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ABSTRACT 

This research used a comparative design to test the effect that informal diversity 

experiences had on college freshman students’ cultural maturity.  King and Baxter Magolda 

(2005) considered theories from moral psychology and multiculturalism to form the basis of their 

cultural maturity theory.  Prior research suggests that informal interactions with students from 

differing backgrounds have a greater impact than formal coursework or training in 

multiculturalism; however, not all students benefit from these interventions to the same extent.  

Specifically, minority students, students who reported having frequent interaction with diverse 

peers in high school, and students who are majoring in investigative and enterprising fields are 

less likely to benefit from multicultural interventions.  This study used the Global Perspective 

Inventory (GPI) to analyze the cultural maturity of freshman students enrolled in the Day One 

program at Mississippi State University compared to students enrolled in American Government 

classes. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

The population of the United States is growing more diverse; the modern era is the first 

time in the nation’s history that the number of births to people identifying as a minority have 

exceeded the number of births for people identifying as White (Meacham, 1996).  As the 

nation’s diversity continues to expand, colleges and universities should be preparing students for 

success in a society that encompasses many cultures.  Capeheart (2007) noted in her chapter on 

Multiculturalism and Globalism that multiple cultures have existed throughout history, but now 

these cultures overlap like they never have before (p. 77).  She specifically noted that mass 

transportation, transnational industries, the internet, and the pressures of immigration have led to 

this point where cultures are overlapping in unprecedented ways.  In society today, the ability to 

escape the influences of overlapping cultures and globalism is increasingly rare.  Therefore, 

colleges and universities have adopted several strategies for helping students succeed in this 

world.   

Part of the solution for colleges and universities is to admit more minority students and 

thereby increase the diversity within the student body.  Evidence supports that this is happening 

in the United States whether by design or by natural process as larger numbers of minority high 

school students seek college admission (Antonio, 2001; Engberg & Hurtado, 2011).  This influx 

of minority students in college enrollments addresses the influence of overlapping cultures, but 

does the existence of diverse peers in college help students learn how to interact with those 

different from themselves?  Colleges and universities have called for a greater emphasis on 
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globalism through many avenues.  They have pursued the admission of greater numbers of 

international students, called for expanded study abroad programs, and attempted to increase the 

number of international faculty (Braskamp & Engberg, 2011). 

Once colleges and universities began to see the benefits of cultural awareness and 

tolerance, they began to incorporate strategies to engage students with different cultures.  The 

methods can be grouped into three broad categories:  (1) structural diversity (Chang, Denson, 

Saenz, & Misa, 2006; Hurtado, Griffin, Arellano, & Cuellar, 2008; Jayakumar, 2008; Luo & 

Jamieson-Drake, 2009), (2) formal intervention (Bowman, 2010b; Case, 2007; Colby & Sullivan, 

2009), and (3) informal interactions (Chang, Astin, & Kim, 2004; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009; 

Pike & Kuh, 2006; Saenz, Ngai, & Hurtado, 2007).  The first of these strategies, structural 

diversity, manipulates the composition of the student body to include people from more diverse 

backgrounds (Chang et al., 2006).  Specifically, Denson and Chang (2009) found evidence that 

students’ exposure to diversity of cultures on campus along with courses with multicultural 

training lead to benefits such as general academic improvement and greater intercultural 

interaction.  Similarly, Antonio (2004) found that students are more likely to experience positive 

interactions with people from different cultures when they have frequent opportunities to 

socialize with people who are unlike themselves. 

Formal intervention strategies typically include both academic coursework and 

workshops or lectures.  Colby and Sullivan (2009) suggested that a course has the potential to be 

very powerful and raise awareness of social issues that result in a greater tolerance for other 

cultures.  Chang (2002) concluded that students at one institution showed significant reduction in 

racial bias after having taken a carefully constructed diversity course.  Engberg (2004) found 

evidence to suggest that diversity workshops that encourage discussion about a student’s 
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experience with racism and discrimination can be especially helpful to the development of 

cultural maturity. 

The third strategy, informal interactions, encourages students to socialize in diverse 

groups outside of formal curricular requirements.  Chickering (1972) initially researched and 

determined that students learn greatly from their peers.  Saenz and colleagues (2007) found that 

co-curricular programs can be more influential on a student’s diversity education than formal 

coursework or programs.  Often, this strategy of informal interaction comes as a product of 

structural diversity.  Pike and Kuh (2006) found that informal interaction among students of 

different backgrounds is strongly correlated to institutions with higher structural diversity in the 

student body.  Through his meta-analysis, Bowman (2010a) further determined that informal 

interactions with diverse peers have more impact on students than coursework, workshops, or co-

curricular events. 

Problem 

Although much research supports the benefits of multicultural training, many researchers 

have pointed out an unevenness among the results.  Students who have the most room to grow in 

cultural maturity will reap the greatest benefits—notably, White students, students who had 

infrequent interaction with diverse peers in high school, and students who are studying majors in 

the arts or social sciences. 

Researchers concluded that White students are more likely to see gains than their 

minority counterparts (Antonio, 2001, 2004; Gurin, Nagda, & Lopez, 2004; Saenz et al., 2007).  

Possible explanations include the assertion that White students have less exposure to other 

cultures (e.g., Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003) and are less likely to cross cultural 

boundaries (Saenz et al., 2007). 
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Research has indicated that students’ previous experiences with diversity may affect their 

willingness to engage in interaction with diverse peers.  Specifically, students who come from 

homogenous high schools or who socialize primarily in homogenous groups have a higher 

capacity for growth in cultural maturity (e.g., Hu & Kuh, 2003; Saenz et al., 2007).  However, 

those who have little exposure to other cultures may also be the most resistant to diversity 

experiences in college (Antonio, 2001, 2004).  Research has not indicated what intervention will 

influence the cultural maturity of students who are not open to diversity experiences. 

Finally, little research has explored how students’ academic majors influence their 

cultural maturity.  Some researchers assert that the influence of academic departments and 

majors has not been explored well enough (Feldman, Smart, & Ethington, 1999).  Milem and 

Umbach (2003) found that students who are involved in studies related to art and humanities are 

more open to diversity and more likely to engage in diversity activities.    

Although colleges and universities have taken great strides to enhance students' cultural 

maturity, research suggests that the current models involving structural diversity and formal 

training is not meaningful for all students.  More exploration is needed to help institutions 

determine which interventions will be the most successful for which students (Bowman & 

Denson, 2012; Bowman, 2010a, 2011; Engberg, 2004; Hurtado, 2007).  Bowman (2011) 

specifically called for more research to determine positive forms of informal interaction among 

diverse peers. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this research was to measure the impact that students’ informal 

interactions had on their cultural maturity.  Specifically, this study examined the Day One 

program at Mississippi State University—a program that utilizes informal student interactions to 
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encourage diversity experiences.  The university characterizes Day One as a leadership program 

for entering freshman students.  Day One accepts approximately 250 students each year.  These 

students reside in a living-learning community and attend a semester-long, three-hour academic 

course.  Participants are also divided into small teams of three to five students, who are then 

paired with a community partner.  Through these teams, students complete a group community-

service project with their community partners.  Day One offers no formal diversity component in 

either the coursework or the community service; however, the small groups of three to five 

students are intentionally composed of students from different backgrounds.  Thus, Day One 

offers a unique opportunity to explore the impact of informal peer interactions.   

This study used a pre- and post-test in a comparative analysis format to examine the 

cultural maturity of first-semester freshman students at Mississippi State University, comparing 

students participating in the Day One program against a control group.  The study further 

examined whether students’ racial identity, self-reported diversity experiences in high school, 

and intended major influenced their cultural maturity.     

Hypotheses 

Research hypotheses for the study were: 

H1: Students enrolled in the Day One program will have higher scores in cultural 

maturity than students not enrolled in the program (Bowman, 2010a, 2011; Chang 

et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003). 

H2: Students’ racial identity, frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high 

school, and intended major will significantly influence their cultural maturity 

(Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009). 

H3: The Day One program will have a positive influence on the cultural maturity of 



6 

students above and beyond the influence of the independent variables in H2 (Gurin 

et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009). 

Significance 

This study provided evidence regarding whether students have higher levels of cultural 

maturity through increased informal interaction with a group of diverse peers or if this 

interaction is no more beneficial to a student’s cultural maturity than the normal college 

experience.  Extant research suggests that minority students do not gain as much from traditional 

diversity programs as White students.  This study examined cultural maturity scores by racial 

identity to provide evidence on whether informal interaction with a group of diverse peers 

influences the cultural maturity of minority students.  The study separated respondents into four 

categories of intended major as identified by Pike, Smart, and Ethington (2012) to analyze the 

influence of intended major on cultural maturity and the subsequent influence that the Day One 

program has on students within these majors. 

Research examining cultural maturity is still in the early stages; however, evidence that 

the Day One program positively influences cultural maturity could have implications in how 

colleges and universities design future programs to foster opportunities for students to interact 

with peers and community members from diverse backgrounds.  Specifically, the results of the 

study shed light on the hypotheses pertaining to minority students, students who have had more 

frequent experiences with diverse peers, and students who are studying enterprising and 

investigative majors, to see if the Day One program could be a model for positively impacting 

the cultural maturity of students who research shows have proven difficult to impact. 
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Overview 

This document describes the results of the study that investigates the effects of informal 

interaction among diverse peers on freshman college students’ cultural maturity.  The next 

chapter’s literature review outlines operational definitions for the key terms related to cultural 

maturity and closely related theoretical concepts.  I then describe the existing research related to 

this study, concentrating on current approaches to multicultural education.  This discussion of 

prior research is situated within a broader theoretical framework related to moral psychology 

with specific emphasis on the ethic of care, moral sensitivity, and moral identity.  As part of that 

review, I relate how colleges and universities address interventions related to morality, as well as 

the intersection of morality with multiculturalism. 

In chapter three, I outline the research strategy used for this study.  This chapter explains 

the hypotheses and how they were tested.  Based on the theory of cultural maturity, the research 

design utilized a comparative structure.  One group involved freshman students enrolled in a 

leadership/service-learning program called Day One, and the second group was comprised of 

freshman students enrolled in two sections of an American Government course.   

Three hypotheses tested the influence of informal diversity interactions.  The first 

hypothesis employed an independent sample, one-tailed t-test for each GPI subscore to 

determine whether the Day One group’s means were higher than the American Government 

group’s means.  The second hypothesis called for a linear regression to measure the impact that 

students’ racial identity, diversity experiences in high school, and intended majors had on their 

cultural maturity scores.  For hypothesis three, this study utilized a hierarchical linear regression 

to measure whether students in the Day One program had higher cultural maturity scores above 

and beyond the other independent variables.  A hierarchical linear regression examined the effect 
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of each independent variable as they were entered into the equation one at a time: Block 1 

included students’ race/ethnicity, block 2 added their frequency of interaction with diverse peers 

in high school, and block 3 included Day One participation.     

Chapter four presents the statistical results for each hypothesis.  Based on SPSS outputs, 

tables display the findings for each statistical model and examines them in relation to their 

support for the hypothesis.  This chapter also includes descriptive statistics, which provide more 

implications for future research.  From these results, I explain whether the comparative study 

supports the use of informal diversity interactions as a method of advancing cultural maturity. 

Finally, chapter five analyses the findings as a whole and considers the implications of 

these results for Mississippi State University, as well as other colleges and universities.  I discuss 

the limitations of this study, and suggest areas for further research related to cultural maturity. 
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Chapter Two 

Review of the Literature 

As the country’s demographics diversify, colleges and universities seek to increase their 

students’ cultural awareness and preparedness for global citizenship (Meacham, 1996).  Much 

research suggests that students benefit from multicultural training and global perspective taking 

as it leads to higher cognitive gains (e.g., Astin, 1993; Bowman, 2010a; Hurtado, 2007; King & 

Baxter Magolda, 2005), greater cultural knowledge (Antonio, 2001; Engberg & Hurtado, 2011; 

Gurin et al., 2004), reduced prejudicial bias and anxiety (Chang, 2002; Engberg & Hurtado, 

2011; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009), and increased civic engagement (Bowman, 2010b; Gurin, 

Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002; Gurin et al., 2004; Pascarella, Salisbury, Martin, & Blaich, 2012). 

Beyond having tolerance for people of different races, ethnicities, genders, and socio-economic 

backgrounds, graduates need to know how to collaborate with people who are different from 

them (Braskamp & Engberg, 2011; Braskamp, 2011; Engberg & Hurtado, 2011).   

However, prior research has indicated that not all students achieve the same benefits or 

the same level of cultural maturity as others.  In particular, White students (Antonio, 2001; Gurin 

et al., 2004; Saenz et al., 2007), students who had infrequent interaction with diverse peers 

during high school (Antonio, 2001; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Saenz et al., 2007), and students who 

select majors that are enterprising or investigative (Milem & Umbach, 2003; Pike, Smart, & 

Ethington, 2012) tend to gain the most in cultural maturity through the interventions of colleges 

and universities.  Furthermore, previous research has indicated that formal coursework related to 

cultural maturity has the least impact on students, but more research is needed about what types 
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of informal interaction among diverse peers are the most effective (e.g., Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & 

Kuh, 2003).    

This chapter first describes the key terms before exploring the theoretical underpinnings 

of cultural maturity, starting with multiculturalism and then discussing research in moral 

psychology.  It looks at how King and Baxter Magolda (2005) drew from these theories to form 

the concept of cultural maturity, which is the basis of this research.  The chapter then explores 

the benefits of enhanced cultural maturity in students.  Next, the chapter reviews extant research 

to determine how colleges and universities can enhance students’ cultural maturity.  The three 

most common methods of diversity training include structural diversity in the student body, 

formal training, and informal training.  Prior research indicates differences among students 

depending on certain characteristics (race, major of study, and frequency of interaction with 

diverse peers), but what is not known is how institutions can better influence the cultural 

maturity of students with these characteristics.  This chapter concludes by indicating the gaps in 

the prior research and the need for further exploration in developing students’ cultural maturity. 

Description of Key Terms 

Cultural maturity:  This theory combines concepts from both moral psychology and 

multiculturalism into one theory called cultural maturity.  Cultural maturity shows an 

understanding that outcomes are complex and development is typically multidimensional.  There 

are three domains or dimensions in the cultural maturity theory.  The cognitive dimension 

recognizes that the person has high-order thinking abilities and has reached an understanding of 

other cultures.  The interpersonal dimension is having a relational sensitivity to and tolerance for 

others, and the intrapersonal dimension represents the ability to evaluate one’s personal 
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background in an effort to recognize one’s biases and learn from others (King and Baxter 

Magolda, 2005). 

Day One Program:  Day One is a leadership program at Mississippi State University 

specifically designed for full-time, first-time freshman students.  This program utilizes informal 

diversity experiences because students from different backgrounds participate in a living-

learning residential community and complete community service activities.  The program is built 

around teams of three to five freshmen from varying backgrounds.  Each team has a junior or 

senior mentor and a faculty mentor.  The teams have in-class experiences three times a week and 

are responsible for team projects with community partners.   

Global Perspectives Inventory (GPI):  Developed by Larry Braskamp, David Braskamp, 

Kelly Carter Merrill, and Mark Engberg, the GPI includes sixty-four-survey questions that 

measure students’ development along each of the cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal 

domains, as well as assessing students’ engagement with the social and academic environment of 

their colleges.  The developmental questions of the GPI translate into six empirically validated 

scales (two scales per domain) that reflect the key critical questions: Who am I? How do I relate 

to others? and How do I know? (Braskamp & Engberg, 2011). 

Diversity experiences:  Research suggests that students who had prior experiences with 

diverse peers will have different levels of cultural maturity.  The instrument used for this study is 

the Global Perspectives Inventory.  Several of the questions on the inventory ask students how 

frequently they interacted with students from another racial identity, ethnic background, or socio-

economic status during high school (Braskamp 2011). 

Informal Interactions:  For the purpose of this study, informal interaction refers to 

activities that happen outside of formal classroom instruction.  The Day One program has several 
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elements of this informal interaction as the participating students take part in service projects 

together and are part of a living-learning community together.  The American Government 

sections have no identified informal interactions as part of the class. 

Multiculturalism:  Multiculturalism studies how people interact with others who are 

different from themselves (Raden, 2003).  Specifically this study examines three aspects of 

multiculturalism:  ethnocentrism, contact theory, and intergroup relationships. 

Theoretical Approaches to Multiculturalism 

One of the drawbacks of moral psychology is the emphasis on the cognitive processes, 

which do not always predict moral behavior (Brabeck et al., 2000; Jordan, 2007; Rest, Narváez, 

Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999b).  Multiculturalism, on the other hand, studies how people interact 

with others who are different from themselves.  This section describes some of the literature 

within multiculturalism, including ethnocentrism, contact theory, and intergroup relationships. 

Ethnocentrism. 

People who exhibit morally insensitive attitudes are said to be ethnocentric in that they 

favor people from backgrounds similar to their own.  According to Raden (2003), the current 

definition of ethnocentrism in the United States considers “the dominant ethnic or racial group” 

to be the ingroup, and “internal minority groups serve as the outgroups” (p.  803).  Raden 

explained that the difference between ethnocentrism and prejudice is that ethnocentrism also 

accounts for ingroup attitudes toward other ingroup members, as well as attitudes toward 

outgroup members.   

Bizumic and colleagues (Bizumic, Duckitt, Popadic, Dru, & Krauss, 2009) suggested a 

new consideration for the term ethnocentrism to mean “ethnic group self-centeredness, which is 

conceptually distinct from outgroup negativity and mere ingroup positivity” (p. 874).  According 
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to these researchers, the concept of ethnocentrism is important because the degree to which a 

person believes that his or her culture should have the primary focus also influences his or her 

perceived threat in defending the ingroup.  Their study involved several hundred participants 

from each of the following countries: New Zealand, the United States, Serbia, and France.  They 

determined a strong correlation in identifying two types of ethnocentrism—intergroup and 

intragroup—as well as a hierarchical construct.  Intergroup ethnocentrism constitutes attitudes 

that embrace the superiority of one’s own culture above others.  The results indicated that only 

intergroup ethnocentrism had a relationship with outgroup negativity and pro-war attitudes.  On 

the other hand, intragroup ethnocentrism supported a group cohesion where group devotion had a 

strong influence on the level of intragroup ethnocentrism.  Intragroup focuses led to “self-

aggrandizing attitudes, warlikeness, and a general chauvinistic outlook toward intergroup 

relations” (p.  893).  Through self-reflection, people can discover their own levels of 

ethnocentrism and discover how these attitudes might affect their outlook toward people from 

different cultures. 

Contact theory. 

Pettigrew (1998) identified four ways that intergroup contact changes students.  First is 

learning about the outgroup.  This process enables people to get to know each other through 

group interaction.  Pettigrew explained that this contact softens prejudice within the individuals 

of the group and allows for the breaking down of some societal barriers.  The second process that 

Pettigrew identified is changing behavior.  Bringing others into the group and accepting them 

into the group has the potential to produce an attitude change within members of the group.  

Continued interaction among the group members fosters the process of attitude change by 

helping members see the individuals instead of broad categories or groups.  The third process is 
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generating affective ties, which involves creating friendships within the group.  These emotional 

bonds can encourage the individuals to change perceptions of not only the other group members, 

but also of the broad ethnic groups these individuals belong to.  The final process identified by 

the researcher is ingroup reappraisal.  Similar to generating affective ties, ingroup reappraisal is 

the process by which group members change their preexisting views of an outgroup based on the 

interactions within the group.  Where there might have been prejudice or bias based on a 

stereotypical view of an ethnic group, interaction with someone of that ethnic group that does not 

exemplify that stereotype may cause groups members to reevaluate their bias. 

Pettigrew and colleagues (2011) specifically found that ingroup contact and outgroup 

contact reduced not only prejudice related to race, but also prejudice associated with sexual 

orientation and disability.  This meta-analysis analyzed 515 studies that involved over 250,000 

participants.  The researchers found the results to be universal—positive contact with others of 

different backgrounds increases a person’s tolerance for others.  Even indirect contact reduces 

anxiety and promotes tolerance.  Saenz and colleagues (2007) also concluded that positive 

intergroup relations help to prepare students to navigate differences in a diverse society.  Their 

study used data from a survey distributed to all students at nine public institutions that generated 

4,757 responses.   

Intergroup relationships. 

Dovidio and colleagues (2009) suggested that one of the best ways to determine the 

success of diversity interactions is to study the group’s conflict or cooperation.  The authors 

believed that groups will naturally establish a social hierarchy in which a dominant subgroup will 

act in a manner that protects its status; therefore, groups with a good deal of diversity will 

experience tension from the onset.  Taken at face value, cooperation may seem like a positive 
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outcome of this group tension, but it could mean that the dominant group is silencing the 

minority group.  On the other hand, tensions can be valuable in that conflict will allow for the 

minority group to be heard, which may ultimately lead to more creative solutions.   

To facilitate the minority group’s ability to participate in healthy group conflict, 

researchers recommend different approaches.  Alexander and colleagues (2009) suggested that 

open-structured tasks would encourage minority group participation.  Open-structured tasks 

allow for idea generation rather than suggesting a finite number of solutions from which to 

choose.  These researchers further concluded that a positive environment is not easy to find 

because it requires a well-trained individual to help groups’ performance in appropriate problem-

solving methods.   

The negativity or presence of prejudice will vary depending on the group context.  

Through training and other forms of life experiences, students can learn how to transform 

conflict into a positive experience (Alexander et al., 2009; Dovidio et al., 2009; Troyer & 

Youngreen, 2009). 

Multicultural Educational Interventions 

Once institutions of higher education saw the benefits of cultural awareness and 

tolerance, they began to incorporate various strategies to enhance students’ capacity and 

knowledge of multiple cultures.  Like the University of Michigan, campuses sought to diversify 

the student body, known as structural diversity.  Others have instituted multicultural education 

through formal methods, such as coursework, workshops, or institution-sponsored cultural 

events.  Through these methods, colleges and universities hope to encourage informal interaction 

among students from different backgrounds. 
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Structural diversity.  

Researchers have determined that structural diversity is a necessary component for any 

growth in cultural maturity.  Structural diversity has to do with the composition of the student 

body to include people from diverse backgrounds (Chang et al., 2006; Hurtado et al., 2008; 

Jayakumar, 2008; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009).  Chang (1999) rejected the concept of counting 

the number of minority students in the student body, because those numbers could skew the data 

for minority-serving institutions.  Historically Black Colleges and Universities could end up 

appearing very diverse, when in reality, those institutions are composed of a homogenous 

enrollment just like the Predominantly White Institutions.  Instead, Chang (1999) suggested a 

ratio of African-American, Asian, Latino, and White students (e.g., 20%, 10%, 2%, 68% versus 

25%, 20%, 20%, 35%) to provide a better view of the diversity make-up of the campus. 

Using hierarchical linear modeling, Denson and Chang (2009) found evidence that the 

mere exposure to diversity of cultures as well as curricular offerings at college leads to benefits 

such as general academic improvement and greater intercultural interaction.  In working with 

students whose critical-thinking skills were challenged by interactions with diverse peers, those 

students who were more set in their homogenous groups could benefit from hearing about other 

perspectives.  On the other hand, these proxy gains are not as significant or as large as the 

benefits to students who participate directly in formal or informal multicultural interaction.  

Therefore, they suggested that the structural diversity of the student body lays the foundation for 

improving the cultural maturity of students. 

Umbach and Kuh (Kuh & Umbach, 2004; Umbach & Kuh, 2006) went as far as to 

suggest that certain types of institutions are better able to convey diversity of thought and 

interaction with other cultures.  Although it may seem obvious that large, doctoral institutions 
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would experience higher gains related to exposure to multiple cultures because these institutions’ 

student populations are large and tend to be more diverse, these researchers also determined that 

students at small liberal arts colleges experience the same types of gains despite having more 

homogenous student populations.  Many liberal arts institutions include diversity initiatives in 

their missions, which helps improve the climate for cultural maturity.  Their research suggested 

that even having a diverse curriculum that represents different world perspectives also helps 

students to experience the same types of gains from multicultural interactions.  Again, these 

gains were not as significant as the gains students found in formal and informal multicultural 

interaction. 

Structural diversity is not without controversy, however.  Some researchers contend that 

minority students experience feelings of isolation and alienation on predominantly White 

campuses.  They may feel that the campus climate is not welcoming to them, which in turn can 

lower their cognitive gains and may even lead to their leaving the university or college.  

Rothman, Lipset, and Nivette (2003) found little effect on learning outcomes based on structural 

diversity and even a negative association between increased diversity and decreased quality.  In 

fact, Hurtado, Milem, and Clayton-Pedersen (1999) suggested that higher numbers of minorities 

on campus lead to higher levels of anxiety among all of the students. 

Antonio (2001, 2004) mentioned that increasing diversity on campus could increase 

racial hostility and prejudice.  In his 2004 article, he cited flaws with Chang’s and others’ 

approach to studying the effects of diversity through survey questions about their frequency of 

interaction with diverse peers.  Simple casual interactions among people of different 

backgrounds could lead to negative impressions of other cultures.  Antonio suggested that little 

empirical evidence existed at the time to make claims of whether increased diversity on campus 
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was more harmful or not.  In some instances, he discovered the tendency toward “balkanization” 

(2001, p.  594) where students stay within their own homogenous circles of friends even in an 

atmosphere of diversity.  Antonio’s research took the approach of studying friendship groups to 

measure the extent of homogeneity among people of different racial and cultural backgrounds.  

He found that students are more likely to experience positive interactions with people from 

different cultures when they experience frequent opportunities to socialize with people who are 

different from themselves, such as in dining halls, study groups, and other activities where the 

campus culture encourages them not to always seek homogenous social circles.  His research 

suggested that institutions must do more to actively foster positive interaction among college 

students with different backgrounds rather than solely relying on a diverse population with 

casual and infrequent encounters. 

Chang and colleagues (2004) suggested that different ratios of minorities can impact the 

multicultural experiences too.  For example, White students are far less likely to interact with 

diverse peers unless the institution intervenes.  Asian and Latino students are less likely to study 

with or dine with peers from other cultures.  Therefore, these researchers concluded that having a 

mixture of cultural backgrounds in the student body can have varying effects on the types of 

activities that would foster multicultural interaction. 

On the other hand, Saenz and colleagues (2007) specifically examined the perception of 

racial tension and quality of interaction with faculty members.  They found that these perceptions 

can be a predictor for African-Americans; however, these perceptions are not much of a factor 

for Asian, Latino, or White students.  These researchers suggested that environmental 

assessments are still needed to address the perceived level of hostility toward African-American 

students. 
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Other critics have suggested that having a different mixture of cultural backgrounds did 

not necessarily lead to diversity of viewpoint.  For over a decade, Peter Wood (e.g., 2003) as a 

member of the National Association of Scholars has poked holes in the arguments that diversity 

on campuses leads to positive benefits, particularly since racial diversity does not necessarily 

invoke different perspectives.  Pike & Kuh (2006) suggested otherwise with their analysis of 

45,000 college seniors at 261 institutions.  Using the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE), they determined that structural diversity was positively related to both exposure to 

students from varying backgrounds as well as different perspectives to the world. 

The research of Bowman and Denson (2012) indicated that institutions of higher 

education will have more difficulty in encouraging meaningful interactions between students 

who are more reluctant to engage in cross-cultural interaction.  These students may have pre-

college conditions, such as coming from a homogenous high school environment, that make 

them more anxious about intercultural interaction.  In such situations, forcing students with this 

anxiety to participate may lead to negative impressions and hostile educational environments. 

These critics of structural diversity indicate that the presence of multiple cultures alone 

does not ensure the type of academic and social benefits that institutions of higher education 

seek.  As Hurtado, Milem, and Clayton-Pedersen (1999) suggested, structural diversity is only a 

numerical attempt at equality in the campus climate.  At some point, the institution needs to 

intervene to ensure positive interactions among students from different backgrounds.  However, 

structural diversity is a prerequisite to having adequate avenues for cross-cultural socialization 

(Hurtado, Milem, & Clayton-Pederson, 1999; Hurtado, 2007; Pike & Kuh, 2006).  Chang and 

colleagues pointed out in their 2004 study that more diversity in the student body clearly 

increases the likelihood that students will have opportunities to interact with peers from different 
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backgrounds.  Antonio (2001) found that the percentage of minority students in the student 

population is directly related to multicultural gains (p. 613).   

Formal interventions: Academic coursework or workshops. 

As Hurtado, Milem, and Clayton-Pedersen (1999) explained, having a college education 

does not by itself reduce students’ ideas of racism and prejudice.  Instead, colleges and 

universities need to actively promote an environment of inclusiveness and tolerance of others.  

Most colleges use a formal approach through specific courses and training to enhance students’ 

cultural maturity.  These formal approaches can include classes whose content or discussion 

focused around diversity or gender issues.  As Colby and Sullivan (2009) suggested, a course can 

be very powerful and raise awareness of social issues as a result of intolerance of other cultures.  

Other formal interventions are required workshops during students’ orientation or in response to 

a cultural clash.  Much research supports the benefits of utilizing formal or academic 

interventions (e.g., Case, 2007).   

Gurin and colleagues (2002) studied the impact of classroom diversity on groups of 

students broken down by race and ethnicity.  They found that attendance in diversity classes had 

positive effects for White and Latino/a students, but no effect for Asian students, and a negative 

effect for African-American students.  These results appeared even after controlling for pre-

college factors. 

Chang (2002) found that students at one institution showed significant reduction in racial 

bias from a pre-test to a post-test in a carefully constructed diversity course.  However, he also 

found that students who take multiple diversity courses do not experience any additional gains 

beyond the first post-test.  Interestingly, students who take more than one diversity course had 

higher pre-test scores than those who took the single required course.  In contrast, Bowman 
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(2010b) learned through his analysis that students who took multiple courses or workshops saw 

significantly more gains than those who took a single course.  Research is mixed about the 

usefulness of single diversity courses or workshops as the sole institution-sponsored intervention. 

In an attempt to understand how to raise awareness and sensitivity to other cultures 

among health professionals, Celik, Abma, Klinge, and Widdershoven (2012) conducted 

qualitative and quantitative analyses to determine the effect of a single course.  The researchers 

found mixed results from the course.  Most students experienced greater awareness of other 

cultures, but not all increased greater sensitivity to diversity.  Although the study involved health 

professionals and not college students, the participants were students in postsecondary training 

nonetheless. 

Researchers Henderson-King and Kaleta (2000) compared two groups of students during 

an academic semester at one research university:  those were enrolled in a multicultural course 

and those who were not.  Each group of students completed pre- and post-tests to determine their 

attitudes about race, gender, ethnicity, feminism, and racism.  The researchers found that at the 

end of the semester, students who were not enrolled in a multicultural course exhibited slightly 

more negative attitudes toward marginalized groups and negative attitudes about feminism and 

racism.  On the other hand, students who were enrolled in the courses did not exhibit such 

negativity, but they may not have increased their positive perceptions either.  Although this study 

at first seems to support formal education in courses pertaining to multiculturalism, it also raises 

some questions.  The authors admitted that the students who were not enrolled in multicultural 

courses during that particular semester may have completed such a course previously.  If those 

students who were not enrolled in multicultural education but had completed earlier still 

experienced a decline in positive attitudes about marginalized groups of people, then this 
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research does not do much to support the role of formal multicultural education.  Furthermore, 

this study reminds researchers that raising awareness about people from different backgrounds 

does not necessarily translate into reduced prejudice or bias. 

Other authors suggested that more active engagement is needed in multicultural courses 

to be able to affect students’ attitudes.  Engberg (2004) found especially helpful for students’ 

cultural maturity, diversity workshops that encourage discussion about students’ previous 

experience with racism and discrimination.  These workshops can use past experiences as an 

important pedagogical tool.  Similarly, Fischer (2011) researched diversity courses that 

specifically involved interaction to teach students how one’s culture shapes one’s attitudes and 

behaviors.  Fisher determined that after the course was over, students were more aware of how 

little they knew of other cultures and how much they needed to work on their tolerance for 

people who are different than themselves.  Hurtado, Milem, and Clayton-Pedersen (1999) 

suggested that the course content does not matter as long as faculty members are helping diverse 

classmates to come together and work cooperatively on course-related material. 

Nelson Laird and Engberg (2011) studied courses that included both courses designated 

as diversity courses and courses not designated as such.  They looked at the coursework as well 

as the diversity represented in the classroom.  The authors developed a survey based on their 

own prior research in diversity programming to determine group saw the greatest gain in 

diversity awareness.  They found that the inclusive, diverse courses that were not designated as 

diversity courses showed the greatest gains.  They suggested that more study needs to be done 

and that there is a strong possibility that existing diversity coursework does not accomplish what 

colleges and universities might hope that it does. 
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Informal interaction: Socializing in diverse groups. 

Much research supports the results of informal interaction among peers from different 

backgrounds as the most meaningful avenue toward cultural maturity.  Such informal interaction 

can include deliberate institutional efforts, such as fostering discussion and debate among groups 

of students and composing diverse teams for service-learning projects.  Other interaction occurs 

as a result of higher structural diversity, such as interacting with culturally different students in 

residence halls, dining facilities, and classroom settings.  Hurtado, Milem, and Clayton-Pedersen 

(1999) discussed the importance of peer groups in a college student’s education.  Furthermore, 

Chickering (1972) acknowledged that students will learn more from each other than from a 

teacher.   

Chang and colleagues (2004) found that students who reside on campus are more likely 

to interact with and have positive experiences with students from other cultural backgrounds.  

Furthermore, students who work part-time at the institution are also more likely to gain positive 

experiences from interactions with a diverse student body.  Likewise, Luo and Jamieson-Drake 

(2009) found that students who are involved in intramural sports, performing arts or music, and 

participated in seminars led by visiting speakers were also more likely to indicate frequent 

contact with diverse peers.  In other words, institutional interventions that encourage peer 

interactions are the most likely to have an impact on multicultural gains.  Similarly, Saenz and 

colleagues (2007) discovered that co-curricular activities were more impactful diversity 

experiences than formal coursework and programs.  These researchers suggested that the “less 

structured and more relaxed environments” (p.  35) are more likely to help students cross racial 

and ethnic boundaries in their peer groups. 

Pike and Kuh (2006), using a combination of data from the National Survey of Student 
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Engagement for the responses of 45,000 seniors and data from the Institute of Postsecondary 

Educational Data (IPEDS), found that informal interaction among students from diverse 

backgrounds is strongly related to the amount of structural diversity in the student body.  The 

likelihood of informal interaction is also strongly related to institutional control and missions of 

the institutions.  Although factors that favor informal interaction rely on institutional 

environments, these researchers found that these types of experiences did not impact students’ 

views of the supportiveness of their campus environment.  Therefore, although campuses were 

able to establish avenues for increased informal interaction and students were positively affected 

on a cognitive and attitudinal level, these situations did not make students more likely to view 

the institution itself more positively or negatively. 

Some researchers have explored both formal and informal approaches to encouraging 

interaction among students from different cultures and backgrounds to determine which had a 

stronger impact.  Brandhorst (2002) suggested that learning about other cultures in the classroom 

does not necessarily translate into better understanding of other cultures.  Bowman (2011) also 

suggested that increased cultural knowledge does not directly reduce prejudice of bias toward 

other groups.  He further warned that forcing students to attend classes that promote cultural 

maturity may have no effect or even a negative effect. 

Antonio’s (2001) research led him to conclude that fostering informal, casual encounters 

between students from diverse backgrounds is more beneficial than formal classroom or 

workshop sessions about diversity.  Similarly, Bowman (2011) suggested that interactions with 

diverse others is more effective.  He also suggested in his meta-analysis (2010a) that informal 

interaction among diverse peers has the most impact on students rather than coursework, 

workshops, or co-curricular events.  By getting students together in a positive situation, 
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universities can foster the benefits associated with exposure to different cultures.  Chang and 

colleagues (2004) found that more generic interaction in the classroom led to positive gains 

among classrooms with diverse peers as opposed to classes specifically focused on diversity 

awareness.  Hu and Kuh (2003) also found greater support for informal interaction among 

diverse peers rather than through a single course.  However, they noted that the most gains are 

seen when students have prolonged exposure to diversity.  Their research found that students 

were more likely to associate with diverse peers during their first two years of college.  They 

believed the reason is because the institutions focused on diversity experiences during those first 

two years. 

Gurin and colleagues (2002) compared informal diversity interaction among different 

groups of students broken down by race and ethnicity to determine whether the interaction led to 

an increase in learning outcomes.  They determined that informal interactions had the most 

impact on learning outcomes for all groups of students (with the exception of Latino/a students), 

and that fostering informal interaction was more effective on learning outcomes than diversity 

classes or workshops.  They also determined that informal interactions were the only consistent 

relationship among all groups for gains in democratic participation.  White students experienced 

gains in democratic preferences through the classroom setting, but none of the other races or 

ethnicities experienced a positive increase.  These researchers recommended that institutions 

encourage multicultural dialogue sessions, which would be composed of an equal number of 

members from each race and ethnic group. 

On the other hand, Bodur (2012) argued that informal interaction and immersion into 

diverse settings is not sufficient without the formal training in the theories of multicultural 

development.  In particular, students who are preparing to become teachers cannot be prepared 
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for teaching in a diverse classroom setting unless they are first trained using self-reflective 

awareness and introduction to other cultural settings.  Bodur warned that fieldwork on its own is 

only beneficial if it is paired with the theoretical knowledge in the classroom.  Colby and 

Sullivan (2009) are likewise concerned that formal coursework cannot focus solely on too many 

theories about cultural knowledge and tolerance because it can lead students toward moral 

relevance and confusion about which approach is the most appropriate.  Similarly, Braskamp, 

Braskamp, and Merrill (2009) agreed that formal classroom experiences are not sufficient for 

cultural awareness and intercultural communication.  These researchers believed that more active 

learning is necessary for a complete view of cultural maturity.  However, experience should be 

mixed with opportunities for “rigorous and critical, constructive, and creative thinking” (p.  113) 

to develop more completely in cultural maturity. 

Critics of formal multicultural education, such as Fowers and Richardson (1996), assert 

that lessons are often taught from the lens of existing predominate, Western conceptions of 

culture.  They are further concerned that such forms of education encourage relativism rather 

than increased knowledge about other cultures and tolerance for different beliefs.  Engberg’s 

(2004) research suggested that peer-facilitated intervention or interaction was the most important 

in developing students’ cultural maturity.  Whether in the form of living-learning communities, 

service activities, or on-campus employment, students’ prejudices are reduced when they are a 

part of cooperative group.  Although research in the advantages and disadvantages of formal and 

informal interventions are mixed, most all of them support at least some form of informal 

interaction. 

Theoretical Approaches within the Morality Framework 

The concept of morality is complicated to define and difficult to measure.  Most of the 
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research base focuses on the cognitive approach initiated through the work of Lawrence 

Kohlberg; however, other aspects include care, sensitivity, integrity, personality, and behavior, 

which were incorporated into the broader framework of morality (Bergman, 2002; Blasi, 1980, 

1999; Gilligan, 1993; Rest, Narváez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999a).   

Moral reasoning. 

The predominant theory states that cognitive-structural features are the core of moral 

development; a person deprived of all moral-social stimulation might develop some principled 

thought but would go through several stages of morality before developing moral principles 

(Colby & Kohlberg, 2011).  Kolberg’s (1984) six stages of moral development help explain how 

a person conceives of right and wrong: 

1. Punishment and obedience, where physical consequences determine right and wrong 

2. Instrumental relativist, where right and wrong is defined by satisfying one’s own need 

and occasionally the needs of others 

3. Interpersonal concordance, where good behavior is that which pleases others and thus 

gains approval 

4. Law and order, where right behavior is doing one’s duty and following rules 

5. Social contract, where right action is defined in terms of individual rights that have been 

agreed upon by society 

6. Universal ethical-principle, where right is defined by the decision of conscience in accord 

with self-chosen ethical principles.   

Kohlberg (1984) asserted that people go through these stages when developing their 

moral principles.  The first level is preconventional with two stages.  The first stage is identified 

as heteronomous morality.  In this stage of development, a person does what is right only to 
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avoid punishment; without that fear of punishment, the person will choose to act as he or she 

wants.  The second stage of development is individualism.  This stage is marked by the 

individual doing only what is in his or her best interest, without any thought into what is best for 

others or for society.   

The second level is conventional, which also has two stages.  The third stage of 

development is interpersonal conformity.  In this stage of development, a person acts as he or she 

believes others would want him or her to act.  The roles of relationships are critical in this stage 

as people seek to maintain themselves as they are “supposed” to as measured by cultural norms 

and the expectations of others.  The fourth stage of development is social system and conscience.  

This stage is about upholding the institution or society.  The imperative for individuals is to meet 

their obligations to society or other entities.  This stage is very rule and law oriented, as societal 

laws are to be upheld except in the rarest of cases.  Most adults will appear to have a 

conventional level of morality, dependent upon their cultural surroundings (Kohlberg, 1984). 

The third level is postconventional, which has two stages.  The fifth stage is social 

contract, where a person believes in a social contract freely entered into between individuals and 

society.  People uphold the laws because they feel that it is best for the majority of people.  The 

final stage of development is universal ethical principles.  A person in this stage believes in 

universal moral truths and chooses to follow those.  People choose to follow laws because they 

generally coincide with the principals of the person.  However if the law violates those principles 

then the person will choose to follow those principles instead of the law (Kohlberg, 1984).   

Kohlberg assumed that principled thought leads to moral action.  Following that logic, if 

one has a higher capacity for moral cognition, then one is more likely to behave morally.  Most 

research on the topic of moral development mentions the work of Lawrence Kohlberg and his 
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stages of moral development (e.g., Bergman, 2002; Rest et al., 1999b).  Pascarella and Terenzini 

(1991) stated that, “A large body of research has addressed the issue of the influence of college 

on moral development.  By far the dominant theoretical framework that guides this inquiry has 

been that of Lawrence Kohlberg” (p.  336).  Rest and colleagues acknowledged Kohlberg’s work 

in their 1999 book, Postconventional Moral Thinking: A Neo-Kohlbergian Approach.  They 

wrote in the preface, “For decades, Lawrence Kohlberg provided major ideas for psychological 

research in morality” (p.  vii). 

Many researchers have criticized Kohlberg’s approach to morality as exclusory, or as 

Rest and colleagues state, “fundamentally wrong-headed and flawed” (1999).  Critics asserted 

that Kohlberg overemphasized the role of cognition, downplaying the influence of emotion and 

sensitivity (e.g., Blasi, 1980; Jordan, 2007).  Some of the critics believed that these omissions 

from Kohlberg’s theory are sex biased, and his work indicated that females reason at a lower 

stage of moral development than males.  For example, Carol Gilligan critiqued Kohlberg’s 

research, which was conducted solely on White male (Gilligan, 1993 [originally published in 

1982]).  Gilligan will be discussed in more detail in the next section.  Even Kohlberg admitted 

that one’s cognitive capability is not the only determining factor in moral development (Colby & 

Kohlberg, 2011). 

In his later research, Kohlberg acknowledged that his research was limited in scope and 

his theory made some assumptions about the starting point of moral development (Colby & 

Kohlberg, 2011; Rest et al., 1999a).  Kohlberg continued his research on the cognitive approach, 

incorporating women as well as people from other cultural and racial backgrounds in subsequent 

studies.  As Rest and his colleagues (2000) noted, “It would be a mistake to use his 1981 and 

1984 books as the final word on a Kohlbergian approach” (p.  382).  This article from Rest and 
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his colleagues in 2000 accepted that Kohlberg did not encompass all aspects of morality in his 

six stages of moral development; however, his work provided the foundation for ensuing 

research “just as all theories must start out with limited starting points” (p.  384). 

Ethic of care. 

Carol Gilligan was among the first to challenge the narrowness of Kohlberg’s research 

with her book, In A Different Voice, originally published in 1982.  Gilligan’s theory of moral 

psychology incorporates Kohlberg’s concept of justice, as well as an additional element of care 

or emotion.  “Care…is an ethic of special obligations and interpersonal relationships.  

Selflessness or self-sacrifice is built into the very definition of care…” (Gilligan, 1995, p.  122).  

She argued that personal connections also influence a person’s moral decisions. 

Gilligan suggested that justice and care make up two different views on how we see the 

world.  Everyone’s sense of morality is determined by these two views; however, a person’s 

gender makes him or her more likely to lean toward one view or the other.  She felt that women 

were more likely to model care and were more focused on personal relationships, while men 

were more concerned with justice.  Regardless of which view dominates a person’s morality, the 

average person will use both views at least some of the time (Gilligan, 1993, 1995; Hurd & 

Brabeck, 1997). 

Much of Gilligan’s work is modeled when comparing gender differences within moral 

development.  Critics of Gilligan’s work argued that her research perpetuates gender bias by 

pointing out the differences between men and women’s conception of morality (Brabeck, 1983; 

Hurd & Brabeck, 1997).  Most research fails to support gender differences in moral composition 

(Hurd & Brabeck, 1997; Rest et al., 1999a; Schlozman & Burns, 1995; Woods, 1996).   

Gilligan’s work continues to be referenced in research related to women’s psychology.  
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For example, Mohney and Anderson (1988) used Gilligan’s research to explain how women base 

their decisions to begin a college career on their relationships with their families.  As a result of 

Gilligan’s perspectives, many educators and psychologists worked toward re-conceptualizing the 

portrayal of women (e.g., Hurd and Brabeck 1997).  These researchers supported evidence that 

both orientations of care and justice are found in men and women, and that Gilligan’s 

contribution to the field “enlarges the description of morality” (Brabeck, 1983, p. 288).   

Moral sensitivity. 

Gilligan’s emphasis on emotion and care has led to different perspectives, such as moral 

sensitivity (Brabeck & Rogers, 2000; Brabeck, 1983; Jordan, 2007; Rest et al., 1999a; Rest & 

Narváez, 1994).  Moral sensitivity is the awareness of others’ emotions and recognizing how 

one’s actions and decisions will affect someone else (Jordan, 2007; Rest et al., 1999a; Rest & 

Narváez, 1994).  This component emphasizes a person’s ability to choose among different 

options of behavior to include empathy and perspective-taking (Brabeck et al., 2000).  As Rest 

and colleagues (1999b) suggested, this aspect of morality takes into account “loyalty, friendship, 

and close relationships” (p.  5).   

Often used interchangeably, moral and ethical sensitivity receive far less attention in the 

literature, because the concept is not easily measured by itself and is usually a part of a larger 

study of morality (Jordan, 2007).  In the mid-1980s, Bebeau was among the first to design an 

instrument to test professional students’ ethical sensitivity (Jordan, 2007).  She argued with data 

she obtained from her instrument that ethical sensitivity is separate from moral judgment, can be 

measured, and can be taught to someone else (Brabeck et al., 2000).   

Brabeck and colleagues (2000) took similar ideas from Bebeau and created the REST 

(Racial Ethical Sensitivity Test) to study whether ethics or multicultural training enhanced a 
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person’s ethical sensitivity.  These researchers discussed the difficulty in validating their 

instrument against established measures because so few instruments for this construct exist.  

Although Brabeck and colleagues do believe that the REST has promise, they also agree that the 

instrument is only one element within moral psychology and that moral motivation is an area that 

warrants consideration.  These researchers also stressed that the REST instrument analyzes 

ethical sensitivity as related to tolerance, not morality or cultural awareness.   

Moral identity. 

Many researchers suggested that the ultimate measure of moral judgment and moral 

reasoning is the behavior and the motivation to employ perspective-taking and reasoning skills.  

As Brabeck (1983) described in her critique of Gilligan’s ethic of care, Gilligan’s theory calls 

attention to the “thoughtful, motivating force of specific moral choice” (p.  288).  Rest suggested 

that this component indicates whether the person will decide to put moral behavior above the 

choice for other actions, including actions that might be self-sacrificing (Brabeck et al., 2000).  

Furthering the consideration of one’s motivation related to moral decision-making, Augusto 

Blasi was one of the leaders in linking moral judgment to moral behavior.  His 1980 article 

reviewed 62 studies.  He determined that moral cognition is related to moral action, though 

modestly (roughly 10%) (Blasi, 1980; Walker, 2004).  Therefore, other factors must exist, 

“implying that a more comprehensive conceptual framework is necessary….In other words, there 

is more to morality than mere cognition” (Walker 2004, p.  2).  Over the next two decades, Blasi 

developed the role of the self (moral identity) as a way to understand moral psychology.  His 

theory is a blend of moral personality and moral cognition (Blasi, 1983, 1999; Walker, 2004). 

Blasi emerged as the premier theorist in evaluating why one’s knowledge of right and 

wrong does not always lead to moral behavior.  Researchers Daniel Lapsley and Darcia Narváez 
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(2004) amassed a compilation of essays in their book, Moral Development, Self, and Identity, 

which is based on Blasi’s themes.  In the preface, they write, “Blasi’s ‘self-model,’ for example, 

is now a standard explanation for the relation between moral cognition and moral behavior” (p.  

vii).  They further acknowledged Blasi as the pioneer in “all discussions about the relation 

between self and morality; the parameters of moral personality; and the moral integration of 

cognition, emotion, and behavior” (p. viii). 

One’s moral identity (also known as integrity) is the character that a person believes him 

or herself to possess (Blasi, 1980, 1999).  Because of a person’s desire to maintain consistency, 

he or she is motivated to behave in a manner that parallels his or her moral identity.  Aquino and 

colleagues (Aquino, Freeman, Reed, Lim, & Felps, 2009) suggested that a person holds multiple 

concepts of his or her identity, only one of which can be in the consciousness.  They believed 

that which identity is in the forefront depends on the situation at the time.  Through a series of 

four experiments with undergraduate business students from a large, Northeastern institution, 

these researchers tested their hypotheses that when offered self-serving incentives, students, even 

those who reported that their moral identity was important to them, tended to opt for immoral 

behavior, such as lying, in exchange for personal gain.  These results placed moral identity as a 

mediating factor to link moral judgment to moral action.  The presence of situational effects 

seems to complicate Blasi’s original position that moral motivation was the conduit to moral 

outcomes.  Overall, the researchers do agree that moral identity, especially one that is regularly 

reinforced through activities, such as church attendance or community service, does influence 

moral behavior; however, the contextual environment should always be considered. 

Hannah and colleagues (Hannah, Avolio, & May, 2011) pointed out the weakness with 

the moral judgment approach to predicting moral behavior.  They suggested a much more 
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complicated framework for morality that adds a dimension of capacity for moral maturation and 

moral action.  Each capacity has three components that feed into either a person’s moral 

cognition (which includes moral sensitivity and moral judgment) or a person’s moral conation 

(which the authors define as “the capacity to generate responsibility and motivation to take moral 

action” (p. 664)).  In their framework, they argued that moral identity is only one component 

within the added six capacities for morality.  They further suggested that moral identity is not a 

simple conception of the self, but rather a complex view that incorporates concepts such as a 

person’s social role and personal goals.  These authors suggested that all of the capacities that 

they have discussed can be developed in a person and can be measured.  Such activities are 

necessary to decrease unethical behavior in organizations.  Unfortunately, like most of the 

researchers who continue to fall back on the use of the DIT to measure morality, these authors 

discuss a larger theoretical framework and neither propose how to develop moral capacities nor 

how to measure them in totality. 

Morality Interventions on College Students 

A great deal of research has been devoted to measuring the effects of college activities 

and curricula that influence a student’s moral development.  James Rest (1986) conducted a ten-

year longitudinal study and found that education was the most powerful predictor of the 

development of moral judgment.  In his study, he controlled for age by following both students 

and non-students, finding that education was a very strong indicator of higher moral judgment.  

Following Rest’s study, Finger and Borduin (1992) also found that college education was one of 

the most important correlates of moral judgment.  In a similar study, Good and Cartwright 

(1998) found that an increase in the level of education is generally associated with greater gains 

in moral judgment development.  Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) also concluded in their 
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compilation, How College Affects Students, that college is a very important time in the 

development of moral judgment.   

These studies and others suggest that a person is more likely to achieve a higher level of 

moral judgment by attending college than a person of similar age who is not attending college.  

The findings also indicate that the development of moral judgment cannot be solely attributed to 

intelligence or social status.  However, the findings of these studies indicate a strong correlation 

between college education and student’s moral development; therefore, a causal linkage is 

strongly suspected but has not been fully determined.  Furthermore, the results were determined 

through a cognitive measurement rather than a more comprehensive instrument, thus limiting the 

predictive abilities of the conclusions. 

Theoretical Approaches that Combine Morality and Cultural Maturity 

Researchers have only recently begun to explore the explicit tie between morality and 

multicultural experiences; however, many suggest that a relationship exists (Endicott, Bock, & 

Narváez, 2003; Narváez & Hill, 2010).  For example, ethical sensitivity is related to cultural 

maturity because sensitivity leads to “increased tolerance and decreased prejudice” (Narváez & 

Hill, 2010, p. 43).  Being more tolerant of other people outside of one’s culture not only 

enhances one’s cultural awareness, but also allows for greater perspective-taking abilities.  

Fowers and Richardson (1996) considered tolerance for other cultural backgrounds part of a 

“moral movement” (p.  609).  Therefore, it would appear that multiculturalism overlaps with the 

broader morality framework. 

King and Baxter Magolda (2005) brought concepts from both moral psychology and 

multiculturalism into one theory they call cultural maturity.  Cultural maturity shows an 

understanding that outcomes are complex and development is typically multidimensional.  
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Therefore, the cognitive dimension is reaching understanding and high-order thinking.  The 

interpersonal dimension is having a relational sensitivity to and tolerance for others, and the 

intrapersonal dimension represents the ability to evaluate one’s personal background in an effort 

to recognize biases and learn from others.  Within each of these three dimensions, King and 

Baxter Magolda assigned three levels of development: initial; intermediate; and mature.   

Cognitive dimension. 

The initial level of cognitive development represents an assumption of knowledge about 

others and self.  In this phase, the student is typically naïve about other cultures and at the same 

time very resistant to changing their assumptions.  The cultural assumptions represented in this 

level have typically come from an authority figure, and the student is thus very resistant to any 

perceived challenge to those assumptions. 

The intermediate level of cognitive development represents an evolving awareness of 

people and culture.  In this level, students rely less on knowledge from authority figures and 

spend more time on developing knowledge through personal processes.  The student here is 

beginning to understand that there are different perspectives that color a person’s understanding.  

This allows for students to be less judgmental about another culture as they understand that 

differences do not necessarily equate to right and wrong; therefore, students do not automatically 

judge a culture that holds a different belief as being wrong. 

The mature level of cognitive development represents the student moving to the 

understanding that knowledge requires context about culture.  The student at this level is able to 

change perspectives consciously.  This allows the student to view multiple perspectives and 

contexts, which in turn allows them to perceive different cultural frameworks. 
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Intrapersonal dimension. 

The initial level of intrapersonal development represents a student with little to no 

knowledge of self.  The student does not question his or her own culture and does not have 

knowledge of other cultures.  In this level of development, a student’s sense of self is largely 

defined by the group that he or she belongs to and the thinking of that group.  A student here 

may feel threatened by different world views and different cultures.  There will be no 

understanding of the complexities around different worldviews, and the student may have strong 

feelings of “us vs. them.” 

In the intermediate level of intrapersonal development, the student is beginning 

intentional self-exploration.  Students here should begin to look at their own culture in the 

context of the broader world.  Students should be able to begin analyzing their own power and 

privilege within their society and culture. 

The mature level of intrapersonal development is marked by more rigorous self-

examination.  The student will be eager to have his or her world view questioned and will be 

open to examining his or her culture in the context of society’s worldview.  Students in this level 

will be comfortable with their cultural identity and in interacting with other cultures. 

Interpersonal dimension. 

The initial level of interpersonal development is marked by the student’s egocentric 

views of the world—through the lens of the student’s affinity group.  In this sense, nothing that 

differs from the views of the affinity group could be right, so everything else must be wrong.  

The student may recognize values of other groups, but dismisses them as wrong or ignorant.   

The intermediate level of interpersonal development shows the student’s growth in his or 

her willingness to interact with diverse groups of people.  The student at this level will begin to 
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broaden his or her views of the world and will be more accepting of other groups.  However, in 

this stage, that growth is mitigated by the student’s continued need to use the approval of others 

as the standard for the student’s own decision-making process. 

In the mature level of interpersonal development, the student demonstrates the capacity 

for cultural interaction feeling threatened.  The student will understand that there are many 

possible cultural structures for people to fit into and does not judge a person based on their 

cultural structure.  This level is usually marked by the student’s willingness to work for the rights 

of others outside his or her cultural group. 

Integration of the three domains. 

Several studies demonstrate links across the three domains.  The cognitive 

acknowledgment that people hold multiple perspectives on issues is supported by the 

intrapersonal internal sense of self in intercultural issues (Baxter Magolda, 2003).  Additionally, 

a student’s level of tolerance for diversity is mirrored by the complexity level of their cognitive 

reflective judgment (Guthrie, 1997).  Endicott and colleagues (2003) looked for correlations 

between moral judgment and intercultural sensitivity.  They suggested that the two overlap 

because they are rooted in the ability to examine and understand multiple perspectives or 

flexibility in moral and cultural thinking.  Hence the three domains are interdependent and do not 

stand alone, but rather show considerable overlap. 

King and Baxter Magolda (2005) thus argued that to achieve the goal of producing 

college graduates who can see themselves and the world in ways that are flexible and promote 

understanding, educators must promote cultural maturity.  They further argued that we must 

approach this education by addressing all three domains: cognitive; intrapersonal; and 
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interpersonal.  If we do not educate in all three domains, then students will not achieve the ability 

to function at a culturally mature level. 

Cognition. 

Having the capacity to know different world perspectives is central to cultural maturity.  

Cognition’s role in cultural maturity pertains to one’s perspectives of other cultures.  Like 

Kohlberg’s stages of moral development, King and Baxter Magolda’s (2005) theory of cultural 

maturity progresses from an aspect of ethnocentricity to someone who can shift perspectives 

knowingly.  Bizumic and Duckitt (2008) postulated that narcissism and ethnocentrism were 

closely interrelated; students who are centered on themselves also have a tendency to be 

ethnocentric in their worldview.  Moral reasoning as defined by Kohlberg is a purely cognitive 

function, and Endicott and colleagues (2003) showed that moral reasoning and intercultural 

maturity are linked in sociocognitive flexibility.  Increased sociocognitive flexibility led to 

increases in both moral reasoning and intercultural maturity in 70 undergraduate students at a 

large Midwestern university.  These links show the interrelationship between cognitive gains and 

the development in cultural maturity that has been identified as desired outcome from colleges 

and universities. 

Intrapersonal knowledge. 

Intrapersonal knowledge has to do with how a person defines his or her identity, such as 

nationality, race, ethnicity, gender, etc.  In terms of cultural maturity, people move through the 

levels of intrapersonal knowledge, starting with complete lack of awareness of themselves, 

through a period of confusion and questioning who they are, and finally to a level where they 

have developed a sense of self.   

Baxter Magolda (2003) suggested that critical thinking is the most agreed upon goal of 
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higher education.  She further stated that a student cannot grow critical thinking skills without 

having a sense of self-awareness.  Baxter Magolda, King, and Drobney (2010) showed that 

exploring multiple perspectives is also a key step in developing critical thinking for first-year 

students.   

Likewise, Brown (2006) also discussed that humans are naturally distrustful or fearful of 

others who are different from ourselves.  She wrote in response to an apparent lack of 

multicultural competence and insensitivity in teachers, who are increasingly coming into contact 

with a more diverse student body.  She asserted that to start the process of learning about other 

cultures, one must first examine one’s background.  In this manner, students can examine and 

reflect upon their personal beliefs that may uphold unconscious prejudice.  Once a person is 

more aware of him or herself, that person can then begin the next few phases, which involve 

communicating with people from different backgrounds, improving knowledge of other cultures, 

and then learning how to interact (or what Brown considers building a community).   

Researchers have also indicated that knowledge of self is vital to moral development 

(Derryberry & Thoma, 2005).  In this study, self-understanding was seen as a key to moral 

action, and moral action includes relations with others including those with different 

backgrounds and ethnicities than the participants.  In their work, Hannah and colleagues (2011) 

linked self-knowledge with cultural maturation and state that they are inexorably tied together.  

Hardy (2006) also linked self-identity with prosocial activity through moral emotion and moral 

reasoning.   

Kuh and Umbach (2004) used data from the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE) to link knowledge of self with character development and diversity.  They found that 

although most colleges and universities expect to develop character in their students (or at least 
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the institutions state that goal in their mission statements), only colleges and universities with 

programs that promote self-discovery made significant gains in character development of their 

students.  Although Lanik’s (2001) study was not done in American colleges and universities, he 

effectively links classroom projects that promote self-awareness with gains in cultural maturity.  

Lanik, in fact, discusses the failure of formal intercultural programs in promoting cultural 

maturity within European schools and states that classroom projects that help students to know 

themselves better lead to greater gains.  Monroe (2003) suggested in her study that identity has a 

great impact on how people see the world and how they react to others.  She tied that sense of 

self to moral action and how a person reacts to other cultures.   

These studies show that how people view themselves is integral to how they view the 

world.  Without that self-knowledge, cultural maturity cannot exist. 

Interpersonal behavior. 

How one behaves around others is the most visible form of one’s cultural maturity.  

Consideration and compassion for others is one of the core elements of morality, and prosocial 

behavior toward others is morality’s ultimate goal.  Blasi (1980) was paramount in bringing the 

discussion of moral action into the conversation about moral development.  People cannot be 

defined simply by what they think or whether they know right from wrong.  They must also take 

ownership of those ideals by how they act.   

Respecting others involves tolerance for all races, genders, ages, cultures, abilities, and 

personal beliefs.  Brabeck and Rogers (2000) studied the opportunity that moral education offers 

in the field of human rights work.  Specifically their study targeted moral education as a vehicle 

for increasing cultural maturity and thereby furthering an understanding of human rights.  The 

authors concluded that the two fields overlap and that an understanding of cultures is important 
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to fostering a sense of promoting the collective good.  Brandhorst (2002) examined the need to 

teach about other cultures within schools.  He demonstrated the importance by discussing 

changing demographics as well as cultural conflict.  In this way, he promoted the idea of 

modeling how society interacts with other cultures and how important that tension is.  Endicott, 

Bock, and Narváez (2003) studied the relationship between moral reasoning and intercultural 

development.  They found a strong correlational relationship and theorized that the cognitive 

processes associated with multicultural experiences facilitate the development of both.  These 

researchers studied how people relate to others and the importance that that relationship has on 

moral development.  According to King and Baxter Magolda (2005), how one relates to others 

also impacts cultural maturity. 

Effects of Cultural Maturity on Student Development  

When research interests began to shift toward multicultural studies, many researchers 

found that they had to first prove that such research had merit.  Especially in the early 2000s, the 

public began to push back on affirmative action admissions standards (Chang et al., 2004; 

Engberg & Hurtado, 2011; Gurin et al., 2004).  The Supreme Court deliberated over cases such 

as Grutter and Gratz.  In these cases, the University of Michigan argued that it was trying to 

create a diverse campus, but critics argued that admissions criteria that favored minority students 

were discriminatory.  After this point, citizens began to question why having a diverse campus 

was important and what benefits could come from diversifying initiatives.  In fact, some 

researchers have found that Americans tend to view diverse campuses as a negative factor in the 

perception of institutional quality (Bastedo & Bowman, 2010; Bowman & Bastedo, 2009). 

Numerous studies have since bolstered the arguments for having a diverse campus and 

developing a sense of cultural maturity in students.  Benefits of multicultural studies include 
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higher cognitive gains, greater cultural knowledge, reduced prejudicial bias, inclination toward 

social action, and increased likelihood of civic participation.  The research in this section 

explains these gains for students who were exposed to diversity initiatives, such as courses and 

workshops or multicultural programs and co-curricular activities. 

Higher cognitive gains.  

Although one of the outcomes of higher education is higher levels of cognition in 

general, studies indicate that students who participate, either actively or passively, in diversity 

experiences have even higher gains in cognition.  As King and Baxter Magolda (2005) have 

theorized, students who are exposed to different perspectives will challenge their own ways of 

thinking and incorporate more critical thought. 

Astin (1993) was among the first to explore the effects of diversity on college students.  

In his study of over 82 outcome measures, Astin included the effects of a diverse environment.  

His prominent investigation involved over 25,000 students at 217 four-year colleges and 

universities.  The study included a pre-test when the participants in the study entered college in 

1985 and a post-test during their senior year in 1989.  In that study, Astin focused seven of his 

environmental measures toward diversity at the institutional, faculty, and student level.  The 

student level totaled five measures.  He found that students in educational environments with 

more opportunities for diversity experiences achieved greater gains in cognitive outcomes than 

students who had less exposure.  Those who directly participated in multiculturalism workshops 

and courses had the highest gains.  These findings were true even after controlling for entering 

student characteristics, as the pre-test and post-test measured the change in individual students.  

In sum, Astin determined that multiculturalism facilitates the overarching goals of higher 

education. 
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The research of Antonio, Chang, and their colleagues (2004) specifically sought to 

measure the effect of “novelty” that interaction with diverse others had on students’ complex 

thinking skills.  In a study across three universities, involving over 350 students, these 

researchers used a combination of observations and interviews to determine that when a 

culturally diverse person was present and vocal in group discussions, all students in that group 

experienced a sense of novelty that contributed to their critical thinking.  The researchers also 

concluded that prolonged interaction over the course of time (as opposed to exposure in a single 

classroom setting) had even greater benefits to critical thinking.  Even though they strongly 

suspect that diversity experiences lead to greater critical thinking skills, these authors warn that 

their findings do not necessarily indicate a causal link.   

The research of Denson and Chang (2009) sought to investigate the effect of students’ 

participation in diversity experiences.  As a secondary aim, this study hoped to validate prior 

research on the benefits of multiculturalism based on simple statistical analyses.  Denson and 

Chang used hierarchical linear modeling of data from the Cooperative Institutional Research 

Program (CIRP), which is a national survey of students at the start of their freshman year, and 

the Higher Education Research Institute’s (HERI) College Student Survey (CSS), which is taken 

after the end of a students’ fourth year of college.  The analysis involved a little over 20,000 

students from 236 four-year institutions.  The results of their study led the researchers to 

conclude that, like previous studies, the higher-level statistical model also supports benefits in 

cognitive and personal development as a result of students’ exposure to diversity experiences. 

Bowman’s (2010a) meta-analysis led him to conclude that experiences with racial 

diversity (as opposed to experiences with diversity that are nonracial or experiences with 

diversity courses or workshops rather than actual diverse peers) had a significant effect on 
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cognitive development.  Bowman further explained that cognitive abilities or skills are different 

than cognitive tendencies.  Many college students enroll in postsecondary education with a 

certain level of cognitive skills or knowledge; however, having different experiences to grow 

their ability to utilize multiple perspectives can help them grow their cognitive tendencies or 

ways of thinking.  Bowman suggested that multicultural development can help enhance cognitive 

tendencies more so than cognitive skills. 

Engberg and Hurtado’s (2011) longitudinal research of students from 10 large research 

universities across the country found that university-sponsored diversity experiences had an 

impact on students’ critical thinking and intellectual skills.  Positive interactions led to higher 

gains, while negative encounters decreased critical thinking skills but not with the same 

magnitude as the increase with positive interactions. 

Hu and Kuh (2003) analyzed results of the College Student Experiences Questionnaire 

(CSEQ), a large survey that involved 124 four-year postsecondary institutions and almost 54,000 

students.  They compared results of different races of students, including White, African-

American, and Latino/a students.  The results led them to conclude that diversity experiences did 

have a positive association with cognitive abilities, but had a very weak connection to 

intelligence and almost no connection to science and technology skills. 

Despite the seemingly positive findings of the linkages to critical thinking and higher 

cognitive gains, researchers are concerned that the extant research may not be telling the whole 

story.  Many researchers have uncovered an unevenness in general cognitive gains as a result of 

interaction and novel experiences with people from different backgrounds (e.g., Engberg, 2004; 

Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002; Wood & Sherman, 2001).  Hurtado (2007), for example, 

found that gains in cognitive thinking are directly related to positive experiences with diversity 
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settings.  If students experience negative interactions, then they are likely to experience a decline 

in cognitive skills or remain in their old way of thinking. 

Similarly, researchers Troyer and Youngreen (2009) sought to study the positive aspects 

of group conflict as a way of circumventing “groupthink” or unanimous cooperation with the 

predominant thoughts.  In their analysis involving 68 undergraduate students, the researchers 

wanted to measure the number of ideas generated and the level of inventiveness of those ideas in 

a group project.  They found that conflict directed at specific individuals led to negative effects 

on the group, suppressing idea generation.  On the other hand, conflict over ideas themselves (as 

opposed to specific individuals) led to more unique solutions.   

Greater cultural knowledge. 

Related to gains in cognitive abilities for college students who are exposed to diversity 

experiences, benefits also include greater cultural knowledge of other groups of people.  This 

section bares mention because these gains are important for interacting in an increasingly diverse 

world, particularly in the workforce. 

Astin’s (1993) seminal work suggests that students who achieve greater cultural 

awareness also tend to have higher satisfaction rates, both with their college experience overall 

and with their outlook on their lives as working professionals.  These students are more likely to 

become involved in “demonstrations” for the pursuit of equality of citizens.  On the downside, 

students who achieve greater cultural knowledge also tend to think that racism is no longer a 

problem in society. 

Antonio (2001) analyzed the role of interracial interaction in the formulation of cultural 

knowledge.  His study led him to conclude that such interaction is not only positive, but is also 

beneficial in the formulation of leadership skills.  He also found that students with a more 



47 

homogenous friendship group are less likely to see the same types of gains in leadership skills 

and cultural knowledge.  Therefore, institutions of higher education need to foster environments 

that help students, particularly those who may not be initially comfortable outside of their usual 

friendship groups, form interracial associations with diverse peers.   

Hu and Kuh’s (2003) thorough analysis of undergraduate students using the College 

Student Experience Questionnaire found strong support for diversity interventions leading to 

greater “diversity competence” (p.  329).  The study by Gurin and colleagues (2004) indicated 

that students who participated in diversity experiences were more likely to feel greater 

“commonality” with students from other cultures or backgrounds.  They were more likely to 

want to learn more about the other’s background and participate in the other groups’ activities.  

Likewise, Engberg and Hurtado (2011) found strong correlations between positive interactions 

with diverse peers and the desire to learn more about other cultures. 

Reduced prejudicial bias and anxiety. 

Having a desire to learn more about other cultures is linked with having reduced 

prejudicial bias and lower anxiety about interacting with people from different backgrounds.  For 

example, Chang (2002) studied the impact of one institution’s diversity intervention to discover 

that students who participated in a course had reduced prejudicial bias based on a pre-test and 

post-test.  Case (2007), in particular, studied the effect of a single diversity course.  Based on a 

pre- and post-test, Case determined that the course was effective in lowering racial prejudice and 

support for affirmative action in White students, as well as increasing the level of “White guilt” 

(p.  234).   

Engberg and Hurtado (2011) conducted a longitudinal study with students who entered 

college during the 2000-2001 academic year.  The researchers sampled students from 10 large 
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research universities across the country with a 35% response rate.  After controlling for 

preexisting inclinations, these researchers studied levels of intergroup anxiety among students.  

They found that when the university encouraged intergroup interaction, students experienced 

reduced anxiety about interacting with diverse peers.  With more opportunities for interaction, 

the more students received benefits as a result.  Furthermore, these researchers determined that 

after a certain point, students were likely to voluntarily engage in intergroup interaction without 

encouragement.  The students who participated in diversity experiences were also less likely to 

accept some level of inequity in society. 

In their analysis of alumni who graduated five, ten, or twenty years from the time the 

survey was administered, Luo and Jamieson-Drake (2009) found that not only did students’ 

likelihood of interaction with diversity increase as the diversity with the student body increased, 

but they also reported having challenged their current ways of thinking as a result of increased 

interaction.  Furthermore, students who reported more frequent interaction with diverse peers 

were also more likely to indicate that their college preparation brought to their attention moral 

and ethical issues in society.  Graduates who indicated increased frequency of interaction with 

students from different backgrounds than themselves were also more likely to respond that their 

college education prepared them for interacting in our society.  These graduates were 1.64 times 

more likely than their counterparts to “assume leadership roles in professional associations” (p.  

78). 

Promote civic engagement and democracy. 

Many colleges and universities cite democracy and citizenship as an outcome of higher 

education (Hurtado, 2007).  This inclination toward democracy requires tolerance of others and a 

concern for inequity in society (Colby & Sullivan, 2009; Hurtado, 2007).  Numerous studies 
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have shown linkages between a postsecondary education and a person’s inclination to vote (e.g., 

Burden, 2009; Highton & Wolfinger, 2001; Hillygus, 2005), to participate in volunteer activities  

(Astin, Sax, & Avalos, 1999; Choi, 2003; Dee, 2004; Newman & Hernandez, 2011; Olberding, 

2012), and to contribute financially to civic groups or nonprofit organizations (e.g., Newman & 

Hernandez, 2011; Olberding, 2012).  Other researchers contend that students whose development 

includes cultural maturity will experience even more inclination toward civic and democratic 

responsibilities than they would with a college education that did not include an emphasis on 

diversity experiences. 

Gurin and colleagues (2002) studied groups of students broken down by race and 

ethnicity to measure the relationship between various diversity experiences and democratic 

inclinations.  Specifically, the researchers were studying the students’ perceptions that difference 

and democracy can be compatible and the students’ ability to view other perspectives (p.  353).  

They found that, overall, all groups of students experienced positive gains in democratic 

tendencies after experiencing informal multicultural interaction.  These statistically significant 

relationships held true even after controlling for a number of precollege characteristics.  In a 

follow-up study, Gurin and collegues (2004) used many of the same methods as their 2002 study 

to compare a control group and an experimental group of students from varying backgrounds.  

They found that informal interaction among diverse groups of students enhanced their 

democratic tendencies; however, it did not make the experimental students more likely to 

participate in student government or other on-campus governmental groups. 

Pascarella and colleagues (2012) have also determined that interactions and classroom 

experiences with peers from different backgrounds enhances students’ inclination toward 

political activity.  Furthermore, these researchers have made related determinations that 
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interaction among students from different backgrounds leads to a more liberal political 

orientation, particularly for students who identify as conservative or more right-wing in political 

preferences. 

Bowman (2010b) found remarkable consistency in results relating college diversity 

experiences and civic engagement.  These results included both attitudinal and behavioral 

increases in civic tendencies.  He found that the linkages between diversity experiences and civic 

engagement were stronger than linkages between diversity experiences and cognitive gains; 

however, the association between diversity experiences and reduced prejudice is the strongest. 

Using the data from their alumni surveys, Luo and Jamieson-Drake (2009) also 

discovered that students who indicated more frequent interaction with diverse peers were more 

likely to understand cultural differences better and were more likely to volunteer in civic 

activities. 

Lead to social action.  

Beyond voting in elections and spending time volunteering, many claim that multicultural 

education will also compel students to take action against inequities in society.  Based on an 

analysis of 19 institutions of higher education, Pascarella and colleagues (2012) determined that 

interaction with diverse peers stimulates the inclination toward social action in first-year 

students.  Furthermore, the first-year is predictive of senior-year experiences, so, therefore, these 

researchers feel that measuring the first-year experience is sufficient in predicting the students’ 

attitudes throughout their college careers.  Similarly, the research of Engberg and Hurtado (2011) 

supports prior research that students with exposure to diversity-related experiences had an 

increased sense of need for social action and the need for reduction in inequities in our society. 
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Differences in Effects among College Students 

Despite all of the literature that seems to support positive benefits from multicultural 

training, many researchers have pointed out unevenness among the results.  These individuals are 

concerned that only students who have the most room to grow in cultural maturity are likely to 

benefit from interventions, while minority students, those from low-income backgrounds, and 

those who have prior exposure to diversity setting in high school are not as likely to reap the 

benefits of the diversity focus in the college setting. 

Effects on minority students. 

Researchers suggest that White students are more likely to see gains than their minority 

counterparts.  A study by Gurin and colleagues (2004) compared an experimental group and a 

control group of White, African American, Asian, and Latino/a students to measure the effects of 

informal diversity interaction.  They determined that although White students did seem to benefit 

the most from the diverse interactions, minority students did not experience any negative 

responses from the interaction.  The study also indicated that even though the benefits to 

minority students were lower than White students, the minority students still experienced gains 

in perspective-taking and the desire to learn about other cultures.  Antonio (2001, 2004) in 

particular was suspicious of discussions about benefits as a result of multicultural experiences, 

because he believes that these gains are limited to White students.  The research of Saenz and 

colleagues (2007) led them to conclude that diversity interventions were most impactful to White 

students.  Loes, Pascarella, and Umbach (2012) strongly supported institutions that foster 

interaction among diverse peers in accordance with achieving higher intellectual skills; however, 

they also suggested that such interaction is not the “silver bullet” (p. 21) for cognitive gains for 

all students.   
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Researchers believe that the reason White students are more likely to experience the 

majority of the benefits from multicultural education is that they are the least exposed to other 

cultures (e.g., Hu & Kuh, 2003).  Saenz and colleagues (2007) indicated that not only are White 

students less exposed to people from other cultures, they are also the least likely to cross racial or 

ethnic boundaries.  Gurin and colleagues (2004) suggested that minority students have more 

opportunities for interaction with other cultures.  Banks (2009) suggested that White students in 

particular typically come from homogenous communities and have limited occasions for 

interacting with diverse peers.  Similarly, Luo and Jamieson-Drake (2009) conducted alumni 

surveys 5, 10, and 20 years after graduation from four private, highly selective universities.  As 

part of the questions, the researchers first wanted to determine the amount of interactivity with 

diverse peers on a four-point scale with 1=none, 2=little, 3=some, and 4=substantial.  They 

found that the more recent graduates were far more likely to have some and substantial 

interaction with diverse peers than earlier graduates.  Furthermore, Asian, Latino, and African-

American graduates, regardless of their year of graduation, were unlikely to select none or little 

interaction with peers from different cultural backgrounds. 

On the other hand, Hu and Kuh (2003) found that differences among the gains associated 

with diversity experience were more related to institution type than race.  For example, White 

students had more increases in positive benefits than minority students at liberal arts colleges; 

however, there was almost no difference among the races analyzed when comparing gains 

among students at master’s-level institutions.  Results of gains at doctoral-extensive universities 

actually favored minority students over White students. 

Several authors noted that some students are more inclined to enroll in formal 

coursework than others.  As Luo and Jamieson-Drake (2009) discovered, students from African 
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decent were far more likely to participate in diversity coursework than their peers.  These 

researchers determined that informal interaction is more likely to foster benefits leading to 

cultural maturity.  Engberg (2004) also cited flaws with relying on measures of formal 

interventions when students self-select into multicultural courses. 

Loes and colleagues (2012) noted that students were more likely to achieve higher 

intellectual gains and tolerance for interacting with diverse peers as a result of continued 

informal interaction rather than classrooms and workshops that introduce, discuss, and promote 

different cultures.  These researchers suggested that White populations will experience benefits 

differently than minority populations; therefore, institutional interventions may need to target 

certain populations differently. 

Effects on students with exposure to diversity in high school. 

Research has indicated that students’ previous experiences with diversity may affect their 

willingness to engage in interaction with diverse peers.  Saenz and colleagues (2007) suggested 

that a students’ exposure to diverse others before coming to college will influence their 

inclination to interact with peers of a different racial/ethnic background, their intergroup anxiety, 

their willingness to learn about diversity, as well as their choice in whether they participate in 

experiences that might enhance their cultural maturity.  Hu and Kuh (2003) found that those with 

prior experience in interacting with diverse peers indicated little growth in their capacity to 

benefit from interventions.  Likewise, Milem and Umbach (2003) discovered in their study of 

2,911 undergraduate students at a large, research university that 75% of the student body were 

White students who came from all-White neighborhoods and predominantly White high schools.  

Most of the Latino/a and African-American students also came from homogenous neighborhoods 

and often similar high schools.  These authors suggested that the students’ experiences will 
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determine how open they are to diversity interaction; thereby, either perpetuating or preventing 

the continuation of racism in society.  Antonio (2001) went as far as suggesting that White 

students with little diversity interaction will have the most room to grow in cultural maturity, 

followed by minority students who have a mostly homogenous circle of friends. 

Effects on students in different academic majors. 

A few researchers suggest that the students’ choice of academic major will also affect 

cultural maturity; however, the influence of academic departments and majors has not been 

explored well enough (Feldman et al., 1999).  Milem and Umbach (2003) found that students 

who are involved in studies related to art and humanities are more open to diversity and more 

likely to engage in diversity activities.  These researchers even went as far as suggesting that 

students who favor art and social sciences will be less likely to perpetuate a cycle of racial 

segregation in our society.  Furthermore, students who are occupied in the study of realistic and 

enterprising subjects are less likely to challenge their views on racism and stereotypes. 

Pike, Smart, and Ethington (2012) continued the research related to academic majors but 

only explored the relationship of discipline and learning outcomes.  For example, they concluded 

that students in the artistic and social disciplines were more likely to exhibit high-order thinking 

than those in the investigative and enterprise disciplines.  However, students studying enterprise 

disciplines were more collaborative than the other three.  Although this study did not focus on 

multicultural training, one could apply the results of prior research to suggest that those 

disciplines that promote higher-order thinking and collaborative atmospheres are more likely to 

support growth in cultural maturity. 

Need for More Research  

A great deal of the research in this review of the literature supports the idea that 
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institutions of higher education can create environments and forms of intervention that will foster 

interactions among students with diverse backgrounds.  Such interactions can lead to many 

benefits to the students, including cognitive gains, increased knowledge of other cultures, 

enhanced sense of democracy and democratic participation, as well as social action.  The existing 

research also favors informal interaction as the most promising method of instilling cultural 

maturity. 

However, several researchers have found flaws in prior research, particularly with 

research on formal coursework.  Engberg (2004) felt that the existing research on coursework 

raises more questions than answers.  In particular, he asserted that the limitations are great 

because students either choose to take the courses (a pre-condition toward cultural maturity) or 

they elect to take a survey or participate directly in the study (indicating a bias in responses).  

Furthermore, studies that do include all students who participated in the class do not have 

significant findings that suggest that formal coursework is the most beneficial method of 

enhancing students’ cultural maturity.  Bowman (2010a) was also skeptical of the results of 

previous research.  His meta-analysis indicated that longitudinal studies were less likely to find 

significant growth in cognitive gains than pre- and post-tests after a specific intervention.  He 

strongly encouraged future research to include a pre-test, regardless of the length of time in the 

study.  Denson and Chang (2009) were concerned that most studies focus on large, national data 

sets and use a single-level linear model for analysis.   

The greatest consistency in the existing research suggests that informal interactions with 

diverse peers are the most effective for cultural maturity; however, questions remain as to who 

has the most gains (either by racial groups or by discipline).  Much research suggests that White 

students achieve significant gains as a result of multicultural interaction.  Although extant 
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research indicates that minority students do experience some benefit from diversity interaction, 

little is known about what types of intervention institutions of higher education can use to foster 

positive interactions among minority students.  Furthermore, researchers such as Grant (1992) 

suggested that more research is needed to study the effects of interventions on varying student 

characteristics, such as race, class, and gender.  Grant laments that his edited compilation does 

not include any studies to examine the variations among these student types.  Chang and 

colleagues (2004) also pointed out that many studies related to multicultural education usually 

control for student characteristics rather than explore the differences among student experiences. 

Extant research cannot be generalized across all student groups at all institutions.  More 

exploration is needed to help institutions determine which interventions will be the most 

successful for all of their students (Engberg 2004; Bowman 2010a, 2011; Bowman & Denson, 

2012; Hurtado, 2005).  Bowman (2011) specifically called for more research to determine 

positive forms of informal interaction among diverse peers.   

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework developed for this research depicts the interaction of the three 

hypotheses.  Figure 2-1 provides a rendering of the conceptual framework. 

 

Independent Variables Intervention Dependent Variable 

Race 

Major Day One Cultural Maturity Scores 

Diversity Experience 

H3 H2 

 

Figure 2-1. Conceptual framework for hypotheses two and three 
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Research Hypotheses 

Research hypotheses for the study were: 

H1: Students enrolled in the Day One program will have higher scores in cultural 

maturity than students not enrolled in the program.   

H2: Students’ racial identity, frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high 

school, and intended major will significantly influence their cultural maturity. 

H3: The Day One program will have a positive influence on the cultural maturity of 

students above and beyond the influence of the independent variables in H2.  
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Chapter Three  

Methodology 

As the country’s demographics diversify, colleges and universities seek to increase their 

students’ cultural awareness and preparedness for global citizenship (Meacham, 1996).  Beyond 

having tolerance for people of different races, ethnicities, genders, and socio-economic 

backgrounds, graduates need to know how to collaborate with people who are different from 

them (Braskamp & Engberg, 2011; Braskamp, 2011; Engberg & Hurtado, 2011).  Previous 

research has indicated that formal coursework related to cultural maturity has less impact on 

students than informal interaction, but more research is needed about what types of informal 

interaction among diverse peers are the most effective (e.g., Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 

2003).  Although prior research supports growth in cultural maturity for White students, little is 

known about which type of programming is the most influential for minority students (e.g., 

Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Saenz et al., 2007).   

Specifically, this research explored the cultural maturity of students enrolled in a 

leadership/community-service program at a public research university.  This program, called Day 

One, has no formal cultural or diversity education component, but has more diversity in ethnic 

groups and socio-economic groups than the general student population.  Students have 

opportunities to interact with peers who come from different backgrounds during their 

experiences in their living-learning community, their small-group community-service projects, 

and their large-group class activities.  Thus, the program offers a unique opportunity to examine 

the changes in cultural maturity that result from the informal interaction of the students.     
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This chapter describes the research design, starting with the research questions that 

guided the three hypotheses.  These hypotheses compare the cultural maturity of students in the 

Day One program and in the sections of American Government.  Then, the chapter discusses the 

study site at Mississippi State University, which is an institution with higher structural diversity 

than many public research institutions.  This section goes on to discuss the sample with more 

information about students in the Day One program and in the control group.  Next, the chapter 

describes how the Global Perspective Inventory (GPI) was used to measure students’ cultural 

maturity, as well as this instrument’s validity and reliability.  Finally, the study’s constructs are 

explained with details about how each hypothesis was tested and potential limitations discussed.  

Operational Framework 

King and Baxter Magolda (2005) considered concepts from both moral psychology and 

multiculturalism and combined them into one theory called cultural maturity.  They theorized 

that the development of cultural maturity is complex and multidimensional to include cognitive, 

interpersonal, and intrapersonal domains.  The cognitive domain involves reaching 

understanding and high-order thinking, indicating that the person will know how to handle 

complex and unfamiliar situations.  The interpersonal domain involves having a relational 

sensitivity to and tolerance for others, and the intrapersonal domain represents the ability to 

evaluate one’s personal background in an effort to recognize biases and learn from others.   

Several studies demonstrate links across the three domains.  Having a sense of self or 

intrapersonal sense enhances one’s ability to hold multiple perspectives on intercultural issues 

(Baxter Magolda, 2003).  Additionally, a student’s level of tolerance for diversity mirrors the 

complexity level of his or her cognitive reflective judgment (Guthrie, 1997).  Endicott and 

colleagues (2003) suggested that moral judgment and intercultural sensitivity overlap because 
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they are rooted in the ability to examine and understand multiple perspectives or flexibility in 

moral and cultural thinking.  Hence, evidence suggests that the three domains are interdependent 

and do not stand alone, but rather show considerable overlap. 

King and Baxter Magolda (2005) thus found that to achieve the goal of producing college 

graduates who can see themselves and the world in ways that are flexible and promote 

understanding, educators must encourage cultural maturity by addressing all three domains: 

cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal.  If educators do not include all three domains, then 

students will not achieve the ability to function at a culturally mature level. 

Research Design 

This study employed a comparative design.  The first group involved students enrolled in 

a leadership/service-learning program called Day One, and the second group was comprised of 

freshman students enrolled in two sections of an American Government course.  The research 

used independent sample t-tests to compare the mean scores between the Day One students and 

those in American Government.  Additionally, the research utilized a linear regression to 

compare the influence that students’ racial backgrounds, experience with diverse peers in high 

school, and their intended major of study had on their cultural maturity.  Finally, a hierarchical 

linear regression model tested whether the Day One program influenced students’ cultural 

maturity above and beyond the independent variables. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided the hypotheses and subsequent research design: 

 Do students enrolled in the Day One program at Mississippi State University 

score higher on the post-test of the Global Perspectives Inventory (GPI) than 

students not enrolled in the program?   
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 Does a student’s racial identity significantly influence his or her cultural 

maturity?   

 Does the frequency with which a student interacted with diverse peers in high 

school significantly influence his or her cultural maturity?   

 Does a student’s intended major have a significant influence on cultural maturity?   

 Does the Day One program have a positive influence on a student’s cultural 

maturity above and beyond the influence of the student’s racial identity, 

frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high school, and intended major?   

Research Hypotheses 

Research hypotheses for the study were: 

H1: Students enrolled in the Day One program will have higher scores in cultural 

maturity than students not enrolled in the program.   

H2: Students’ racial identity, frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high 

school, and intended major will significantly influence their cultural maturity. 

H3: The Day One program will have a positive influence on the cultural maturity of 

students above and beyond the influence of the independent variables in H2.  

 Hypotheses References 

H1: Students enrolled in the Day One program will have higher scores in cultural 

maturity than students not enrolled in the program.   

The Day One program is a method of informal intervention that promotes diversity 

experiences.  The extant research suggests that participation in a program that provides informal 

interaction should positively affect the cultural maturity of its students (Bowman, 2010a, 2011; 

Chang et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003). 
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H2: Students’ racial identity, frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high 

school, and intended major will significantly influence their cultural maturity. 

Prior research shows that minority students are less likely than White students to benefit 

from formal programs on diversity (Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 

2009).  Additionally, research indicates that students who reported more frequent interaction 

with diverse peers in high school were more likely to be open to activities that will positively 

impact cultural maturity and would, therefore, not experience as much growth in cultural 

maturity as those who had less interaction with diverse peers (Hu & Kuh, 2003; Saenz et al., 

2007).  

Some researchers have found that students’ intended major influences their openness for 

diversity experiences (Pike, Smart, & Ethington, 2012; Milem & Umbach, 2003).  For the 

purposes of this study, majors are broken into the four categories that Pike, Smart, and Ethington 

(2012) identified: artistic, social sciences, enterprising, and investigative.  Pike and colleagues 

found that students in the artistic and social disciplines were more likely to exhibit high-order 

thinking than those in the investigative and enterprise disciplines.  Milem and Umbach (2003) 

likewise suggest that art and humanities majors are more likely open to diversity activities.  They 

further suggest that students in realistic and enterprising majors are less likely to challenge their 

personal views on racism and stereotypes.  These studies indicate that a student’s intended major 

should be taken into account for the study. 

H3: The Day One program will have a positive influence on the cultural maturity of 

students above and beyond the influence of the independent variables in H2.  

More research is needed to determine how to enhance cultural maturity in students whom 

the prior research suggests are less likely to grow in their cultural maturity during college.  Many 
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researchers suggest that informal interventions are more likely to lead to benefits for all students 

(Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009).  The Day One program 

utilizes informal diversity interaction and experiences. 

Study Site 

The study took place at Mississippi State University, a Land-Grant university established 

by the Morrill Act of 1862 in the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools region.  The 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching classifies the university as having very 

high research activity (Mississippi State University, 2013).  Located in a rural area, the city that 

is home to the university had an estimated total population of 24,360 in 2012, with 59.6% of 

those self-identifying as White and 34.6% of those self-identifying as Black or African-

American (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013).  Mississippi State University’s total student enrollment 

was 20,161 for the fall 2013 semester, with 3,156 first-time, full-time freshmen.  Of the freshmen 

population, 2,189 (69.4%) identified as White, non-Hispanic.  African-Americans comprised the 

next largest sub-population with 766 (24.3%) of the freshmen.  Mississippi State University 

draws its students primarily from the State of Mississippi with 14,186 (70.4%) of its entire 

student body being Mississippi residents, 5,232 (25.9%) coming from other states within the 

United States, and 743 (3.7%) being international students (Mississippi State University, 2013). 

Historically, Mississippi State University has a higher percentage of minority students in 

its undergraduate student body than most public research institutions in the nation.  According to 

the U.S. Department of Education (2010), Black students comprised 9.8% of the student body of 

the nation’s public research institutions in fall 2008, while Mississippi State University’s (2008) 

Black student enrollment comprised 20.3% of its student body.  These statistics indicate that 
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Mississippi State University has greater structural diversity in its student enrollment than most 

public research institutions. 

Sample 

The study utilized two groups of students: a group of Day One participants and a group 

not participating in the program.  Day One is a leadership program designed primarily for full-

time, first-time freshman students.  This program utilizes informal diversity experiences, because 

students from different backgrounds participate in a living-learning community and complete 

community-service activities.  The program is built around teams of three to five freshmen from 

varying backgrounds.  Each team has a junior or senior mentor and a faculty mentor.  The teams 

have in-class experiences three times a week and are responsible for team projects with 

community partners.   

Students are recruited to the Day One program through a selection process in the Center 

for Student Leadership and Community Engagement (SLCE).  The center publicizes the Day 

One program through mailings to all incoming students.  At each summer orientation program, 

the SLCE director hosts a program to disseminate more information about, answer questions 

about, and provide applications for the Day One program.  Any first-time student may apply to 

be a participant in the Day One program by completing the application and having a letter of 

recommendation sent to SLCE.  The SLCE staff select the participants from this pool of 

applicants based on the merit of the application and the letter of recommendation.  SLCE staff 

also seeks equitable structural diversity in its enrollment. 

This study utilized data drawn from the fall 2013 Day One cohort.  This cohort consisted 

of 247 freshmen.  Of the participants, 56% identified as female, and 50% identified as a minority 

student.  African-Americans comprised the largest subpopulation of minority Day One students 
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with 44% of the participants.  The students in the Day One program represented majors from 

across the university’s curriculum.   

The second group was a convenience sample of two sections from the fall 2013 semester 

of American Government that included a total of 252 students.  Of these students, 141 were 

freshmen, and only these freshmen were asked to complete the instrument.  American 

Government is one of the most popular general education courses that most graduates at 

Mississippi State University complete.   

The Day One group was chosen for this study because of its use of informal interactions 

with diverse peers.  The group represents more structural diversity than is present within the 

university as a whole.  The group is then divided into small teams that do community service 

together; the SLCE staff consciously form teams with students who are different from each 

other.  This provides many opportunities throughout the semester for informal interaction among 

students from different backgrounds. 

The American Government classes were chosen for this study because they represent a 

good cross-section of the university’s freshman class.  They represent the racial diversity found 

within the university student body and the breadth of majors from each of the university’s 

colleges.  

Instrumentation 

To measure the students’ cultural maturity, this study utilized the Global Perspectives 

Inventory (GPI) developed by Larry Braskamp.  Braskamp and Engberg (2011) describe the 

instrument as having 64 items that measure students’ development in the cognitive, 

intrapersonal, and interpersonal domains.  The GPI includes two measured scales for each of the 

three domains.  The first cognitive scale reflects one’s view of culture as context in determining 
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what is important.  The second cognitive scale reflects one’s understanding or awareness of other 

cultures.  The first intrapersonal scale measures one’s awareness of identity and sense of 

purpose, and the second intrapersonal scale measures one’s level of acceptance and respect for 

other cultures.  The first interpersonal scale measures the level of one’s social concern for others, 

and the second interpersonal scale measures one’s degree of engagement with people different 

from oneself (Braskamp & Engberg, 2011). The scales are specifically designed to mirror the 

three domains of cultural maturity that King and Baxter Magolda (2005) identified. 

Over 100,000 people have completed the GPI since the instrument was introduced in 

2008.  Of those, the subset of undergraduate students totals 36,221.  Braskamp, Braskamp, and 

Engberg (2013) state that the scores reflect the stability and consistency of the participant’s 

responses, even though test-retest reliability varies by scale and length of time between pre-test 

and post-test.  Table 3-1 provides a list of the coefficient alphas for the GPI.  They conducted a 

statistical analysis using the coefficient alphas that indicated the internal consistency of each of 

the six scales.  This analysis used inventories from 9,773 undergraduates from 40 institutions 

who participated from August 1, 2011 – June 1, 2013.   

Table 3-1  

GPI coefficient alphas. 

Scale 

Coefficient 

Alpha 

Cognitive – Knowing .657 

Cognitive – Knowledge .773 

Intrapersonal – Identity .740 

Intrapersonal – Affect .734 

Interpersonal – Social Responsibility .732 

Interpersonal – Social Interaction .700 

Note.  Adapted from Braskamp, Braskamp, & Engberg, 2013. 
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The authors of the GPI also addressed the issues of face validity, concurrent validity, and 

construct validity in their 2013 research.  Face validity refers to the extent to which participants 

feel the survey is fair and reasonable.  In 2007, the authors asked students, faculty, and 

administrators to view a list of several hundred items and what responses to those items were 

supposed to measure.  The reviewers were asked to evaluate the items based on clarity and 

credibility.  Sixty-nine items were selected to be included in the GPI.  In each subsequent version 

of the GPI, the designers used feedback from respondents to revise and clarify each of the scales.  

The version used in this study is the ninth version of the GPI (Braskamp, Braskamp, & Engberg 

2013). 

Construct validity reflects how much the results from the instrument support the 

constructs and concepts used to build the instrument.  Braskamp, Braskamp, and Engberg (2013) 

analyzed their data from the 2012-13 academic year, which included 9,773 responses to the GPI.  

They used a principal component analysis with a Varimax rotation and found that all of the 

scales were consistent with the conceptual underpinnings of the GPI (2013). 

Procedure 

Mississippi State University’s Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness (OIRE) 

administered the GPI to students in the American Government and Day One classes during the 

fall 2013 semester.  Because OIRE is sensitive to utilizing class time to take surveys, printed 

copies were passed out to the students during the first week of the fall semester.  Students were 

asked to complete the surveys and return them the following week.  The professors of these 

classes were responsible for collecting the completed surveys, and the OIRE staff gathered the 

surveys from the professors.  OIRE administered the post-test surveys to the American 

Government students during the last week of classes, following the same process as the pre-test.  
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Day One leaders passed out the post-test during the exam period for the Day One students and 

the surveys were completed during that time. 

OIRE used Scantron’s Class Climate system to scan in the surveys and generate 

summaries based on the data.  OIRE scrubbed the data to ensure no duplicate, missing, or 

erroneous data.  Although the GPI requested student identification numbers, this data is only 

gathered in order to match pre- and post-test surveys.  OIRE aggregated all results so as to ensure 

student confidentiality.  These aggregate results were compared to national norms to inform 

university leadership about progress toward MSU’s goal of preparing students for a globalized 

society. 

With the appropriate provisions (specifically, Institutional Review Board approval), 

OIRE provided the raw data in an Excel spreadsheet for the purposes of this research study.  The 

OIRE staff members added a variable to distinguish the Day One students and the American 

Government students.  Staff also recoded the student identification numbers so that the 

researcher could not identify any students, but was able to match pre- and post-test results and 

view limited demographic information.  Students who were enrolled in both Day One and 

American Government were reported only as a Day One participant and were removed from the 

American Government dataset.  

Study Variables 

The independent (predictor) variables in this study included students’ race /ethnicity, 

frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high school, and intended major.  These variables 

were obtained from responses on the GPI.  Question 39 pertained to students’ race/ethnicity.   

Question 41 addressed students’ intended major.  The GPI provided the following 

response options:  
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a. Agriculture and natural resources 

b. Arts and humanities 

c. Business and law 

d. Communications and journalism 

e. Education and social work 

f. Engineering 

g. Health and medical professions 

h. Physical and biological sciences and math 

i. Social and behavioral sciences 

j. Other 

Following the model of Pike, Smart, and Ethington (2012), these GPI responses were 

recalculated into four reference variables for student major: 1=artistic, 2=social sciences, 

3=enterprising, and 4=investigative.  For the artistic variable, those who selected b on the GPI 

were recalculated as a 1, and the other three responses were a 0.  For the social sciences variable, 

those who answered d, e, or i on the survey were recalculated as a 1, and all the other responses 

equaled a 0.  For enterprising, those who answered c received a 1, and the rest received a 0.  

Finally, for investigative, those who responded a, f, g, or h received a 1, and the rest received a 0.  

Table 3-2 provides a chart displaying the conversion of question 41 into the four categories of 

majors. 

Finally, questions 61 and 62 addressed students’ prior experience with diversity in high 

school.  The responses to these questions included 1=never, 2=rarely, 3=sometimes, 4=often, and 

5=very often.  A new variable was created to establish a students’ prior experience with diversity 

based on answers to the related questions on the GPI.  The new variable added the responses 
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from questions 61 and 62, which totaled a number between 2 and 10.   

Table 3-2  

References variables for intended major. 

GPI response 

to question 41 Artistic 

Social 

Sciences Enterprising Investigative 

b 1 0 0 0 

d, e 0 1 0 0 

c 0 0 1 0 

a,f,g,h 0 0 0 1 

Note.  Adapted from Pike, Smart, and Ethington, 2012 

The intervening variable, or the treatment experience that was provided to only one 

group, is the Day One program.  Students in the Day One program participated in informal 

diversity experiences to enhance their cultural maturity as detailed in the Sample section of this 

chapter. 

The dependent (outcome) variables in this study were the post-test scores in the six scales 

of the GPI: (1) cognitive – knowing; (2) cognitive – knowledge; (3) intrapersonal – identity; (4) 

intrapersonal – affect; (5) interpersonal – social responsibility; and (6) interpersonal – social 

interaction.   

Hypothesis Testing 

To test the hypotheses, the OIRE-provided Excel spreadsheet with all the pre- and post-

test data for each student was imported into SPSS.  The first hypothesis employed an 

independent sample, one-tailed t-test for each GPI subscore to determine whether the Day One 

group’s means were higher than the American Government group’s means.  The second 

hypothesis called for a linear regression to measure the impact that students’ racial identity, 

diversity experiences in high school, and intended majors had on their cultural maturity scores.  



71 

For hypothesis three, this study utilized a hierarchical linear regression to measure whether 

students in the Day One program had higher cultural maturity scores above and beyond the other 

independent variables.  A hierarchical linear regression examined the effect of each independent 

variable as they were entered into the equation one at a time: Block 1 included students’ 

race/ethnicity, block 2 added their frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high school, and 

block 3 included Day One participation.   

Limitations 

This study used a pre-existing group of Day One participants.  The members had self-

selected into this group based on their interests in leadership and community service.  This self-

selection produced a potential bias within this group.  Similarly, the second group was comprised 

of freshmen in American Government classes.  Because the second group came from one type of 

class, American Government students presented the possibility of another bias.  Furthermore, the 

Day One program consisted of not only in-class experience but also participation in a living-

learning community and community-service components, neither of which are a part of the 

American Government class.  The study does not show which of these elements had an impact 

on Day One students.  Because this study was conducted at one university with one cohort of 

students over one semester, care should be taken in generalizing the findings.  Furthermore, the 

sample size for the American Government group was very small—twenty students. This small 

sample size could impact the results. 
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Chapter Four 

Results  

The expected relationships between cultural maturity and the students participating in the 

Day One program in comparison to those from the convenience sample in American 

Government classes not receiving the intervention were found in four of the six subscales of the 

Global Perspectives Inventory (GPI).  Student’s racial identity and frequency of interaction with 

diverse peers in high school were found to have differing levels of significance in the subscales 

of the GPI; however, the intended major of the student was found to have no significance in any 

of the subscales of the GPI.  The hierarchical linear regression (HLR) showed that in three of the 

six subscales of the GPI, the Day One program had a positive influence above and beyond racial 

identity of the student and the frequency of the student’s interaction with diverse peers in high 

school.  

Sample 

Data were collected through the Office of Institutional Research and Effectiveness 

(OIRE) at Mississippi State University.  OIRE administered a paper version of the pre-test and a 

post-test of the GPI to all freshman students participating in the Day One program and in two 

sections of American Government in fall 2013.  Because OIRE is sensitive to utilizing class time 

to take surveys, printed copies were passed out to the students during the first week of the fall 

semester.  Students were asked to complete the surveys and return them the following week.  The 

professors of these classes were responsible for collecting the completed surveys, and the OIRE 

staff gathered the surveys from the professors.  The Day One class enrolled 193 freshmen at the 
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end of the fall 2013 semester.  Of those students, 124 (64.2%) completed the pre-test survey. The 

two sections of American Government had a combined enrollment of 141 freshman, 45 (31.9%) 

of whom completed the pre-test survey. 

The post-test survey was administered to the American Government students during the 

last week of classes, following the same process as the pre-test.  Day One leaders administered 

the post-test during the exam period for the Day One students.  Unfortunately, due to last-minute 

schedule changes in American Government, OIRE was not able to distribute the post-test survey 

until the last week of classes with the return date scheduled for an optional class period.  The 

timing of the delivery of the post-test surveys significantly influenced the response rates for these 

two groups of students.  Of the freshman students, 177 (91.7% of the original 193) Day One 

students and 27 (19.1% of the original 141) American Government students completed the post-

test. 

OIRE used Scantron’s Class Climate system to scan in the surveys and generate an Excel 

spreadsheet with the raw data.  OIRE scrubbed the data to ensure no duplicate, missing, or 

erroneous data and also compared student identification numbers from the pre- and the post-tests 

before recoding the students.  They then removed any identifying information from the data 

before submitting it for this study.  

The recoded student identification numbers from the pre-test and post-test were 

compared with 97 (50.3% of the original 193) Day One students and 20 (14.2% of the original 

141) American Government students completing both surveys.  The respondents who completed 

both the pre- and post-test included 82 females and 35 males.  Furthermore, 63 reported their 

racial identity as White, and 54 reported their racial identity as other than White.  Of the 54 

minority students, 43 (79.6%) identified themselves as African-American. 
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Hypotheses 

Research hypotheses for the study were: 

H1: Students enrolled in the Day One program will have higher scores in cultural 

maturity than students not enrolled in the program.  (Bowman, 2010a, 2011; 

Chang et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003). 

H2: Students’ racial identity, frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high 

school, and intended major will significantly influence their cultural maturity. 

(Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009).   

H3: The Day One program will have a positive influence on the cultural maturity of 

students above and beyond the influence of the independent variables in H2 

(Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009).   

Study Variables 

The independent (predictor) variables in this study included students’ race /ethnicity, 

frequency of interaction with diverse peers in high school, and intended major.  These variables 

were obtained from responses on the GPI and are listed in Table 4-1.   

The dependent variables were the six GPI subscales, representing the cognitive, 

intrapersonal, and interpersonal domains.  These subscales are an average of several questions 

from the test.  Table 4-1 provides the subscale and the related questions from the GPI. 

Rationale for using post-test scores as dependent variables. 

T-tests indicated no significant difference between students’ pre-test and post-test scores; 

in other words, students experienced no significant gains or losses from the beginning of the 

semester to the end of the semester.  Table 4-2 indicates the results of this analysis.  Although 

there was no significant difference between pre-test and post-test scores, the set of scores for the 
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two groups of students were significantly different and the differences in both means and 

significance shifted from the pre-test to the post-test.  These results will be discussed with H1. 

Table 4-1  

List of variable and their relationship to the GPI. 

Independent Variables Relationship to GPI 

 Students’ race/ethnicity  Question 39 recoded as dummy 

variable with 0=White and 1=Minority 

 Frequency of interaction with diverse 

peers 

 Calculated variable that adds results 

from question 61 and question 62; scale 

ranges from 2-10 with 2 being 

infrequent and 10 being very frequent 

 Intended major  Question 41 is recoded into an ordinal 

scale 1-4 with 1=artistic, 2=social 

sciences, 3=enterprising, and 

4=investigative 

Dependent Variables Relationship to the GPI* 

 Cognitive Knowing  Subscale of questions 1, 6, 7, 16, 19, 

20, 30 

 Cognitive Knowledge  Subscale of questions 8, 13, 17, 21, 27 

 Intrapersonal Affect  Subscale of questions 10, 11, 22, 23, 

25, 31, 33 

 Intrapersonal Identity  Subscale of questions 2, 3, 9, 12, 18, 28 

 Interpersonal Social Responsibility  Subscale of questions 5, 14, 26, 32, 34 

 Interpersonal Social Interaction  Subscale of questions 4, 24, 29, 35 

* Question 15 is not a part of any subscale. 
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Table 4-2  

Difference between students' pre-test and post-test scores. 

   

Mean Scores 

(N=117) t-test p-value 

Std. 

Deviation 

1 Cog Know  Pre 3.367 
.341 

0.544 

 Post 3.300 0.530 

2 Cog Know  Pre 3.620 
.864 

0.626 

 Post 3.634 0.593 

3 Intra ID  Pre 4.236 
.752 

0.504 

 Post 4.258 0.574 

4 Intra Aff  Pre 4.015 
.972 

0.548 

 Post 4.013 0.529 

5 Inter SR  Pre 3.917 
.783 

0.574 

 Post 3.896 0.610 

6 Inter SI  Pre 3.307 
.400 

0.672 

 Post 3.379 0.634 

Analysis 

OIRE submitted the raw data from the pre- and post-test surveys in an Excel spreadsheet. 

This spreadsheet was then imported into IBM’s SPSS Statistics version 21 software.  For the 

analysis in SPSS, a variable for racial identity was created using question 39 of the GPI.  This 

question asked respondents to identify their race or ethnicity from the available choices.  

Responses were turned into a dichotomous variable: White or minority.  Variables were also 

created from question 41 of the GPI, which asked respondents to identify their intended major 

from nine choices.  These nine choices were grouped into four variables based on the work of 

Pike, Smart, and Ethington (2012): artistic, enterprising, investigative, and social sciences.  

Finally, questions 61 and 62 of the GPI addressed students’ prior experience with diversity in 

high school.  The responses to these questions include 1=never, 2=rarely, 3=sometimes, 4=often, 
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and 5=very often.  The results of these two questions were added together to create the new 

variable that ranged from 2 to 10.   

Analysis for H1 

The first hypothesis states that students enrolled in the Day One program will have higher 

scores in cultural maturity on the post-test of the Global Perspectives Inventory (GPI) than the 

students enrolled in the American Government sections.  To test this hypothesis, an independent 

samples one-tailed t-test compared students enrolled in the Day One program to students who 

were enrolled in two sections of American Government.  The Day One students had higher post-

test scores than those in American Government.  The Day One students showed higher means in 

all six of the GPI subscales, ranging from 0.095 higher on the cognitive knowing subscale to 

0.501 in the Social Responsibility subscale (see Table 4-3).  The results show support for H1.   

Table 4-3  

Results of one-tailed t-test for GPI scores. 

GPI Domain Group n Mean Std. Dev. 

Mean 

Difference 

Cognitive Knowing 
Day One 97 3.316 0.5422 

0.095 
American Gov. 20 3.221 0.4692 

Cognitive Knowledge 
Day One 97 3.653 0.6247 

0.113 
American Gov. 20 3.540 0.4057 

Intrapersonal Identity 
Day One 97 4.312 0.5216 

0.317* 
American Gov. 20 3.996 0.7407 

Intrapersonal Affect 
Day One 97 4.078 0.5192 

0.379* 
American Gov. 20 3.699 0.4699 

Interpersonal Social 

Responsibility 

Day One 97 3.981 0.5803 
0.501* 

American Gov. 20 3.480 0.5890 

Interpersonal Social 

Interaction 

Day One 97 3.427 0.6092 
0.281* 

American Gov. 20 3.146 0.7117 

* p < .05.      
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The intrapersonal and interpersonal scores for Day One students were significantly higher 

at the less than .05 level.  As the extant research suggests, cultural experiences help to reduce 

prejudicial bias.  Chang (2002) and Case (2007) found that students who were involved in 

multicultural interventions harbored less racial prejudice and increased “White guilt” (Case, 

2007, p. 234).  The t-test indicates that the Day One students who were exposed to informal 

forms of multicultural intervention had higher scores related to their ethnic identity and affect for 

their cultural background in relation to other cultures.  Braskamp and Engberg (2011) explain 

that understanding oneself and one’s background will help in learning to relate, tolerate, and 

understand those who come from different backgrounds. 

Engberg and Hurtado (2011) found with their research that students whose universities 

encouraged intergroup interaction experienced less anxiety about interacting with diverse peers.  

Students in the American Government classes were not necessarily encouraged to interact with 

diverse peers; however, the Day One program specifically set out to establish diverse community 

service groups to encourage the amount of interaction students experienced with those from 

other cultural backgrounds.  On average, Day One students had interpersonal social interaction 

scores that were 0.281 points higher than American Government students. 

Similarly, Luo and Jamieson-Drake (2009) found that students who interacted with 

diverse peers during college were more likely to indicate that their education brought their 

attention to ethical issues of social responsibility.  Pascarella and colleagues (2012) also found in 

their analysis of 19 institutions that first-year students who had higher levels of interaction with 

diverse peers were more likely to see a need for social action.  The results of the t-tests also 

support this literature.  On average, Day One students’ scores on interpersonal social 

responsibility were a half-point higher than American Government students.  Therefore the 
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results from the t-test indicate that the Day One program may have helped increase students’ 

intrapersonal and interpersonal skills. 

However, the findings do not support prior literature that increased diversity interaction 

and informal cultural maturity interventions also lead to higher cognitive levels.  King and 

Baxter Magolda’s (2005) theory of cultural maturity suggests that students who are exposed to 

different perspectives will challenge their own ways of thinking and incorporate more critical 

thought.  Other researchers found similar results from Astin (1993) to Engberg and Hurtado 

(2011).  Furthermore, this level of exposure would also lead to an increased knowledge of other 

cultures.  The results of the t-test indicate that the Day One students had higher mean scores for 

both cognitive sub-scores; however, the differences between the two groups of students was not 

significant.   

Table 4-4 illustrates that post-test scores show the movement that did occur over the 

course of the semester.  In the cognitive domain, the differences in means between the students 

in the Day One program and the students in American Government shrank and the p-values of 

the t-tests increased, showing a decrease in the significance of the scores.  The difference in the 

interpersonal social interaction subscale also decreased as did the significance of that difference.  

However, in the intrapersonal domain and in the interpersonal social responsibility subscale, the 

difference in the means increased and the p-value of the t-test decreased, showing a rise in the 

significance of the scores.  As illustrated in Table 4-4, the post-test means actually decrease from 

the pre-test means in several of the subscores for both Day One and American Government.  Kuh 

and Umbach (2004) found the same phenomenon when researching the National Survey of 

Student Engagement.  They postulated that when giving a pre- and post-test to freshmen in the 

same semester, students would evaluate themselves more fairly on the post-test because they 
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realized how much they did not know.  Perhaps the students in this study also gave themselves 

higher scores in the pre-test, but as they found out more about themselves and others, they began 

to evaluate themselves more realistically. 

Table 4-4  

Difference between Day One and American Government students' pre-test and post-test. 

  Day One American Gov. 

t-test p-value 

of Day One 

and Am. Gov. 

Mean 

difference 

between the 

groups of 

students 

Cog. Knowing Pre 3.428 3.071 .007 0.357 

Post 3.316 3.221 .469 0.095 

Cog. Knowledge Pre 3.684 3.313 .015 0.371 

Post 3.653 3.540 .440 0.113 

Intra. Identity Pre 4.273 4.057 .080 0.216 

Post 4.312 3.996 .024 0.316 

Intra. Affect Pre 4.077 3.718 .007 0.359 

Post 4.078 3.699 .003 0.379 

Inter. Social Resp. Pre 3.995 3.540 .001 0.455 

Post 3.981 3.480 .001 0.501 

Inter. Social 

Interaction 

Pre 3.370 3.000 .024 0.37 

Post 3.427 3.126 .071 0.301 

 

The t-test performed for the analysis provided support for the theoretical framework and 

is useful for noting whether the Day One experience could lead to higher cultural maturity.  

However, t-tests do not examine whether other variables are influencing the groups’ means. 

Analysis for H2 

Hypothesis two states that the student’s racial identity, frequency of interaction with 
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diverse peers in high school, and the student’s intended major will significantly influence his or 

her cultural maturity as measured by the post-test of the GPI.  A linear regression was used to 

test H2 for each of the six subscales of the GPI including variables for racial identity, frequency 

of interaction with diverse peers in high school, and intended major.  The linear regression 

included dummy variables for minority versus White, a scaled variable for frequency of 

interaction with diverse peers in high school, and dummy variables for each of the four major 

classifications.  For the intended major, dummy variables were created for enterprising, 

investigative, and social science.  The artistic major served as the referent group because 

researchers (Milem & Umbach, 2003) indicated that students in these majors will be more 

difficult to impact than the other majors. 

Table 4-5 displays in one table the beta coefficients for the linear regressions of each GPI 

subscore for ease of comparison.  Racial identity shows significance in three subscales: 

intrapersonal identity, intrapersonal affect, and interpersonal social interaction.  Studies from 

Gurin and colleagues (2002, 2004) and Antonio (2001, 2004) suggest that minority students will 

have higher cultural maturity scores than White students.  The results of this regression indicate 

that minority students may have an enhanced understanding of themselves and their background 

and a greater inclination to interact with diverse peers than their White counterparts, but race had 

no statistical effect on students’ cognition and social responsibility. 

Diversity experiences in high school showed significance in both the cognitive 

knowledge subscale and the interpersonal social interaction subscale.  Students who had prior 

exposure to diverse peers before coming to college were more likely to have better knowledge of 

other cultures and were more likely to engage in interaction with diverse peers in college.  These 

findings support Saenz and colleagues (2007) and Hu and Kuh (2003).  However, prior diversity 
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experience had no impact on students’ cognitive knowing abilities, intrapersonal identity, 

intrapersonal affect, or social responsibility.  

Table 4-5 

Beta coefficients of race, diversity experience, and major for each GPI domain. 

 

Cog. 

Knowing 

Cog. 

Knowledge 

Intra. 

Identity Intra. Affect 

Inter. Social 

Resp. 

Inter. Social 

Interaction 

race -.065  .130  .242*  .274**  .125 .313*** 

diversity 

experience 

-.000  .076*  .001  .040  .036 .345*** 

major        

   enterprising  -.100 -.097  .283  .045  .156 .026 

    investigative  .045 -.120  .017  .089  .107 .058 

   social science  .065 -.063 -.164 -.058 -.030 .031 

r2  .015  .076  .111*  .108*  .059 .246*** 

* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

The regressions provided no indication that students’ intended major had any effect on 

their cultural maturity.  None of the four majors had significant impact on any of the six GPI 

subscores.  Only two studies could be found to suggest that the content in some majors would 

affect students’ ability to adjust their perspectives about other cultures (Milem & Umbach, 2003; 

Pike, Smart, and Ethington, 2012).  

Because the variables for students’ intended majors had no significance in any of the six 

linear regressions, the same test was repeated without those four variables.  Table 4-6 provides 

the beta coefficients of race and diversity experience for each of the six sub-scores.  Removing 

the variables for major had little effect on the impact of racial identity or diversity experiences on 

the linear regression.  The coefficient of determination decreased slightly when intended major is 
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excluded from the model.  These findings indicate that intended major has no significant 

influence on the model. 

Table 4-6  

Beta coefficients of race and diversity experience for each of the GPI domains. 

 

Cog. 

Knowing 

Cog. 

Knowledge 

Intra. 

Identity Intra. Affect 

Inter. Social 

Resp. 

Inter. Social 

Interaction 

race -.084 .123 .267** .317*** .163 .298*** 

diversity 

experience -.026 .24** .04 .1 .068 .343*** 

r2  .008 .079** .075* .118*** .034 .229*** 

* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

Table 4-6 indicates partial support for H2.  Racial identity is significant in three of the six 

GPI subscales: intrapersonal identity; intrapersonal affect; and interpersonal social interaction.  

Experience with diversity in high school significantly influenced two of the subscales: cognitive 

knowledge and interpersonal social interaction.  Interestingly, the results from the regressions 

indicate that students’ racial identity and their prior experiences with diverse peers was a highly 

significant predictor of their inclination to interact with diverse peers in college.  On the other 

hand, neither was a predictor of their sense of social responsibility.  The next analysis discusses 

whether informal diversity training is an effective intervention for college students. 

Analysis for H3 

The third hypothesis stated that the Day One program as the intervention in this study 

will have a significant influence on the student’s cultural maturity above and beyond the other 

factors in the study as measured by the post-test of the GPI.  Because students’ intended major 

was found to have no statistical influence in the model based on the analysis in H2, these 
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variables were omitted from H3 as well.  Table 4-7 displays the beta coefficients that resulted 

from the hierarchical linear regression (HLR) for race, diversity experience, and Day One 

intervention. This table shows that both racial identity and diversity experiences maintained the 

same significance as they showed in H2.  The table further illustrates that the HLR determined 

significance for Day One intervention in intrapersonal identity, intrapersonal affect, and 

interpersonal social responsibility above and beyond the significance of the other variables.   

Table 4-7  

Beta coefficients of race, diversity experience, and Day One intervention. 

 

Cog. 

Knowing 

Cog. 

Knowledge 

Intra. 

Identity Intra. Affect 

Inter. Social 

Resp. 

Inter. Social 

Interaction 

race -.087 .15  .272** .328*** .17 .336*** 

race -.084 .123  .267** .317*** .163 .298*** 

diversity 

exper. -.026 .24**  .04 .1 .068 
.343*** 

race -.087 .123  .261** .309*** .153 .295*** 

diversity 

exper. -.043 .237* -.002 .047 .002 
.326*** 

Day One  .082 .013  .194* .243** .302*** .079 

r2  .121 .079*  .088** .174*** .097** .235*** 

* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

Table 4-7 supports the existing research that informal interactions between students from 

different backgrounds result in increases in their cultural maturity (Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 

2003); therefore, the model supports H3.  These increases, however, were limited to the two 

intrapersonal measures and one interpersonal measure.  Interestingly, Day One intervention is the 

only significant predictor for higher scores in social responsibility.  Furthermore, when the Day 
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One variable was introduced into the model, the impact of diversity experiences on knowledge of 

other cultures decreased in significance. 

Descriptive Analysis 

Descriptive statistics displayed in Table 4-8 provide the post-test scores for minority 

students and White students in both American Government and the Day One program.  The 

regressions for H2 and H3 indicated that minority students have higher mean scores than White 

students except for cognitive knowing.  This chart shows that Day One minority students have 

the highest subscores (with the exception of cognitive knowing), followed by Day One White 

students.  Day One White students have the highest cognitive knowing scores. 

Table 4-8  

Post-test means by intervention and race. 

Student 

Group 

Racial 

Identity Stats 

Cog. 

Knowing 

Cog. 

Know-

ledge 

Intra. 

Identity 

Intra. 

Affect 

Inter. 

Social 

Resp. 

Inter. 

Social 

Interact. 

Am. 

Gov. 

White Mean 

(n=12) 
3.190 3.583 3.799 3.609 3.433 3.014 

Std. Dev. 0.5460 0.3353 0.8067 0.5076 0.5646 0.6295 

Minority Mean 

(n=8) 
3.268 3.475 4.292 3.833 3.550 3.344 

Std. Dev. 0.3536 0.5120 0.5474 0.4000 0.6568 0.8231 

Day 

One 

White Mean 

(n=51) 
3.378 3.544 4.189 3.910 3.886 3.222 

Std. Dev. 0.4711 0.6410 0.5380 0.4746 0.5604 0.6418 

Minority Mean 

(n=46) 
3.247 3.774 4.449 4.263 4.087 3.654 

Std. Dev. 0.6094 0.5897 0.4717 0.5077 0.5898 0.4837 
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Chapter Five 

Conclusions 

This study explored the influence of an informal intervention—the Day One program at 

Mississippi State University—on the cultural maturity of the participating students.  Prior 

research is mixed about which form of multicultural training is beneficial to students.  Research 

suggests that students who have the most room to grow in cultural maturity will reap the greatest 

benefits—notably, White students, students who had infrequent interaction with diverse peers in 

high school, and students who are studying majors in the arts or social sciences.  Furthermore, 

research asserts that not all students experience the same amount of growth in cultural maturity.  

With the exception of students’ intended major, the results of this study both support the 

previous research and provide more information about the effectiveness of informal multicultural 

experiences in enhancing students’ cultural maturity.   

The statistical analyses supported both H1 and H3, but only partially supported H2.  

Students participating in the Day One program had significantly higher scores on four of the six 

GPI subscales than those students participating in the two sections of American Government.  

Both racial identity and diversity experiences in high school had a significant impact on a 

student’s cultural maturity.  Racial identity specifically influenced the intrapersonal identity, the 

intrapersonal affect, and the interpersonal social responsibility subscales.  Diversity experiences 

in high school affected the cognitive knowledge and the interpersonal social interaction 

subscales.  Students’ intended major, however, was found to have no significant influence on any 

of the six GPI subscales.  The Day One program significantly influenced three of the subscales 
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of the GPI above and beyond the other included factors for participating students.  Other than 

diversity experiences in high school, none of the independent variables in this study had any 

significant impact on students’ cognition as measured by the GPI. 

Discussion 

The results from this study support the existing research related to informal diversity 

interaction, racial identity, and prior diversity experience.  Research about students’ intended 

major had been mixed, and this study found no relationship between major and cultural maturity.  

Furthermore, the study contributes to the body of knowledge by indicating that informal diversity 

interaction is a significant predictor of four out of six measures of cultural maturity. 

Higher scores from the intervention. 

The cultural maturity scores on the GPI were expected to be higher in the Day One group 

than in the American Government group.  The prior research supports the assertion that 

participation in a group that encouraged informal interaction among students from different 

backgrounds would result in increased scores in cultural maturity as measured by the GPI 

(Bowman, 2010a, 2011; Chang et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003).   

Chang and colleagues (2006) and Hurtado and colleagues (2008) suggest that having 

adequate structural diversity in the environment is a necessary component for enhancing 

students’ cultural maturity.  The Day One program enrolls a larger proportion of minority 

students (50%) than found in the general student population at Mississippi State University 

(30.6%).  Students in the program work in small teams on community-service projects, and the 

Student Leadership and Community Engagement staff who are responsible for facilitating the 

Day One program ensure that these teams mirror the demographics of the Day One cohort.  

Although the Day One program does not offer formal diversity training, it does provide ample 
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opportunity for informal interaction among diverse peers because of its high structural diversity. 

Four subscales of the GPI showed higher means for the Day One students than for the 

American Government students.  Intrapersonal identity and intrapersonal affect showed 

differences of 0.317 and 0.379 respectively, both with p scores significant to less than .05.   The 

intrapersonal subscales examine how students learn about themselves.  This research suggests 

that students who interact with people from different backgrounds might gain a better 

understanding of their own cultural background and the potential source of their biases. 

Interpersonal social responsibility and interpersonal social interaction were the other two 

subscales that had a significant difference in the means for Day One and American Government 

students.  The interpersonal scales of cultural maturity reflect how the students perceive their 

interactions with people from different backgrounds.  Interpersonal social responsibility had the 

largest difference in mean at 0.501 with a p score significant to less than .05.  The interpersonal 

social interaction subscale had a mean difference of 0.281 with a p score significant at less than 

.05.  The large difference in interpersonal social responsibility very likely was influenced by the 

program and the community service component of Day One. 

Racial identity. 

Research shows that minority students are less likely to be positively impacted by formal 

programs on diversity (Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009).  Hu 

and Kuh (2003) believe that formal diversity programs are targeted toward White students. 

Antonio (2001, 2004) also predicted that multicultural experiences typically benefitted White 

students more than minority students.  Gurin and colleagues (2004) conducted a study that 

showed White students benefited more than minority students from formal diversity interaction.  

However, these studies focused on students’ cognitive development.  Loes and colleagues (2012) 
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built on these previous studies, specifically mentioning that fostering interaction among diverse 

peers is not a “silver bullet” (p. 21) for cognitive gains among students, specifically minority 

students.  

 The results of this study show that racial identity had no significant influence on either of 

the cognitive subscales of the GPI.  The study also showed no significant relationship between 

racial identity and a student’s score on the interpersonal social responsibility subscale.  However, 

racial identity did have a significant influence on three of the GPI subscales: intrapersonal 

identity; intrapersonal affect; and interpersonal social interaction.  Additionally, minority 

students had higher mean scores for these three subscales than their White student counterparts.   

Diversity experiences in high school. 

Research indicates that students’ previous experiences with diversity may affect their 

willingness to interact with diverse peers.  Saenz and colleagues (2007) suggested that students’ 

exposure to diverse others before coming to college will influence their inclination to interact 

with peers of a different racial/ethnic background, their intergroup anxiety, their willingness to 

learn about diversity, as well as their choice in whether to participate in experiences that might 

enhance their cultural maturity.  Hu and Kuh (2003) found that those with prior experiences in 

interacting with diverse peers indicated less benefit from interventions than those who had fewer 

experiences.  Likewise, Milem and Umbach (2003) discovered in their study of 2,911 

undergraduate students at a large, research university that 75% of the student body were White 

students who came from all-White neighborhoods and predominantly White high schools.  Most 

of the Latino/a and African-American students also came from homogenous neighborhoods and 

often similar high schools.  These authors suggested that the students’ experiences will determine 

how open they are to diversity interaction; thereby, either perpetuating or preventing the 
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continuation of racism in society.  Antonio (2001) went as far as suggesting that White students 

with little diversity interaction will have the most room to grow in cultural maturity, followed by 

minority students who have a mostly homogenous circle of friends. 

This study found that diversity experience in high school was significant in two GPI 

subscales: cognitive knowledge and interpersonal social interaction.  The other four subscales 

showed no significance for diversity experience in high school.  Interestingly, diversity 

experience in high school is the only factor that showed any significance for either of the 

cognitive subscales, which could be an area for more research, as this study does not suggest a 

reason for the significance. 

Intended major. 

A few researchers suggested that the students’ choice of academic major will also affect 

cultural maturity; however, this area needed further research (Feldman et al., 1999).  Milem and 

Umbach (2003) found that students who are involved in studies related to art and humanities are 

more open to diversity and more likely to engage in diversity activities.  These researchers even 

went as far as suggesting that students who favor art and social sciences will be less likely to 

perpetuate a cycle of racial segregation in our society.  Furthermore, students who are occupied 

in the study of realistic and enterprising subjects are less likely to challenge their views on 

racism and stereotypes. 

Pike, Smart, and Ethington (2012) continued the research related to academic majors, but 

only explored the relationship of discipline and learning outcomes.  For example, they concluded 

that students in the artistic and social disciplines were more likely to exhibit high-order thinking 

than those in the investigative and enterprise disciplines.  However, students studying enterprise 

disciplines were more collaborative than the other three.  Although the researchers’ study did not 
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focus on multicultural training, one could interpret their results as suggesting that those 

disciplines that promote higher-order thinking and collaborative atmospheres are more likely to 

support growth in cultural maturity. 

In the regression for H2, the majors as broken into the four categories showed no 

significance in any of the six subscales of the GPI.  When intended major is removed from the 

equation, the coefficient of determination value decreased only slightly in the statistical analysis.  

Although linkage in the literature between students’ intended majors and their cultural maturity 

had been weak, these results do not support the existing literature. 

Day One program. 

Many researchers have suggested that informal interventions with diverse peers are more 

likely to lead to benefits for students than formal multicultural training (Gurin et al., 2004; Hu & 

Kuh, 2003; Luo & Jamieson-Drake, 2009).  The Day One program utilizes informal diversity 

interaction and experiences.  The program, which has a high degree of structural diversity, has no 

coursework that references multiculturalism or diversity.  However the three- to five-member 

teams that are assigned to work on community projects together are purposefully diverse.  In 

addition, the Day One students live together, grouped in several residence halls.  In this way, 

students from different backgrounds are encouraged to meet and work together in order to 

accomplish goals. 

The hierarchical linear regression run for H3 suggests that the Day One program does 

have a positive influence on the cultural maturity of the participating students.  Specifically, the 

subscales of intrapersonal identity, intrapersonal affect, and interpersonal social responsibility 

were significantly influenced by the program.  Intrapersonal identity and intrapersonal affect 

were both impacted by racial identity; however, the Day One program impacted the subscale 



92 

score above and beyond the influence of racial identity.  Of particular note, Day One was the 

only factor that influenced social responsibility. 

The findings for H2 suggest that students, particularly White students and those from 

homogenous high schools, may not naturally choose to interact with people who are different 

from themselves; therefore, universities will have to find ways to encourage interaction with 

diverse peers.  This research suggests that the Day One program provides that impetus.  

Furthermore, the results indicate that students may not develop a sense of social responsibility 

without some type of intervention; however, the Day One program did facilitate this sense of 

responsibility. 

Based on the results, one could reasonably conclude that the informal interactions 

through the Day One program could lead to gains in cultural maturity regardless of the students’ 

racial identity or their previous diversity experiences.  This finding could be particularly 

important to colleges and universities when seeking to impact minority students, because the 

prior research and the linear regression in H2 show that these students are not as easily impacted 

as White students.    

Implications for Practice 

The implications for this research relate to the role that informal interaction played in 

enhancing college students’ cultural maturity, particularly for students who research has shown 

as being less likely to benefit from formal interventions.  Despite this promising finding, 

informal interaction may not help students develop the cognitive aspects of cultural maturity.  

Therefore, colleges and universities would need to consider using informal interventions with 

other methods to try to enhance all dimensions of cultural maturity.  The impact of information 

interactions on social responsibility is also interesting for universities, and the findings indicate 
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that students do not develop this aspect of cultural maturity without some type of 

encouragement. 

It is interesting to note that the results found no significant difference in the mean scores 

of the two cognitive subscales of the two groups.  Astin (1993) concluded that most freshman 

students develop cognitively in their first year to varying degrees.  Perhaps informal diversity 

interactions will not affect the cognitive development of college students beyond the 

development that is already taking place as these students come to college for the first time.  

Bodur (2012) suggested that the informal interaction without formal multicultural training is not 

effective.  King and Baxter Magolda (2005) also discussed the importance of addressing all three 

domains in cultural maturity.  Therefore the institution should create programs or combine 

programs so that the students receive both formal instruction and informal interaction with 

diverse peers to ensure that students develop the cultural maturity that will help them be 

successful.  Although research shows that minority students will not benefit as much from formal 

multicultural training, the results from this study indicate that minority students have 

significantly higher cognitive knowledge.  Thus, the combination of formal and informal 

multicultural training has the potential to positively affect both groups of students. 

Intended academic major had no significance on any of the six subscales of the GPI.  

Therefore, the findings in this research differ from those of Milem and Umbach (2003), who 

suggested that intended major indicated how open a student was to diversity experiences.  That 

openness should have translated to gains in cultural maturity, but did not.  However, because the 

sample involved only freshman students, they may not have had enough exposure to their 

academic discipline that could influence their development.  Furthermore, many students do not 

graduate in the major that they declared during their freshman year. 
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Universities have an opportunity to impact the way that students see themselves 

interacting with the rest of the world by working consciously to increase their sense of social 

responsibility.  The findings suggest that Day One could provide the occasion to enhance this 

area, because students in this program on average scored a half point higher in social 

responsibility than those outside of the program.  Nothing in the prior research discusses any 

intervention that enhances this aspect of cultural maturity. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The findings of this study offer several avenues for further investigation.  First, the study 

should be replicated with a larger sample of students outside the Day One program.  Optimally, 

future research would use a random sample of freshman students to represent the comparison 

group of students who did not receive the intervention.  A larger random sample would help to 

reduce any selection bias in the American Government group, and if the findings were similar, 

then the replication would reinforce this research. 

A qualitative study should be a follow-up to this study.  What were the differences 

between the Day One students and American Government students?  What aspects of the Day 

One program impacted the students’ cultural maturity?  How did informal interactions work to 

enhance students’ cultural maturity?  Those answers are more likely to be found in a qualitative 

analysis than in a quantitative study. 

This research did not support more recent literature that suggested intended academic 

major would influence a students’ cultural maturity scores.  However, the students included in 

the research were all freshmen, which could have biased the outcome.  Many of these students 

may not be in the academic major in which they will graduate, and most do not take courses 

related to their major in their first semester at college.  This reality suggests that longitudinal 
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studies could be more informative about the relationship between students’ intended major 

coursework and their cultural maturity.  Because OIRE has the ability to track the students who 

participated in this research, the university could re-administer the GPI to these students each 

year to track the growth of their cultural maturity while continuing to control for intended major, 

racial identity, and diversity experiences. 

Another fertile area for research would be finding what within the Day One program 

influenced the growth in cultural maturity in the three affected subscales.  By breaking out living 

environment, team exercises, and community service, the university might be able to find the 

individual components of the program that influenced cultural maturity.  This information would 

be helpful when building other programs.  This area could also benefit from a longitudinal study.  

Do differences persist over time or do the means merge back toward each other? 

Researching how the students continue to interact would also be interesting.  Do the Day 

One students continue to interact with diverse peers at higher rates than other students, or do they 

do so only because of the structure in the Day One program?  If they do not continue to interact 

in diverse social settings, then how does that impact their cultural maturity? 

Mississippi State University participates in the National Survey of Student Engagement 

(NSSE).  Comparing the results of this instrument with the results from the GPI could produce 

interesting data for analysis.  Perhaps a relationship exists between student engagement and 

cultural maturity.  Could informal interactions also lead to higher levels of student engagement?   

Further study on the effect of Day One on students from heterogeneous backgrounds and 

high schools would be an interesting area of research.  A study that more specifically identified 

the type of high school and whether it was heterogeneous or homogenous could clarify the 

impact that this background has on cultural maturity. 
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Finally, studying what combination of curricular and co-curricular, as well as formal and 

informal multicultural interventions would be useful to colleges and universities.  Results from 

such a study would allow institutions of higher education to maximize resources in improving 

the cultural maturity of students. 

Limitations 

This study uses a pre-existing group of Day One participants.  The members of this group 

had self-selected into the program based on their interests in leadership and community service.  

This self-selection process produces a potential bias within this group.  Similarly, the second 

group was comprised of freshmen in American Government classes.  Because this group came 

from one type of class, there is the possibility of bias within the group.  Additionally, the sample 

size for the American Government group was very small, twenty students. This small sample 

size could impact the results.  Because this study was conducted at one university with one 

cohort of students over one semester, care should be taken in generalizing the findings.   

Finally, the t-test indicated that Day One students’ and American Government students’ 

post-tests were not significantly higher than their pre-tests.  Two factors could potentially explain 

this occurrence.  First, one semester may not have been a sufficient amount of time to chart gains 

from the pre-test to the post-test.  Second, students may not have scored themselves accurately 

on the pre-test and may have unknowingly inflated their responses.  Once they had completed a 

semester of college, they had a better understanding of themselves and their views on the world, 

and therefore, they were better able to provide an accurate assessment of their cultural maturity.  

If this second phenomenon is true, then the researchers cannot expect to see gains in students’ 

cultural maturity over the first semester. 
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Summary 

This study explored the influence of an informal intervention—the Day One program at 

Mississippi State University—on the cultural maturity of the participating students.  A great deal 

of the research in the literature review supported the idea that institutions of higher education can 

create environments and forms of intervention that will foster interactions among students with 

diverse backgrounds.  Such interactions can lead to many benefits to the students, including 

cognitive gains, increased knowledge of other cultures, enhanced sense of democracy and 

democratic participation, as well as social action.  The existing research also favored informal 

interaction as the most promising method of instilling cultural maturity.     

What had not been fully explored in the literature was whether informal diversity 

interactions would help those students who are least likely to benefit from formal multicultural 

training.  The results indicated that the Day One program did positively impact students’ cultural 

maturity above and beyond the influences of their racial identity and experiences with diverse 

peers in high school.  The study supports the hypothesis that an informal intervention does 

positively influence cultural maturity, on three of the six subscales of the GPI, the Day One 

program was shown to have a significant positive influence.  In conclusion, this study found that 

the Day One program, an informal intervention for diversity, positively influenced students’ 

cultural maturity in the intrapersonal and interpersonal domains above and beyond the influence 

of racial identity and prior experience with diverse peers. These findings could be promising for 

institutions that want to advance the cultural maturity of their students, including those who has 

been shown to be difficult to reach. 

Informal diversity interactions enhanced students’ sense of selves and their awareness of 

their own biases (intrapersonal domain).  These interventions also helped improve the way they 
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interact with people who are different than themselves (interpersonal domain). All of these areas 

of growth show promise for increased tolerance of others, which overlaps with similar findings 

in moral psychology.  By learning more about their own backgrounds and cultures, they could be 

defining their moral identity or personal integrity.  By addressing their own biases and 

developing a sense of social responsibility, they are forming an ethic of care for others, even 

those who are different from themselves.  Finally, by improving their interpersonal interactions, 

they are increasing their likelihood of engaging in moral behavior even in unfamiliar or complex 

situations.  Blasi (1980) asserted that moral integrity, represented by the intrapersonal domain of 

cultural maturity, and moral behavior, represented by the interpersonal domain, are more 

important than moral judgment or the cognitive domain. 
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Appendix B 

Mississippi State University IRB Waiver 

February 20, 2014 
 
Jeremy Baham 
Dean of Students 
Mailstop 9505 
 
RE: HRPP Study #14-050: The Influence of Informal Interaction on Cultural Maturity 
 
Dear Mr. Baham: 
 
The review of your study referenced above has been completed. While we sincerely appreciate the 
submission of your study, it was determined from the review that it does not meet the regulatory 
definitions for human subjects research. Therefore, HRPP approval is not required as the study is 
currently designed. 
 
The regulatory definition of human subject is listed below: 
 
45 CFR 46.102(f) Human subject means a living individual about whom an investigator (whether 
professional or student) conducting research obtains: 
(1) Data through intervention or interaction with the individual, or 
(2) Identifiable private information. 
 
The HRPP understands that this data was previously collected for non-research purposes, and that you 
now intend! to use the non-identifiable data for this study. Because your study uses solely existing, non-
identifiable information, the project does not meet the regulatory definition of human subject (i.e., you 
or not intervening or interacting with individuals, nor obtaining identifiable, private information). 
 
If in the future your study is revised such that it meets this definition, it must be submitted for HRPP 
review and approval prior to the conduct of such human subjects research. 
 
If you have questions or concerns, please contact Katie Myhand at irb@research.msstate.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Katie Myhand 
Assistant Compliance Administrator 
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Appendix D 

GPI Pre-test 

Global Perspective Institute Inc. 

Dr. Larry A. Braskamp, President http://gpi.central.edu 

260 E. Chestnut Street STE 3307, Chicago IL 60611 Tel 312.420.1056 Fax 312.943.4457 

Global Perspective Inventory 

General Student Form 2013–2014 

________________________________________________________________________ 

You have been invited to respond to the Global Perspective Inventory. You should be able to 

complete the survey in 15-20 minutes. Participation is voluntary. There are no foreseeable risks 

involved in responding to this survey beyond those experienced in everyday life. By completing 

the GPI, you are agreeing to participate in research. You are free to stop responding at any time. 

Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used and to the 

extent allowed by law. No absolute guarantees can be made regarding the confidentiality of 

electronic data. You will not be identified in anything written about this study. 

 

If you have questions about this survey, please contact us through our website address, 

gpi.central.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a participant you may contact please 

contact Central College, Institutional Review Board, Dr. Keith Jones, Campus Mailbox 0109, 

812 University, Pella, IA 50219; phone: (641)628-5182. 

Please enter the four-digit Access Code provided to you here ___ ___ ___ ___  
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INSTRUCTIONS: There is no time limit, but try to respond to each statement as quickly as 

possible. There are no right or wrong answers, only responses that are right for you. You must 

complete every item for your responses to count. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Copyright © 2013 Global Perspective Institute Inc. 

 

Strongly Agree;  Agree;  Neutral;  Disagree;  Strongly Disagree 

1. When I notice cultural differences, my culture tends to have the better approach. SA A N D 

SD 

2. I have a definite purpose in my life. SA A N D SD 

3. I can explain my personal values to people who are different from me. SA A N D SD 

4. Most of my friends are from my own ethnic background. SA A N D SD 

5. I think of my life in terms of giving back to society. SA A N D SD 

6. Some people have a culture and others do not. SA A N D SD 

7. In different settings what is right and wrong is simple to determine. SA A N D SD 

8. I am informed of current issues that impact international relations. SA A N D SD 

9. I know who I am as a person. SA A N D SD 

10. I feel threatened around people from backgrounds very different from my own. SA A N D 

SD 

11. I often get out of my comfort zone to better understand myself. SA A N D SD 

12. I am willing to defend my own views when they differ from others SA A N D SD 

13. I understand the reasons and causes of conflict among nations of different cultures. SA A N 

D SD 

14. I work for the rights of others. SA A N D SD 
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15. I see myself as a global citizen. SA A N D SD 

16. I take into account different perspectives before drawing conclusions about the 

world around me. SA A N D SD 

17. I understand how various cultures of this world interact socially. SA A N D SD 

18. I put my beliefs into action by standing up for my principles. SA A N D SD 

19. I consider different cultural perspectives when evaluating global problems. SA A N D SD 

20. I rely primarily on authorities to determine what is true in the world SA A N D SD 

21. I know how to analyze the basic characteristics of a culture. SA A N D SD 

22. I am sensitive to those who are discriminated against. SA A N D SD 

23. I do not feel threatened emotionally when presented with multiple perspectives. SA A N D 

SD 

24. I frequently interact with people from a race/ethnic group different from my own SA A N D 

SD 

25. I am accepting of people with different religious and spiritual traditions. SA A N D SD 

26. I put the needs of others above my own personal wants. SA A N D SD 

27. I can discuss cultural differences from an informed perspective. SA A N D SD 

28. I am developing a meaningful philosophy of life. SA A N D SD 

29. I intentionally involve people from many cultural backgrounds in my life. SA A N D SD 

30. I rarely question what I have been taught about the world around me SA A N D SD 

31. I enjoy when my friends from other cultures teach me about our cultural differences. SA A N 

D SD 

32. I consciously behave in terms of making a difference. SA A N D SD 
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33. I am open to people who strive to live lives very different from my own life style. SA A N D 

SD 

34. Volunteering is not an important priority in my life. SA A N D SD 

35. I frequently interact with people from a country different from my own. SA A N D SD 

36. My age in years, (e.g., 21) __ __ 

37. My gender is 

a. Female 

b. Male 

c. Other 

38. Select the one that best describes your current status. 

a. American student at an American college/university 

b. Non-American student at an American college/university 

c. Other 

-------------------------------------- 

If answered “b” to item 38, also respond to 38a and 38b 

38a. How long have you lived in the United States? _____ years 

[fill-in-the-blank numeric] 

38b. What is your country of origin? _____________ [fill-in-the-blank alpha] 

39. Select the one ethnic identity that best describes you: 

a. Multiple Ethnicities 

b. African/African American/ Black 

c. Asian/Pacific Islander 

d. European/White 
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e. Hispanic/Latino 

f. Native American 

g. I prefer not to respond 

40. My status at the college/university in which I am enrolled. 

a. Freshman 

b. Sophomore 

c. Junior 

d. Senior 

e. Graduate student 

f. Faculty 

g. Administration/staff 

h. Other 

41. My major field of study is (mark only one) 

a. Agriculture and natural resources 

b. Arts and humanities 

c. Business and Law 

d. Communications and Journalism 

e. Education and Social Work 

f. Engineering 

g. Health and Medical Professions 

h. Physical and Biological Sciences and Math 

i. Social and Behavioral Sciences 

j. Other 
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42. What was the highest level of formal education for either of your parents? 

a. Less than high school _______ 

b. High school graduate _______ 

c. Some college, but less than a BA, BS degree ___ 

d. College degree _____ 

e. Some Graduate school ____ 

f. Graduate degree (Masters, Doctorate, MD, etc.) ___ 

43. Are you a transfer student at the college or university where you are enrolled? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Not Applicable 

44. What is your average grade earned in college? 

A or A+ ___ A-- ___ B+ ___ B ___ C ___ D ___ 

Since coming to college, how many courses have you taken in the areas listed below. 

45. Multicultural course addressing issues of race, ethnicity, gender, class, religion, or sexual 

orientation 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

46. Foreign language course 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

47. World history course 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

48. Service learning course 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

49. Course focused on significant global/international issues and problems 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

50. Course that includes opportunities for intensive dialogue among students with different 

backgrounds and beliefs 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 
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Since coming to college, how often have you experienced the following with your faculty: 

51. Discussed course topics, ideas, or concepts with a faculty member outside of class. Never 

Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

52. Discussed your academic performance with a faculty member. Never Rarely Sometimes 

Often Very often 

53. The faculty challenged students' views and perspectives on a topic during class. Never Rarely 

Sometimes Often Very often 

54. The faculty presented issues and problems in class from different cultural perspectives. 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

Since coming to college, how often have you participated in the following? 

55. Participated in events or activities sponsored by groups reflecting your own cultural heritage 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

56. Participated in events or activities sponsored by groups reflecting a cultural heritage different 

from your own Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

57. Participated in religious or spiritual activities Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

58. Participated in leadership programs that stress collaboration and team work Never Rarely 

Sometimes Often Very often 

59. Participated in community service activities Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

60. Attended a lecture//workshop/campus discussion on international/global issues Never Rarely 

Sometimes Often Very often 

61. Read a newspaper or news magazine (online or in print) Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

often 

62. Watched news programs on television Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 
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63. Followed an international event/crisis (e.g., through newspaper, social media, or other media 

source) Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

64. Discussed current events with other students Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

65. Have you ever participated in a living-learning program with a global/international theme? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

66. Prior to this semester or quarter, how many quarters/semesters have you 

studied abroad? 

a. None 

b. Short term – summer session, January term 

c. One term 

d. Two terms 

e. More than two terms 

67. I have a strong sense of affiliation with my college/university. SA A N D SD 

68. I feel that my college/university community honors diversity and internationalism. SA A N D 

SD 

69. I understand the mission of my college/university. SA A N D SD 

70. I am both challenged and supported at my college/university. SA A N D SD 

71. I have been encouraged to develop my strengths and talents at my college/university. SA A N 

D SD 

72. I feel I am a part of a close and supportive community of colleagues and friends. SA A N D 

SD 

73. (optional) Provide your ID number here __________ 
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Appendix E 

GPI Post-test 

Global Perspective Inventory 

New Student Form 2013–2014 

________________________________________________________________________ 

You have been invited to respond to the Global Perspective Inventory. You should be able to 

complete the survey in 15-20 minutes. Participation is voluntary. There are no foreseeable risks 

involved in responding to this survey beyond those experienced in everyday life. By completing 

the GPI, you are agreeing to participate in research. You are free to stop responding at any time. 

Confidentiality will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used and to the 

extent allowed by law. No absolute guarantees can be made regarding the confidentiality of 

electronic data. You will not be identified in anything written about this study. 

 

If you have questions about this survey, please contact us through our website address, 

gpi.central.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a participant you may contact please 

contact Central College, Institutional Review Board, Dr. Keith Jones, Campus Mailbox 0109, 

812 University, Pella, IA 50219; phone: (641)628-5182. 

Please enter the four-digit Access Code provided to you here ___ ___ ___ ___  

 

INSTRUCTIONS: There is no time limit, but try to respond to each statement as quickly as 

possible. There are no right or wrong answers, only responses that are right for you. 
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You must complete every item for your responses to count. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Strongly Agree;  Agree;  Neutral;  Disagree;  Strongly Disagree 

1. When I notice cultural differences, my culture tends to have the better approach. SA A N D 

SD 

2. I have a definite purpose in my life. SA A N D SD 

3. I can explain my personal values to people who are different from me. SA A N D SD 

4. Most of my friends are from my own ethnic background. SA A N D SD 

5. I think of my life in terms of giving back to society. SA A N D SD 

6. Some people have a culture and others do not. SA A N D SD 

7. In different settings what is right and wrong is simple to determine. SA A N D SD 

8. I am informed of current issues that impact international relations. SA A N D SD 

9. I know who I am as a person. SA A N D SD 

10. I feel threatened around people from backgrounds very different from my own. SA A N D 

SD 

11. I often get out of my comfort zone to better understand myself. SA A N D SD 

12. I am willing to defend my own views when they differ from others SA A N D SD 

13. I understand the reasons and causes of conflict among nations of different cultures. SA A N 

D SD 

14. I work for the rights of others. SA A N D SD 

15. I see myself as a global citizen. SA A N D SD 

16. I take into account different perspectives before drawing conclusions about the world around 

me. SA A N D SD 

17. I understand how various cultures of this world interact socially. SA A N D SD 
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18. I put my beliefs into action by standing up for my principles. SA A N D SD 

19. I consider different cultural perspectives when evaluating global problems. SA A N D SD 

20. I rely primarily on authorities to determine what is true in the world SA A N D SD 

21. I know how to analyze the basic characteristics of a culture. SA A N D SD 

22. I am sensitive to those who are discriminated against. SA A N D SD 

23. I do not feel threatened emotionally when presented with multiple perspectives. SA A N D 

SD 

24. I frequently interact with people from a race/ethnic group different from my own SA A N D 

SD 

25. I am accepting of people with different religious and spiritual traditions. SA A N D SD 

26. I put the needs of others above my own personal wants. SA A N D SD 

27. I can discuss cultural differences from an informed perspective. SA A N D SD 

28. I am developing a meaningful philosophy of life. SA A N D SD 

29. I intentionally involve people from many cultural backgrounds in my life. SA A N D SD 

30. I rarely question what I have been taught about the world around me SA A N D SD 

31. I enjoy when my friends from other cultures teach me about our cultural differences. SA A N 

D SD 

32. I consciously behave in terms of making a difference. SA A N D SD 

33. I am open to people who strive to live lives very different from my own life style. SA A N D 

SD 

34. Volunteering is not an important priority in my life. SA A N D SD 

35. I frequently interact with people from a country different from my own. SA A N D SD 

36. My age in years, (e.g., 21) __ __ 
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37. My gender is 

a. Female 

b. Male 

c. Other 

38. Select the one that best describes your current status. 

a. American student at an American college/university 

b. Non-American student at an American college/university 

c. Other -------------------------------------- 

If answered “b” to item 43, also respond to 38a and 38b 

38a. How long have you lived in the United States? _____ years [fill-in-the-blank numeric] 

38b. What is your country of origin? _____________ [fill-in-the-blank alpha] 

39. Select the one ethnic identity that best describes you: 

a. Multiple Ethnicities 

b. African/African American/ Black 

c. Asian/Pacific Islander 

d. European/White 

d. European/White 

e. Hispanic/Latino 

f. Native American 

g. I prefer not to respond 

40. My status at the college/university in which I am enrolled. 

a. Freshman 

b. Sophomore 
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c. Junior 

d. Senior 

e. Graduate student 

f. Faculty 

g. Administration/staff 

h. Other 

41. My major field of study is (mark only one) 

a. Agriculture and natural resources 

b. Arts and humanities 

c. Business and Law 

d. Communications and Journalism 

e. Education and Social Work 

f. Engineering 

g. Health and Medical Professions 

h. Physical and Biological Sciences and Math 

i. Social and Behavioral Sciences 

j. Other 

42. What was the highest level of formal education for either of your parents? 

a. Less than high school _______ 

b. High school graduate _______ 

c. Some college, but less than a BA, BS degree ___ 

d. College degree _____ 

e. Some Graduate school ____ 
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f. Graduate degree (Masters, Doctorate, MD, etc.) ___ 

43. Are you a transfer student at the college or university where you are enrolled? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. Not Applicable 

44. What is your average grade earned in high school? 

A or A+ ___ A-- ___ B+ ___ B ___ C ___ D ___ 

In high school, how many courses have you taken in the areas listed below. 

45. Multicultural course addressing issues of race, ethnicity, gender, class, religion, or sexual 

orientation 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

46. Foreign language course 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

47. World history course 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

48. Service learning course 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

49. Course focused on significant global/international issues and problems 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

50. Course that includes opportunities for intensive dialogue among students with different 

backgrounds and beliefs 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 

In high school, how often have you participated in the following? 

51. Participated in events or activities sponsored by groups reflecting your own cultural heritage 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

52. Participated in events or activities sponsored by groups reflecting a cultural heritage different 

from your own Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

53. Participated in religious or spiritual activities Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 
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54. Participated in leadership programs that stress collaboration and team work Never Rarely 

Sometimes Often Very often 

55. Participated in community service activities Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

56. Attended a lecture//workshop/campus discussion on international/global issues Never Rarely 

Sometimes Often Very often 

57. Read a newspaper or news magazine (online or in print) Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

often 

58. Watched news programs on television Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

59. Followed an international event/crisis (e.g., through newspaper, social media, or other media 

source) Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

60. Discussed current events with other students Never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often 

61. Interacted with students from a country different from your own Never Rarely Sometimes 

Often Very often 

62. Interacted with students from a race/ethnic group different from your own Never Rarely 

Sometimes Often Very often 

63. Provide your ID number here ______________________________ (if requested) 

 


