 14916.016 157 95.006

Note *p<.05

A Profile Plot of the Change in the Overall Developmental Intercultural t8etysby

Group measured by the Developmental Intercultural Inventory (IDI) asemed in Figure 1
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Figure 13.Profile Plot of the Changes from the Pretest to the Posttest in the Overall
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity by Group of Intercultural Ebgmee measured by the
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)
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Overall Perceived Intercultural Experience

The results of the Split Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 test by group betweerethrengr
posttest for the Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity indicatstatistically significant

differencedetween the pre- and posttest atghe.05level (Table 45).
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Table 45

Test of Between and Within Subjects Contrast for the Intercultural Developmemioly/(1D1):
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity by Group -pretest and posttest

Type of Source Type lll  df Mean F Sig. n
Effect Sum of Square

Squares
Between-  Group 409.025 4 102.256 2.136 079 NS .052
Subjects Error 7517.539 157 47.882
Effects
Within- Time 451 1 451 .033 .855 NS 000
Subjects  Time*Group 38.256 4 9.564 ..709 587 NS .018
Effects Error (Time) 2117.131 157 13.485
Note *p<.05

A Profile Plot of the change in the Overall Perceived Intercultural Satsitieasured

by the Developmental Intercultural Inventory (IDI) by group is presentedyurd-il4.
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Figure 14.Profile Plot of the Changes between the Pretest and Posttest in the Oveenlideer
Intercultural Sensitivity by Group of Intercultural Experience messbry the Intercultural
Development Inventory (IDI)
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1. Denial/Defense Scale

The results of the Split Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 test by group betweeretrengr
posttest for the Worldview Scale Denial/Defense indinatstatistically significant differences

between the pre- and posttest atghe.05level (See Table 46).
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Table 46

Test of Between and Within Subjects Contrast for the Intercultural Developmemioly/(I1D1):
Worldview Denial/Defense Scale by Group -pretest and posttest

Type of Source Type Il df Mean F Sig. n°
Effect Sum of Square

Squares
Between-  Group 6.458 4 1.614 2.136 079 NS .067
Subjects  Error 89.658 157 571
Effects
Within- Time .006 1 .006 .038 .846 NS 000
Subjects  Time*Group 137 4 .034 225 924 NS .006
Effects Error (Time) 23.915 157 152
Note *p<.05

A Profile Plot of the change in the Worldview Denial/Defense Scales medsythe

Developmental Intercultural Inventory (IDI) is presented in Figure 15.
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Figure 15.Profile Plot of the Changes in Worldview Denial/Defense Scale by Group of
Intercultural Experience measured by the Intercultural DevelopmenttbrygIDI)
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2. Reversal Scale

The results of the Split Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 test between the Pre- déedtfos
the Worldview Reversal Scale indicate statistically significant differencé&gtween the pre-

and posttest at the< .05level (Table 47).
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Table 47

Test of Between and Within Subjects Contrast for the Intercultural Developmemioly/(1D1):
Worldview Reversal Scale by Group -pretest and posttest

Type of Source Type llI df Mean F Sig. n
Effect Sum of Square

Squares
Between-  Group 5.366 4 1.341 1.648 165 NS .040
Subjects Error 127.788 157 .814
Effects
Within- Time 581 1 .581 3.135 .079 NS .023
Subjects  Time*Group 1.246 4 311 1.679 .157 NS .005
Effects Error (Time) 23.115 157 .185
Note *p<.05

A Profile Plot of the change in the Worldview Reversal Scale measured by the

Developmental Intercultural Inventory (IDI) are presented in Figure 16
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Figure 16.Profile Plot of the Changes between Pretest and Posttest in Worldview Recaltsal S
by Group of Intercultural Experience measured by the Intercultural Develat Inventory (IDI)
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3. Minimization Scale

The results of the Split Plot Factorial Design 5 x 2 test between the Pre- dedtfos
the Worldview Minimization Scale indicatedstatistically significant differenceetween the

pre- and posttestr, (1, 4) =.019, .022 < .05 (Table 48).
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Table 48

Test of Between and Within Subjects Contrast for the Intercultural Developmemioly/(1D1):
Worldview Minimization Scale by Group- pretest and posttest

Type of Source Type lll  df Mean F Sig. n
Effect Sum of Square

Squares
Between-  Group 7.996 4 1.999 2.512 .044* .060
Subjects  Error 124.919 157 .796
Effects
Within- Time 912 1 912 5.592 .019* .035
Subjects  Time*Group 1.920 4 480 2943 .022* .074
Effects Error (Time) 23.115 157 .185
*p <.05

A Turkey HSD test was conducted to determine the degree of change betweenmgroups

the Worldview Minimization Scale. There was statistically significance differenae the

degree of change between the comparison group and the groups that traveled to, Aorepea

or Asia/Oceania. However, there waatistically significant differencé < .05) between the

Comparison Group and the Group that took the |1 Course in their Worldview Minimizatian Scal

(Table 49).
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Table 49

Multiple Comparison for Worldview Minimization Scale Changes in Intercultural Setysitiv
Measured by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Turkey HSD

Dependent () (J) Groups Mean Standard Significance
Variable Groups Difference (I- Error
J)
Worldview 1 2 -.4652 15992 .033*
Minimization 3 -.0927 16206 979
Scale 4 -.1643 15893 .839
5 -.1903 16574 .781
p <.05*
Note Group 1. Comparison Group No Intervention

Group 2. | Courses
Group 3. Faculty-Led Short Study Abroad Program to America

Group 4. Faculty-Led Short Study Abroad Program to Europe
Group 5. Faculty-Led Short Study Abroad Program to Asia/Oceania.

A Profile Plot of the change in the Worldview Minimization Scale measureleby t

Developmental Intercultural Inventory (IDI) is presented in Figure 17.
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Figure 17.Profile Plot of the Changes in Worldview Minimization Scale by Group of
Intercultural Experience measured by the Intercultural DevelopmenttbrygIDI)
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Acceptance /Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality changes we neahctesl
because the participants did not reach those Scales of the InterculturialpDearg Inventory
(IDI).

Summary
The information provided by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) —pre and

posttest- was analyzed using a Split-Plot 5 x 2 Factorial Design for thall¥evelopmental
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Intercultural Sensitivity, Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensytiand Worldview Scales
(Dependent Variables) of the different groups studied (Independent Variabldajionr® the
time -pre and posttest (Group * Time). This analysis completed the sthas@tgsis and
answered the research questions about the changes in Intercultural semsgividents exposed
to intercultural experiences supported by the College of Agricultural ®semx Natural
Resources at Oklahoma state University measured by the Intercultvedbp@ent Inventory
(IDI).

A summary of the findings in this section are presented in Table 50 and 51.

Table 50

Summary of the Statistical Analysis of the Changes in Intercultural Sensitivity intstude
exposed to intercultural experiences supported by the College of Agricultural Scaemnte
Natural Recourses at Oklahoma State University measured by the Interculturéieest
Inventory (IDI).

Type of Source
Effect IDI Profile Worldview
DS PS DD R M
Between-
Subjects Group NS NS NS NS *
effects
Within- Time NS NS NS NS *
Subjects Time X
Effects Group NS NS NS NS *

Note NS Statistically Difference No Significance
e Statistically Difference Significance p < .05
DS Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity
PS Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity
DD Denial/Defense
R Reversal
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M

Minimization

Table 51

Summary of the practical significance Eta squargil ¢f the Changes in Intercultural
Sensitivity in students exposed to intercultural experiences supported by the Gbllege
Agricultural Sciences and Natural Recourses at Oklahoma State University measured by t
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI).

Type of Source
Effect IDI Profile Worldview
DS PS DD R M

Between-
Subjects Group .032 .052 .067 .040 .060
effects
Within- Time .005 000 000 .023 .035
Subjects Time X
Effects Group .021 0.18 .006 .005 074
Note DS Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity

PS Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity

DD  Denial/Defense

R Reversal

M Minimization
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CHAPTER V
Summary, Conclusion, Discussion, Limitations of the Study, Recommendation for Future
Research, and Recommendations for Practice

Summary

Oklahoma State University College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resour
(OSU-CASNR), understanding the importance of educating students to becomeetopein
intercultural level has designed a variety of activities to encourage studesxplore different
cultures. These activities are international courses (“I” desidrtaigrses) and faculty-led short
study abroad programs to America, Europe, Asia and Oceania. The purpose of yhisasttml
assess intercultural sensitivity among students who participateddesignated courses and
faculty-led short study abroad programs supported by CASNR. Further uyssstught to
determine the impact of these experiences upon development of interculturaligendiie
following research questions guided the study,

e Were there changes in intercultural sensitivity among students exposed to
intercultural experiences (international courses and faculty-led stdyt gbroad
programs)?

e Were there differences in degrees of change in cultural sensitivity atuoients
exposed to different types of intercultural experiences (international scaande

faculty-led short study abroad programs)?
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To answer the research questions this study used Bennett's DevelopmentabModel
Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) as the theoretical framework. Theoretical model provides
the groundwork for measuring and understanding an individual’s worldviews towarditultur
difference. The DMIS is a continuum of six stages of intercultural s@nsifThe first three
stages, Denial, Defense, and Minimization, indicates a worldview thinsantric while the
three later stages, Acceptance, Adaptation, and Integration, indicateslaievothat is ethno
relative .The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) instrument used irsthdy was
developed by Bennett and Hammer to measure individuals’ basis of culturadritésralong

the DMIS continuum (Hammer, et al., 2003).

Three hundred and twenty-four IDI instrument were applied to 162 students using a
Nonequivalent Groups Design -pretest, posttest cluster into five distributed grdiups, 1)
Comparison Group (no intervention), 2) International Courses, and 3) Faculty- Led tBdgrt S
Abroad Experience to America, 4) Europe and 5) Asia/Oceania. The IDI imsttsinvere
distributed by email and in paper-pencil version. The information provided by the stwasnts

analyzed used descriptive and inferential statistical, as well as timaysis.

The analysis of the study participants’ IDI scores indicated that alltlupg studied
(comparison group,” I courses, and faculty-led short study abroad programsetac4, Europe
and Asia/Oceania) were in the Ethnocentric Phase of the Developmental Corfiandlenpre-
and posttest. The results showed no statistically significant differemmesyagroups in the pre-
and posttest in the IDI Profile, Overall Developmental and Overall Percietexdultural
Sensitivity, and Worldview Scales of Denial/Defense and Reversal. Thisdtadied a
statistically significant difference between the pretest and the giosttie IDI Worldview

Minimization Scale, the comparison group was different from the “I” designatede groupd

155



<.05). The comparison group decreased in the Minimization scale from 2.51 to 2.26 between the
pretest and posttest. The | Courses Group increased in the Minimization sca2e7i8om2.86.
The changes in the Worldview Minimization for the other groups were not statisti

significant.

The comparison group (no intervention) and the faculty-led short study abroachprogra
to Europe -pre- and post test were in the Denial/Defense or Reversal afukteintercultural
Development Inventory (Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003). The “I” Internatiomaes
and faculty-led short study abroad programs to America and Asia/Oceania gnai@End

posttest were situated in the Minimization Scale of the Interculturall@@went Inventory.

This study showed that, 63 of 66 Eta squares calculated (95%) for the demographic
information were considered small, and only 3 out of 66 (5%) were considered medium. Nine-
five percent of the demographic information accounted with less than 6% of the observed
intercultural sensitivity. Five percent of the demographic informatioectait in this study
accounted between 6 and 8% of the observed intercultural sensitivity. The Etal $glare
calculated for the changes in intercultural sensitivity between groapsupd posttest was
between small (80%) medium (20%). These numbers showed a small-medium oftithrestea
between the Intercultural Development Inventory scales and the differemcuitaral

experiences. None were considered to have a large effect size.

Conclusions

This study concluded that all the groups studied (comparison group, “I” designated

courses and faculty-led short study abroad programs to America, Europe aditAsma) at
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the time of the assessment were in the Ethnocentric Phase of the OverkdpDeveal
Intercultural Sensitivity continuum for the pre-and posttest. The comparison greupngdr
posttest, and the faculty-led short study abroad program to Europe, pre-and, mgtiegime
of the assessment were in the Defense/Denial/ Reversal stagdmétbeltural Development
Inventory. Participants in the “I” designated courses and in the facdlishiert study abroad
programs to America and Asia/Oceania, pre- and posttest were in the milmmptaase of the
Intercultural Development Inventory. All the groups studied placed themseivies,teme of
the study in the Acceptance/Adaptation phase of the Overall Perceivedlmt@icSensitivity
for the pre- and posttest.

The study showed no statistically significance difference between thanuté¢he
posttest in the IDI Profile, Overall Developmental, Overall Percdiviedlcultural Sensitivity
and Worldview Scales of Denial/Defense and Reversal. However, the study showed a
statistically significant difference between the pre- and postteseilfibt Worldview
Minimization Scale. The comparison group was different from the “I” designatedes group.
The comparison group decreased in the Minimization scale, and the “I” desigoated group
increase in the Minimization scale. The changes in the Worldview Miniioizaf the other
groups were not statistically significant.

None of the groups studied (comparison group, “I” designated courses, and faculty-led
short study abroad programs to America, Europe and Asia/Oceania) movezhi@uale to
another in the continuum of the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity éetive
pre- and posttest (Bennett, 1986, 1993b). However, the behavior of the groups were different
between the pre- and posttest. The comparison group and faculty-led short stady abro

programs to Europe and Asia/Oceania, Overall Developmental Intercultasali8t group
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mean score decreased, although not significantly. The faculty-led short stodgt pbogram to
America remains constant and the “I” designated course Overall Devattganintercultural
Sensitivity group mean score increased (Figure 13).

This study showed that, 63 of 66 Eta squares calculated (95%) for the demographic
information were considered small, and only 3 out of 66 (5%) were considered medium. Nine-
five percent of the demographic information accounted with less than 6% of the observed
intercultural sensitivity. Five percent of the demographic informationateliiein this study
accounted between 6 and 8% of the observed intercultural sensitivity. The Etd$gar
calculated for the changes in intercultural sensitivity between groapsupd posttest was
between small (80%) medium (20%). These numbers showed a small-medium oftithrestea
between the Intercultural Development Inventory scales and the diffeterdultural

experiences. None were considered to have a large effect size.

Discussion

Demographic Information

The demographic information provided by students’ who participated in this study showed
48% males and 52% females; freshmen and graduate students were thé groajpes
represented in the study (17% freshmen, 19% sophomores, 33% juniors, 23% seniors and 8%
graduate). The majority of the students participating in this study weskeehin Animal
Science and Pre Veterinary. Sixty percent of the participants were bornaino@id, and 35%
were born in other States. Twenty—eight percent of the students reported g peaitirer

language but only 9% of the students reported speaking another language witham&@%b
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proficiency. Sixty-seven percent of the participants had experiencérigpabroad but more
than a half of the students had spent one month or less traveling outside the United States

This demographic information is similar to the demographic information provided by
Oklahoma State University in 2008 for all students, where students’ body populasid@¥a
female and 52% male. The distribution of the students showed 16% freshmen, 17% sophomores,
21% juniors, 23% seniors and 18% Graduate students. Seventy- five percent of the students wer
residents of Oklahoma and 17% were from out of the state. There was no avaitabiatioh
about students’ ability to speak another language, proficiency and expersmtmdy abroad at
the university level. Only one notable difference was found in the percentagelwhtgra
students (18%) according to OSU and the graduate students included in the study (8%, this ma
be because the “I” designated courses and faculty-led short study abroadhpregpaorted by
CASNR are designed for undergraduate students and offered at the undergradbate lev
however, enrollment is not limited to undergraduate students.

One-Way Analysis of Variance was performed for gender, age, college mdggecol
year, place of birth and ability to speak another language and experience tralvebag) to
determine if any of the variables influenced participants’ score otiurtaral sensitivity,
measured by the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). The study showedtistical
differences in interculturaensitivity among students’ ages, college majors, college years, ability
to speak another language, and experience traveling abroad in Overall Devedbpment
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity -pre- and posttest. Tdafy is similar to Fretheim
(2007) who found no statistically significant relationships between the backgrouablesiand
a participant’s IDI scores. The study also showed statistical eliferin intercultural sensitivity

among students’ gender in the Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensiirgtgst and
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between places where the students were born and in the students’ WorldviewC2ésriatice.
These results are similar to Bray (2004), who found significant differencesdegusing
samples of IDI Developmental Scores. However, the difference in gendestudied by
Hammer, Bennett and Wiseman (2003) and they concluded that for the DD scalesamiadds
significantly higher than females. Because the gender effect wagstematically observed
across the other four scales, the authors conclude that the IDI was not influegesdiéry
differences.

Demographic data provided valuable information about the participants’ backgrounds
and experience in intercultural environments; characteristics and exgpetiving or interacting
with other cultures affected participants’ intercultural sensitivitygiller, et al., 2003; Bayles,
2009; Carter, 2006).

The qualitative information provided by the students who answered the open-ended
guestions, during their pretest showed that students’ were interested andtwiflargjcipate in
intercultural activities supported by the College of Agricultural ScienceédNatural Resources
(CASNR) at Oklahoma State University. This study also showed that CASNRatib@al and
intercultural efforts were highly respected among students, mainly leesuaents felt that
CASNR had a strong commitment to offer them International and Intercudtypatiences, such
as “I” designated courses, or faculty led short study abroad progvakmsdrica, Europe, Asia
and Oceania. OSU students, in general appreciated CASNR efforts because aaseanthese
students grew up in small rural communities and their first opportunity to be in certtact
people from other cultures was at OSU. Supporting these statements, Kiistim#2003)
found that the intercultural institutional efforts are valued by faculty, staff students and

because of this support the institutions should continued funding these activities.
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CASNR and OSU not only encourage students to participate in intercultural and
international programs, they also offer students a variety of economical suggpaExample,
the IFSA Foundation Scholarship awarded CASNR-OSU with $90,000 in 2007 to take students
to Mexico to learn Spanish at Universidad Popular Autbnoma del Estado de Puebla (Oklahoma
State University & College of Agriculture Sciences and Natural Ressu2©07), or the OSU
institutional commitment, offering students the President’s Study Abrdae@ficholarship that
awards $150,000 annually in scholarship, in increments of $500, $750, and $1,000, depending on
the program length (G. Auel. Personal communication, Octdhet0D9). CASNR students
mentioned that the opportunity to attend any intercultural experiences broadenbdrihens
and prepared them to work in intercultural and international societies.
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) Analysis

The analysis of the study participants’ IDI scores indicated that alltlupg studied
(comparison group, “I" designated courses and faculty-led short study abrosahmsdg
America, Europe and Asia/Oceania) were in the Ethnocentric Phase of ttadl Ove
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Continuum for the pre- and posttestconmgarison
group, pre- and posttest, the faculty-led short study abroad program to Europedesttest,
was in the Defense/Reverse Scale of the Intercultural Development Inw@téonmer, 2008;
Hammer, et al., 2003). This cluster is a combination between the Denial, DefdrRe\ersal
and it is characterized by a “neutral disinters in cultural differenckeg’pblarized us/them
distinctions” and by “a dichotomized world-view, when “them” is good and “us” is bad”
(Hammer, 2008, p. 35, 36 & 18).

People in denial are not aware of and deny cultural differences, and hbletieve

“everything works for everybody”. Denial is a reflection of people who have bekxtad from
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other cultures. According to Bennett (1986) a extreme case of denial could attsbbteiman
status to people from another culture. When people move from Denial to Defense, thigg are
to identify some differences between cultures, but they perceive their owreastsuperior, it
is clear for people in defense that they are not like us, “us” being good and “theg’bkd.
Some differences in the Defense stage can be perceived as threatsavithgorldview.
Reversal is a form of defense in the DMIS, people in reversal polarize culfteetmies, in
their own particular dichotomized worldview, but now “them” are good and “us” are bad
(Hammer, 2008). According to Bennett (1986) the most common Defense strategy is
“denigration of differences” or perception of “cultural superiority” (p. 183). The groughese
stages are able to see the differences between cultures but thesndédé are normally seen in
a negative way (defense/reversal), stereotype other cultures and put viesnrsgidgmental
positions. In this study, at was mentioned, the comparison group and the faculty-leduslyort st
abroad to Europe were in the Denial/Defense/Reversal stage of tloelbat@t Development
Inventory for the Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Rrofihese groups are not
aware of cultural differences and they believe that the world is divided betugeand “them”.
Participants in the international “I” designated courses, and facultyxet tudy abroad
programs to America and Asia/Oceania, -pre- and posttest were in the kéitemiphase of the
Intercultural Development Inventory. People in Minimization determine thétiff@l difference
subsumed into familiar categories” (Hammer, 2008 p. 39). They believe thatalesidre
similar and they are not willing to explore or deeply analyze culturardiftes. People in
Minimization know that other cultures exist and they could even know a lot about sonfie spec
cultures, but their knowledge is superficial. Minimization is an Ethnocentrie Stagre their

personal culture is the frame of reference. Cultural differences a@\es as unique because
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there is only one human reality. Good intentions, families, social issues, are coonafidhe

cultures. The notion of the American “Melting Pot” or “we are all the saar@minimization

ideas (Hammer, 2008). Altshuler, Sussman and Kachur (2003) mentioned that people struggle
in minimization to make “sense of cultural differences” (p. 397).

The results of this study are similar to those found by Chen (2008), who studiee Taiwa
business college students and found that 97.9% of the students scored from the DD/R stage to the
Minimization stage, and with Fretheim (2007) who found 89.3% of the participants had IDI
scores that corresponds to an ethnocentric worldview orientation.

The analysis of the study participants’ IDI scores indicates that ajltlgs who
participated in the study (comparison group, “I” courses and faculty-led shdytabroad
programs to America, Europe and Asia/Oceania) placed themselves in the
Acceptance/Adaptation Phase of the Overall Perceived Interculturali8gn€ontinuum --
pretest and posttest. These results showed that the participants’ believieeithatietrcultural
sensitivity was higher than it actually is. These findings are not unusual amtéen reported
by numerous authors (Ashwill, 2004; Ayas, 2006; Hammer, 2003); the relationship between
overall developmental and perceived intercultural sensitivity could be usad Hylt
Professionals’ to explain to the participants’ their developmental opportunitie

Worldview Profiles were analyzed based in the Overall Developmentatuittenl
Sensitivity Scale for each group. Nine out of the ten groups studied (includengrar posttest)
were in the “Resolved” scale for Denial/Defense cluster. Only one groumpérison group
posttest) studied was “In Transition”. In the Reversal Scale, eight out ohtlyeotgps studied
(including -pre- and posttest) were “In Transition,” only the “I” coursesigmwere in the

“Resolved” cluster during the pretest and the posttest. These findings meamtitippés had
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resolved their denial/defense issues, recognizing the presence of otinerscaitd beginning to
recognize cultural difference. Participants in these stages aréoatifferentiate their own
culture from the other people’s culture. However, some of the groups are siibde#h issues
of “us” and “them” and which group is culturally superior. These results showed that 96&6 of
groups studied had resolved their Denial/Defense/Reversal issues, in ppedardtie next
stage Minimization.

For the groups in the Minimization Scale, eight out of the ten groups studied (including -
pre- and Posttest) were “In Transition”, the comparison group posttest and the lizatshort
study abroad programs to America posttest were not. These findings meamtitipapgs are
trying to move from the ethnocentric to the ethno relative scale of the Develgpiedie! of
Intercultural Sensitivity. The participants are working to resolve thessassociated with
Minimization. Participants’ recognize the presence of different culturehéystill think that
the cultures are the same and the differences are only superficial.

The Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality clusters were nioieahah
this analysis due the group’s Overall Developmental Intercultural Setysitigre situated only
in the Denial/Defense, Reversal and Minimization Scales, and the Cvevalopmental
Intercultural Sensitivity determine the participants’ Worldview Pr@ibale (Figures 3, 4, 5, 6,
7,8,9, 10, 11, and 12).

Changes in Intercultural Sensitivity

The study showed no statistically significance differences between tbestmet the
posttest in the IDI Profile, Overall Developmental, Overall Percdiviedlcultural Sensitivity,
and Worldview Scales of Denial/Defense and Reversal. However, this studydshowe

statistically significant difference between the pretest and the giosttie 1Dl Worldview
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Minimization Scale. The comparison group was different from the “I’ course group. The
comparison group decreased in the Minimization scale, and the “I” courses gragsettn
the Minimization scale. The changes in the Worldview Minimization for the otbepg were
not statistically significant. This results agreed with Ayas (2006), e<@&€f08), Patterson
(2006) and Altshler et al. (2003). Ayas (2006) found no significant difference in develtgdme
and perceived levels of intercultural sensitivity among medial student®eges&/ashington
University; Keefe (2008) found no difference in students who attended short-teynalstodd
courses outside the United States; Patterson (2006) found no difference in groups who had a
study abroad experience, and Altshuler, et al. (2003) found no difference afii@gtrai
intercultural sensitivity among health care providers after a intercuitieavention. Some
authors attribute this lack of change in Intercultural Sensitivity to thé samaple size, or to the
length of the intervention. These explanations are not applicable to this studyelbcagtudy
analyzed 162 individuals who complete the pre- and posttest, for a total of 324 IDI inssrument
and all the interventions were longer than those reported by Altshler, et avelowBok (2006)
pointed out that American students do not change during their study abroad experiesuess bec
those experiences are “too short, too isolated from the surrounding society, andnciudted
in cultures similar to our own” (p. 247). This could be the case in this study.

The lack of movement from one stage to another in intercultural sensitivity in Oklahoma
State University students, after the intercultural intervention is coritrahe findings in
International Schools where 97% of the students were in Bennett's Acceptahdaptation
stages of the DMIS. This study (Straffon, 2001, 2003) showed a positive correlatveem¢he
length of time the student attend an international school and the length of time thesdtuelént

outside of their home country. These results are similar to the experiendérngli scholars
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teaching outside the United States, who showed a positive growth in intercultupstenoe
overall (Emert, 2008). Additionally, Carter (2006) found that intercultural intaorentike
study abroad, participation in discussions, relationships with people different foisrselie
exposure to a diverse campus and especially international students changed students’
Intercultural Sensitivity measured by the Intercultural Developmenntowe (IDI). Conway
(2008) also found significant statistically differences in changes in utteral sensitivity
among community colleges employees who were through a 6-year interculiugztence
professional development program. According to this study, the length of exposiifferent
cultures positively affects intercultural sensitivity. One or two weelkaafity-led short study
abroad programs are too short to impact the students’ intercultural sendgokty2006).

The absence of changes in intercultural sensitivity among the participahis study
could be explained in two different ways, first because the absence particfpantsivork of
cultural differences decrease the opportunity to improve participants’utitesd sensitivity
during the experience (Altshuler, et al., 2003), and second, because the constviminag the
Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI), according to this view “expegaimes not occur
simply by being in the vicinity of events where they occur. Rather, expelieadenction of
how one construes the events” (Paige, et al., 2003, p. 423).

However, even though this study did not find changes in Intercultural Sensativigg
participants’ groups between the pretest and posttest, the analysis of tleeFRots of the
Changes —pre and posttest could be useful to understanding the behavior of the pdrticipants
groups. The comparison group, and the groups that travel to Europe and Asia/Oceaasedecr
their Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity, the “I” courgesip increased its Overall

Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity; the group that traveled to &learid South America
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did not show a visible change. The behavior of participants’ Overall Perceivedilutexic
Sensitivity was very similar to the Overall Developmental Intercalt8ensitivity (Figures 13
and 14). These results confirmed the relationship between the Overall Devetalpane the
Overall Perceived Intercultural Sensitivity (Hammer, 2008; Hammaet,,e2003). The group
that attended “I” designated courses increased their Overall Developmehi¢ceived
Intercultural Sensitivity probably because the instructor in one of the couasesw
International Ph.D. student and the professor for the other “I” designated courséshas/e
experience in international affairs, or maybe because the courses emghiasizulture
differences with discussions and intercultural interventions (Bok, 2006). Theds pesldl be
related to the length of the intervention, the students attend “I” desigrateses for 16 weeks
and the average length for the faculty-led short study abroad programs isrb8tared 10 days.
For the Worldview Profile, the Profile Plot the Denial/Defense clustenstimo
difference (less than 0.10 in the scale) among the groups —pre and polsddevEérsal Scale
decreased for the in the comparison group and the faculty-led short study abgrachprio
Europe and Asia/Oceania and a slight increment for the students who participhtged’in t
designated courses and the students who participate in the faculty-led shoatstiadly
programs to America. Reversal is part of the Defense scale the parsidip#ns stage are able
to recognize the differences but they polarized the differences and liviamctomized world
“us” and “them”. The difference between the first stage of Defemddr@versal is that in
Defense “us” are better than “them”, in Reversal “them” are bettar‘tte” The participants
distinguished the cultures, but are not able to recognize any similarity pettveeown culture

and others cultures (Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003).
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The Minimization scale showed a statistically significantly diffieesbetween the
changes —pre and posttest for the comparison group and the “I” courses group, teisceiffe
was explained earlier in this chapter. However, the Profile Plot of the Changesnmadtion
showed that only the “I” courses students increased their Minimization scaeelnethe —pre
and posttest; the rest of the groups including the comparison group showed a decrement in the
Minimization score. This situation could be explained the same way that this gpldiyed the
changes in the Overall Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity, theiatstrin one of the “I”
courses was an International PhD student and the professor for the other “I” Ramiese
extensive experience in international affairs, or maybe because the au@essized the
culture differences with discussions and intercultural interventions (Bok, 2006ip(F
information about the Profile Plot of Changes see figures 14, 15, 16 and 17).

The Acceptance/Adaptation and Encapsulated Marginality Profile Plots areluoked
in this analysis due the group’s Overall Developmental Intercultural Setysitere situated
only in the Denial/Defense, Reversal and Minimization Scales. However apleicg are
available (See Figures 18 and 19).

Finally, Practical significance, Eta squalgd) reported in this study was used to
determine the strength of the relationship between the dependent variatelesifural
Sensitivity) and the demographics of the population , as well as the change<curtuniar
sensitivity (pre- and posttest) among participants in different intaralikxperiences (groups).
The interpretation of the Eta squared was following Keppel & Wickens (2004) star{&aall
effect .01 to .06; medium effect .06 to .15; larger effect .15 and grater). This stvagdsthat

63 of 66 Eta squared calculated (95%) for the demographic information were considated sm
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and only 3 out of 66 (5%) were considered medium. None were considered to have a large effect

size.

Nine-five percent of the demographic information accounted with less than 6% of the

observed intercultural sensitivity. Five percent of the demographic informatilected in this

study accounted between 6 and 8% of the observed intercultural sensitivity. The Ed G@)ar

calculated for the changes in intercultural sensitivity between groapsipd posttest was

between small (80%) medium (20%). These numbers showed a small-medium oftitresrefa

between the Intercultural Development Inventory scales and the differemcuitaral

experiences. At the time of this writing, there were no studies availal@&ate or compare the

Eta square findings with.

Limitations of the Study
All the data analyzed in this research project was provided as self-re@sunes by
Oklahoma State University students between December 2008 and August 2009.
The participants in this study were not randomly assigned to different inteatult
experiences (“I” designated courses and faculty-led short study abrapdms), rather
taken as intact groups, thus selection bias could affect the results.
The comparison group was not randomly selected among the population. The researcher
sent an email to all the CASNR undergraduate students enroll in the spring 2009
semester, asking for participation, and 37 students out of 1751 answered the request,
those students who answered the email were selected to participate in thélstsgy
selection bias could be present in the study.
The researcher made the assumption that the students included in the comparison groups

did not participate in any formal intercultural experience supported by CASSIR-
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However, the research cannot warranty that these students did not have anyurdércult
experience during the study.

- The researcher did not manipulate the independent variables; the research dstgnot de
or implemented the interventions (treatments). Each treatment was designed and
implemented by different professors.

- The students probably knew that they were participant in a research study that geeuld ha
implications and perhaps the students were bias or felt pressure to resporalnnaart

- The researcher used the two versions of the Intercultural Development Invdrgory, t
electronic and the paper-pencil version. The electronic version was senaibgpetihe
participants responded the instrument any time they decided. The paper-pesnmil ve
was personally handled to the student. The researcher and/or the professangiveere i
same room where the participants answered the instrument.

- The last limitation could be the time when the participants answered themestr
before and after their intercultural experience. Some of the students andveesadvey
one week before attending their intercultural experience while others didhtbrehs
before their intercultural experience. Some students answered the pagitdstfore
they finished the semester and others when they finished their internationatesge

Recommendations for Future Research
In general, the author recommends encouraging students and faculty members at
Oklahoma State University to conduct research in areas associate wittuwalism,
diversity, and intercultural sensitivity and competence. The main reseasshshould be on the
design, implementation, and assessment of comprehensive intercultural plansa®einc

students, faculty and stafpuestions remain regarding what causes students’ intercultural
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sensitivity to change. Witch activities should higher education institutions suppoctrease
students’ intercultural sensitivity? How long after the experience do changpsrcultural
sensitivity occur? How can colleges and universities design comprehersigd@increase
students, professors, and staff members’ intercultural sensitivity?

Future research in this area should:

e Use and develop reliable and theory-based instruments to assess intercultural
competences and intercultural activities.

e Randomly select and assign the participants to the different treatments.

e Manipulate the treatments homogenously.

e Use only one version of the Intercultural Development Inventory or study the
differences if any between groups applying both versions of the instrument.

e Collect data at different points of time after participants finished arcuiteral
experience, for example, immediately, one week, and one month after an experience
to evaluate the impact of these experiences in the long run.

e Study professors’ intercultural sensitivity to determine a minimumn te#ve
intercultural sensitivity an instructor should have in order to make an impact on
students’ intercultural sensitivity.

e Compare intercultural experiences to determine the relationship betwetrslehg
the experience and change in intercultural sensitivity, as well as thershap
between the intercultural training previous the experience and the impact in

intercultural sensitivity.

171



Recommendation for Practice

The College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources at OklahatedJBiversity
encourages students to participate in Intercultural activities. The CAHNBOr of
International Agricultural Programs and the Office of Diversity Coordinadire responsible for
college internationalization and diversity efforts. CASNR-OSU is adwagtivating student to
participate in any intercultural or international experience. CASNR-D&rcultural efforts
include a mandatory requirement for their students to take at least oneigiiatesl course
(Animals of the World or International Agriculture), and they support and coordinate tnaor
15 faculty-led short study abroad programs to America, Europe, Asia and &@sawell as
support and encourage multiple faculty international experiences inclugmgiial programs,
and exchanges. The office of International Agricultural Programs also nateslithe Masters of
Agriculture (MAQ) degree with a specialization in International Agricultt@ASNR-OSU
intercultural and international activities are very appreciated byrsisjdaculty and staff
members. However, all this effort did not reflected in any change otuitigral Sensitivity
among CASNR-OSU students measured by the Intercultural Developmemnitoiryveuring this
study.

The study recommends designing and adopting a Comprehensive Intercugio fair P
students, faculty and staff members in the College of Agricultural Sesi@mceNatural
Resources at Oklahoma State University. This plan should aim to contribute tgeritrea
Intercultural Competence of undergraduate and graduate students at CASNReO® so, it
is recommended that CASNR-OSU adopt a model supported by a theoretical frarokwor
intercultural education. The Institutional Comprehensive Intercultural plamdinclude the

diversity office and the Director of International Agricultural effoagjtiide students during
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their intercultural education and prepare them to make the most of all theuituteal

experiences during their college years, and in the long run, help them becomdturtdr
competent professionals. Bennett's (1986) Developmental Model of IntercukbmsitiGty has
been tested and determined to be an appropriate method for achieving inter@ngitaity,

mainly because this Model offers participants the opportunity to assessitteiultural

sensitivity before and after exposure to any intercultural experiencetbsitgtercultural
Development Inventory (IDI) (Hammer, et al., 2003). The goal of the Instiaitintercultural
Comprehensive Plan should be focused in moving students, faculty and staff members to the
Integration Dimension of the Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity.

The comprehensive plan should start by identifying students, professors anuestdiérs’
Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Stage using the Interculturabpment Inventory
(IDI) (Hammer, 2008; Hammer, et al., 2003), to design programs to improve pargcipant
intercultural sensitivity, “increasing complexity and difficulty it the dimensions of behavior
requirements (active/passive), risk of failure and self-disclosure (lghy/rand culture learning
domain focus (cognitive/affective)” (Bennett, 1986, p. 180).

This plan should capture the concern and interest of CASNR-OSU community members
and include actions in the formal and the informal education of CASNR students, inside and
outside the classroom. This plan should include encouraging professors to havadntdraati
intercultural experiences, and reward their efforts so when they finishritexcultural
experience they include their personal intercultural experience in theutummidesign and
development (Chen, 2008). Professors with intercultural experience should be abledi® incl
high levels of interactive intercultural discussions and multiple discussion abiuak

differences in their classes (Conway, 2008). Other approach to the collegelintal efforts is
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to include in their formal education courses in World Geography, History, Forelige,P
International Markets, and well as courses related to the role and impaceatamm the
World. These courses could allow students to understand “misconceptions and parccthalism
many people have on first approaching another society and culture” (Bok, 2006, p. 241).
Second, students should be encouraged to learn another language. Learning another
language is an excellent way to move from Ethnocentrism to Ethno-refatjrevalo-
Guerrero, 2009; Bennett, 1986; Bok, 2006). This learning activity could improve the number of
students in short or semester long travel abroad opportunities, that are manyntited
because the language barriers (Bok, 2006; Busby, 1993; Carter, 2006). Travel abroag is a ver
good opportunity to get students out of their comfort zones and encourage them to explore
another culture. However, study abroad experiences should be designed not only to study
tangible differences between cultures, like architecture, music, and poodsgstems but to
guide students to discover the intangible intercultural differences, the powerdidttrece in
that culture, or the uncertainly avoidance, or the individualism or collectimsnspecific
society, or the relationships between the genders (D. Freathy, Personalifioatinn October
16", 2009) (Hofstede, 1980). Preparation courses, where the students learn the basics about
language, history and culture of the other countries, as well as an assignmetihgfournals,
attending discussion panels, and focus groups are some examples of attatineigiit improve
students’ intercultural sensitivity.
Third, the OSU Comprehensive Plan should include a strategy to integrate ioainat
and minority students into the College, maybe supporting students that are twilivegwith

international and minority students or motivating students’ to be in contact withatitsal
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students (Bok, 2006). Actually, international students at OSU are housing mainly in the
University Apartment complex. The American students are housing in thesity\grites.

Finally, a forth recommendation could be to design a Co-Curricular Transcript in
International and Intercultural Education; this transcript could document tlzeatasisroom
international and intercultural activities, focused on participants’ intereleveloping their
personal intercultural sensitivity. The students could attend internaticaratiselearn new
languages, promote intercultural activities, tutor international studentgDetS8ales University,
2009; University of lllinois, 2009; University of Tampa, 2009)

In summary, intercultural training in higher education institutions has to be part of a
Institutional Intercultural Comprehensive Plan, that should include curricutseslalanguage
courses, study abroad experiences, the integration of international andynshuaténts and a
Co-Curricular transcript. All these actions were supported by the DevetdgphModel of

Intercultural Sensitivity developed by Bennett (1986).

175



REFERENCES

Adams, J. Q. (1995pealing with diversity. Teleclass study gui@eibuque, lowa:
Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company.

Altshuler, L., Sussman, N. M., & Kachur, E. (2003). Assessing changes in interdcultura
sensitivity among physician trainees using intercultural development inyentor
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 2387-401.

Anderson, P. H., Lawton, L., Rexeisen, R. J., & Hubbard, A. C. (2005). Short-term abroad and
intercultural sensitivity: A pilot studynternational Journal of Intercultural Relations,
30(4), 457-469.

Arevalo-Guerrero, E. (2009\ssessing the development of learners' intercultural sensitivity and
Intercultural Communicative Competence: The intercultural Spanish course.
Unpublished Ph.D., University of Maryland, Baltimore County, United States --
Maryland.

Ashwill, M. (2004). Developing Intercultural Competence for the Madstrnational
Educator, 182), 16.

Ayas, H. (2006)Assessing intercultural sensitivity of third-year medical students at the George
Washington UniversityJnpublished Ed. D. The George Washington University, United

States -- District of Columbia.

176



Banks, J. A. (1993). Multicultural education: Historical development, dimensions andgsact
Review of Research in Education, 3A49.

Bayles, P. P. (2009Assessing the intercultural sensitivity of elementary teachers in bilingual
schools in a Texas school districtnpublished D. Ed, University of Minnesota,
Minnesota, Minneapolis.

Bennett, J. M. (1993a). Cultural marginality: Identify issues in interculttaaling. In R. M.
Paige (Ed.)Education for the intercultural experien@ep. 109-136). Yarmouth, ME:
Intercultural Press.

Bennett, M. J. (1986). A developmental approach to training for intercultural sepsitivi
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 1079-195.

Bennett, M. J. (1993b). Towards ethnorelativism: A developmental model of intercultural
sensitivity. In R. M. Paige (Ed.EEducation for the intercultural experiengap. 21-71).
Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

Bennett, M. J., & Hammer, M. R. (2002). The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI)
Individual profile. Retrieved December 18, 2007, from
http://www.intercultural.org/pdf/idi_sample.pdf

Berthoin, A., & . Friedman, V. J. (Writer) (2008). Learning To Negotiate BealiStrategy for
Teaching Intercultural Competencies.

Bhawuk, D. P. S., & Brislin, R. (1992). The measurement of intercultural sensitivity tigin
concepts of individualism and collectivisinternational Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 164), 413-436.

Black, J. S. (1988). Work role transitions: A study of American expatriate managkapan.

Journal of International Business Studies(2)9277-294.

177



Bok, D. (2006)Our underachieving collegePrinceton: New Jersey: Princeton University
Press.

Bray, L. V. (2004)Predicting intercultural sensitivity in graduate studerndsipublished M.A.,
University of Houston-Clear Lake, United States -- Texas.

Busbhy, S. (1993). Transnational education and training: Myths, mobility and inteatultur
competenceEuropean Business Review (28 11.

Caleb, R. (1998). What Makes a School Multicultural? Retrieved February 22, 2007, from
www.edchange.org/multicultural/papers/caleb/multicultural.htm1

California State University. Long Beach (2009). Program Assessment &R&ouncil.
Retrieved June 2nd, 2009, from
http://www.csulb.edu/divisions/aa/grad_undergrad/senate/committeesdazent/dev/inf
o/what/

Cant, A. G. (Writer) (2004). Internationalizing the Business Curriculum: Dpired
Intercultural Competenc@he Journal of American Academy of Busine€E2%, 177-
182.

Carter, K. A. (2006)Did we make a difference? Contributors to intercultural sensitivity
development in undergraduate studehtspublished Ph.D., Loyola University Chicago,
United States -- lllinois.

CASNR. Oklahoma State University (2009). International Agriculture Graduatgen.
Retrieved July 17, 2009, from
http://casnr.okstate.edu/pdf/International%20Ag%20Program%20flyer11608Final.pdf

Center for Global Competency (2009). UCO Centre for global competency.v@dtdene 8th,

2009, from www.uco.edu/cgc

178



Chen, H. (2008)Iintercultural sensitivity development among Taiwan business college students.
Unpublished Ph.D., Kent State University, United States -- Ohio.

Connect Cultures. Maximize Performance (2009). Cultural orientations indicataewed June
3 2009, from http://www.tmcorp.com

Connell, C. (2006). Educating Citizens of the Wonhtdernational Educator, 1), 36.

Conway, J. (2008)An analysis of intercultural competence training for community college
employeesUnpublished Ed. D., Texas A&M University - Commerce, United States --
Texas.

Creswell, J. W. (2003Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approacheg2nd. ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Creswell, J. W. (2005Educational researckRa. ed.). New Jersey: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Deardorff, D. K. (2004). In Search of Intercultural Competehtternational Educator, 1(2),

13.

Deardorff, D. K. (2006). Identification and assessment in intercultural cemgeetis a student
outcome of internationalizatiodournal of Studies in International Education(3))
241-266.

Emert, H. (2008)Developing intercultural competence through teaching abroad with Fulbright:
Personal experience and professional impaktpublished Ph.D., University of
Minnesota, United States -- Minnesota.

Employers Association, I. (2007). Intercultural Development Inventory.drettiDecember 18,
2007, from http://www.employersinc.com/content.aspx?cid=498

Engberg, D., & Geen, M. (200Fromising Practices: Spotlighting comprehensive

internationalization Washington, D.C.: American Council of Education.

179



Fantini, A. E. (2005). About intercultural communicative competence: A consitluobol of
International Training Retrieved June 3rd, 2006, from
http://www.sit.edu/SITOccasionalPapers/feil_appendix_e.pdf

Fantini, A. E. (2006). Assessment tools of intercultural communicative competetgevéte
June 3th, 2009, from http://www.experiment.org/documents/AppendixF.pdf

Fantini, A. E. (2009)Assessment Tools of Intercultural Communicative CompetBaper
presented at the NAFSA Conference 20009.

Fernandez, E. (200apeveloping a global perspective during a study-term abrbsmghublished
Ph.D., University of Michigan, United States -- Michigan.

Fretheim, A. (2007)Assessing the intercultural sensitivity of educators in an American
international schoolUnpublished Ed. D., University of Minnesota, United States --
Minnesota.

Geert, H., Cheryl, A. V. D., Carolyn, B. M., & Thomas, A. C. (2002). What goals do business
leaders pursue? A study in fifteen countriEgirnal of International Business Studies,
33(4), 785.

Global Interface (2009). Assessment tools for effective cross-culiveaibaess. Retrieved June
3rd, 2009, from http://www.globalinterface.com.au/how_we_do_it.html

Global Performance Consulting (2009). IOR global services. Retrieved June 3rd,r@009, f
http:/www.iorworld.com

Godkin, M. A., & Savageau, J. A. (2001). The effect of a global multiculturalism track on
cultural competence of pre-clinical medical studeffgsnily Medicine, 3®3), 178-186.

Grovewell. Global Leadership Solutions, L. (2009). Harness global diversityie\®e June

3rd, 2009, from http://www.grovewell.com

180



Gundara, J. S., & Portera, A. (2008). Editorial. Theoretical reflections on inteat@tlwrcation.
Intercultural Education, 1&%), 463-468.

Haeger, L. C. (2007)ntercultural competence: An investigation of strategies employed by
transnational faculty membersnpublished Ph.D., Capella University, United States --
Minnesota.

Hammer Consulting L.L.C. (2007). What is the Intercultural Development lome@iDI)?
Retrieved December 19, 2007, from http://www.hammerconsulting.org/idi_what.php

Hammer, M. R. (2008)l'he Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) ManuB@hper presented
at the Qualifying Seminar for administration and interpretation of the uiteral
Development Inventory.

Hammer, M. R., Bennett, M. J., & Wiseman, R. (2003). Measuring intercultural ggysithe
intercultural development inventornternational Journal of Intercultural Relations,
27(4), 421-465.

Hammer, M. R., & Rogan, R. G. (2002). Latino and Indochinese interpretive frames in
negotiating conflict with law enforcement: a focus group analysistnational Journal
of Intercultural Relations, 26), 551-575.

Harrison, L. E., & Huntington, S. P. (200Qulture Matters: How values shape human
progress New York: Basic.

Henneberry, D. (2009). CASNR Study Abroad Programs. Stillwater, OK.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Motivation, Leadership, and Organization: Do American ThAppbs
Abroad?Organizational Dynamics,(2), 42.

Hogan Assessments (2009). Welcome to Hogan online. Retrieved June 3rd, 2009, from

http://www.hoganassessments.com

181



Hunter, B., White, G. P., & Godbey, G. C. (2006). What does it mean to be globally competent?
Journal of Studies in International Education, 267-284.

IBI - Intercultural Business Improvement (2009). Creating the int@matmindset. Retrieved
June 3rd, 2009, from http://www.ibinet.nl

lles, P. (1995). Learning to work with differen€ersonnel Review, P8), 44.

IMO (2009). Schwatrts value survey. Retrieved June 3rd, 2009, from http://www.imo-
international.de/englisch/html/svs_info_en.htm

Intercultural Communication Institute (2007). Intercultural development inveriRatyieved
December 14, 2007, from http://www.intercultural.org/idi_dmis.php

lowa State University. College of Liberal Arts. Diversity. Retri¥éay 15", 2009,
from http://www.las.iastate.edu/diversity.index.shtml1

ITAP. International (2009). The global team process questionnaire. Retrieve8rdufe09,
from http://www.itapintl.com/ITAPCWQuestionnaire.htm

ITIM International (2009). Culture and personality. Retrieved June 3rd, 2009, from
http://www.itim.org/services_coach.html

Johnson, M. C. (2002ntercultural transitions: Designing an undergraduate course at a United
States liberal arts collegéinpublished M.A., University of the Pacific, United States --
California.

Kahn, M. (2008). Multicultural education in the United States: reflectiatex.cultural
Education, 196), 527-536.

Keefe, M. (2008)Short-term study abroad: Impact on the development of global competencies
at a public college of art and design in the northebdstpublished Ed.D., Johnson &

Wales University, United States -- Rhode Island.

182



Keesing, R. M. (1974). Theories of cultufgnual Review of Anthropology, B3-97.

Keppler, G., & Wilckens, T. D. (2004esign and analysis: A researcher’s handb¢ttk ed.).
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall.

Kirk , R. (1995).Experimental design: Procedures for the Behavioral Scie(8relsed.). Pacific
Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Krishnamurthi, M. (2003). Assessing multicultural initiatives in higher edoicatistitutions.
Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education(338263-277.

LaFromboise, T. D., Coleman, H. L., & Hernandez, A. (1991). Development and factor structure
of the cross-cultural counseling inventory-revidecbfessional Psychology Reserach
and Practice, 2(5), 380-388.

Martin, J. N. (1987). The relationship between student sojourner perceptions of intakcultur
competencies and previous sojourn experieimternational Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 11337-355.

Matveev, A. V., & Milter, R. G. (Writer) (2004). The value of intercultural competénmce
performance of multicultural teams.

MDB Group, I. (2007). Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI). Description of the
instrument. Retrieved December 14, 2007, from
http://www.mdbgroup.com/idi_background.htm

Ministries, G. a. I. (2008 Developing intercultural sensitivityOntario, Canada: The Free
Methodist Church in Canada.

Nelson, B. (2003). MANRA - Minority Students focus on agricultlilee Weekly Gleaner,

1517 13.

183



Nipporica Associates (2009). Services. Retrieved June 3rd, 2009, from
http://www.nipporica.com/services.htm

Oklahoma State University (2007). From the Vice President for Institutiimarsify. Mission
Statement. Retrieved August 28, 2007, from
http://avpma.okstate.edu/misionStatement.htm1

Oklahoma State University (2008). Catalog. Retrieved July 17, 2009, from
http://www.okstate.edu/registrar/Course%20Listings/AGEd.html
http://www.okstate.edu/registrar/Course%20Listings/ANSI.html

Oklahoma State University (2009a). International dimension (I). Retrieved Navefih, 2009,
from http://pss.okstate.edu/students/courses/generaleducation/ioteatdithension.htm

Oklahoma State University (2009b). The University. Retrieved July 21, 2009, from
http://www.okstate.edu/registrar/Catalogs/E-Catalog/TheUniyensinl

Olebe, M., & Koester, J. (1989). Exploring the cross-cultural equivalence oftibeibel
assessment scale for intercultural communicatiernational Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 1&), 333-347.

Paige, R. M., Jacobs-Cassuto, M., Yershova, Y. A., & DeJaeghere, J. (2003). Assessing
intercultural sensitivity: an empirical analysis of the Hammer and Beimercultural
Development Inventorynternational Journal of Intercultural Relations, @003), 467-
486.

Patterson, P. (200&kffect of study abroad on intercultural sensitividnpublished Ed. D.,
University of Missouri - Columbia, United States -- Missouri.

Patton, M. Q. (2001 )Qualitative research & evaluation metho@d. ed.). Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage

184



Pedhazur, E. J. (199Nultiple regression in behavioral researdhort Worth, TX: Hold,
Rinehart and Winston, Inc.

Performance Programs, I. (2009). Job Personality assessments and Test&dRkine 3rd,
2009, from http://lwww.performanceprograms.com/pdf/oai/PDF

Peterson, B. (2004Lultural intelligence. A guide to working with people from other cultures
Yarmounth, Main: Intercultural Press.

Planken, B., Van, H. A., & Korzilius, H. (2004). Promoting intercultural communicative
competence through foreign language coulBasiness Communication Quarterly,
67(3), 308.

Pruegger, V. J., & Rogers, T. B. (1993). Development of a scale to measure cros-cultura
sensitivity in the Canadian contegtanadian Journal of Behavioral Sciences(®5
615-621.

Rathje, S. (2007). Intercultural competence: The status and future of a contf@oersegpt.
Language and Intercultural Communicatiori4y, 254-266.

Shealy, C. N. (2009). The beliefs, events, and values inventory (BEVI). Retrieved June 3rd,
2009, from http://www.experiment.org/documents/AppendixF.pdf

Smith, K. R., Gammonley, D., & Gamble, D., N. (Writer) (2006). Ethical Guidelines folySt
Abroad: Can We Transform Ugly Americans into Engaged Global Citizens?

Spreitzer, G. M., McCall, M. W., & Mahoney, J. D. (1997). Early identification of intemnali
executive potentiallournal of Applied Psychology, @3, 6-29.

Straffon, D. A. (2001)Assessing intercultural sensitivity levels of high school students in an
international schoolUnpublished Ph.D., University of Minnesota, United States --

Minnesota.

185



Straffon, D. A. (2003). Assessing the intercultural sensitivity of high school stuatéending
an international schodinternational Journal of Intercultural Relations, 2#87-501.

Teaching Tolerance (2009). Retrieved June 3rd, 2009, from
http://www.tolerance.org/hidden_bias/index.html

The Intercultural Project (2009). Module: Acquiring intercultural competendeeiRed June
3rd, 2009, from http://www.lancs.ac.uk/users/interculture/mod.htm

Tkachenko, I. M. (2009). Why OSU? Opportunities at Oklahoma State University. Uimgablis
Promotional Information. OSU-IE&O.

Trochim, W. M. (2009). The research methods knowledge base 2nd. Edition. Retrieved
November 6th, 2009, from http://www.socialresearchmethods.net/kb/quasnegd.php

Trompenaars Hampden-Turner (2009). Test yourself: Intercultural competeestonnaire.
Retrieved June 3rd, 2009, from www.7d-culture.nl/Content/cont053b.htm

Uhes, M. J., & Shybut, J. (1971). Personal orientation inventory as a predictor of success in
Peace Corps trainingournal of Applied Psychology, &5, 498-499.

University De Sales (2009). Co-Curricular transcripts. Retrieved Ocldtliey 2009, from
<http://www.desales.edu/default.aspx?pageid=6107>

University of lllinois (2009). UIC Co-Curricular transcript. Retrieveddder 15th, 2009, from
<http://www.vcsa.uic.edu/MainSite/departments/student_development_si&wicesddv
s/Home/transcript.htm>

University of Tampa (2009). Co-Curricular transcript. Retrieved October 15th, 2000, f
<http://www.ut.edu/cocurricular/>

University, O. S., & College of Agriculture Sciences and Natural Resources (Bti@mational

Agriculture Programs. Retrieved October 7th, 2009, from

186



http://internationalagprograms2.dasnr.okstate.edu/countryprogramstYiE$SA%20Fo
undation/IFSA%20Foundation%20Page.htm

Zhai, L., & Scheer, S. D. (2004). Global perspectives and attitudes toward culreraltgli
among summer agriculture students at the Ohio State Univelsitsnal of agricultural
education, 4539-51.

Zhu, Y. (2001). Using a knowledge-based approach to develop student intercultural coenpetenc

in industry.Business Communication Quarterly, (8% 102.

187



APPENDIX

Appendix A
Institutional Revision Board Research Approval

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2008
IRB Application No AG0840
Proposal Title: Assessing Changes in Intercultural Sensitivity i Students Exposed to

Intercultural Experiences Within the College of Agriculture Sciences and
Natural Resources at Oklahoma State University Using the Intercultural
Development Inventory

Reviewed and Exempt
Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 10/20/2009

Principal

Maria G. Fabregas v~ Kathleen Kelsey

204 Wes Watkins Center 466 Ag Hall
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46.

X The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

Ag Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocal
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue,

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research: and

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions
about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth.mcternan@okstate.edu).

Sincerely,

la Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board
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APPENDIX B

Demographic Information

USER NAME [

Demographic information

Major [ ]

College year (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior) [

Place of birth [ J

Do you speak another language than English? YES

If yes, which other language do you speak? L ]
How fluent are you? 25% 50% 75% 100%
Have you been in a foreign country? YES NO

If ves, which foreign country(ies)? [ J

For how long did you travel abroad? [ J
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APPENDIX C

Consent Form for the Paper Pencil Version of the IDI

My name is Lupita Fabregas, | am a Doctoral student in Agricultural Education at Oklahoma State University. | am
conducting a research study about the CHANGES IN INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY IN STUDENTS EXPOSED TO
INTERCULTURAL EXPEREINCES WITHIN THE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE SCIENCES AND NATURAL RESOURCES AT
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERISTY USING THE INTERCULTURAL DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY.

I want to invite you to be a participant. Your participation is important and will be truly appreciated. Your
participation includes responding to two paper-pencil standardized 50-items instrument developed by Bennett and
Hammer (2003), and five open-ended questions. You will answer one instrument at the beginning of your
intercultural experience and the other at the end of your intercultural experience. Responding to each instrument
will take you approximately 30 minutes.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. By signing this form you are consenting to participate in this research.
However, you may decide to stop answering the instrument at any time.

There are no known risks associated with this project which are greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily
life.

The information collected from this instrument will be kept confidential. All reports will discuss group findings and
will not include information that will identify you. All records will be stored securely in the office of the principal
researcher and only the researchers and individuals responsible for research oversight will have access to the
records. The researchers will keep the records for 5 years. Individual names and codes will not be stored with
study data.

If you have questions about this research, please contact me at 405-744-5342, or maria.fabregas@okstate.edu

If you have guestions about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison, Institutional
Review Board (IRB) Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, 405-744-1676 or irb@ akstate.edu.

Your user name is XXXXX
Your password is XXXXX

Thank you for your contribution.

| consent to participate in this study

Your Name Signature and
Date,
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APPENDIX D

Consent Form for the Electronic Version of the IDI

Hmany'ﬁe link to the electronic version of the IDI

My name is Lupita Fabregas, | am a Doctoral student in Agricultural Education at Oklahoma
State University. | sent you an e-mail a week ago regarding a study about the CHANGES IN
INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY IN STUDENTS EXPOSED TO INTERCULTURAL EXPEREINCES WITHIN
THE COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE SCIENCES AND NATURAL RESOURCES AT OKLAHOMA STATE
UNIVERISTY USING THE INTERCULTURAL DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY.

I would like to remind you of the opportunity to participate in this research. Your participation
is important and will be truly appreciated. Your participation includes responding to two
electronic standardized 50-items instrument developed by Bennett and Hammer (2003), and
five open-ended questions. You will answer one instrument at the beginning of the spring 2009
semester and the other at the end of the Spring 2009 semester. Respondingto each

instrument will take you approximately 30 minutes.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. By opening the electronic version of the instrument
you are consenting to participate in this research. However, you may decide to close the

instrument at any time.

There are no known risks associated with this project which are greater than those ordinarily

encountered in daily life.

The information collected from this instrument will be kept confidential. All reports will discuss
group findings and will not include information that will identify you. All records will be stored
securely in the office of the principal researcher and only the researchers and individuals
responsible for research oversight will have access to the records. The researchers will keep the

records for 5 years. Individual names and codes will not be stored with study data.

If you have questions about this research, please contact me at 405-744-5342, or

maria.fabregas@okstate.edu
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If you have questions about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia

Kennison, Institutional Review Board (IRB) Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, 405-
744-1676 or irb@okstate.edu.

By completing the instrument in www.idiassessment.com you are consenting to participation in

this research.

Please complete the online standardized instrument as soon as
possible, by following these steps:

1. Give yourself 30 minutes to complete the instrument, go

to www.idiassessment.com

2. Enter your username (xxxxx) and password (xxxx). The
username and password are case sensitive

3. After reading the directions carefully, complete the survey.
Please submit it at the end.

Thank you for your contribution.
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APPENDIX E

Open Ended Questions

USER NAME

What do you think about participating in intercultural experiences, courses, short study abroad
experiences, languages training, etc?

What intercultural initiatives or programs promoted by CASNR have you attended or you would
like to attend during your college experience at Oklahoma State University?

What do you think is the most common CASNR students’ motivation to attend any intercultural
experience?

What do you think about CASNR efforts and initiatives to increase your intercultural sensitivity?

Describe your intercultural experience change during your college education at Oklahoma State
University.
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