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ABSTRACT 

 

Considering the increasing number of Chinese scholars being sent to foreign 

countries to study as visiting scholars as well as limited research focusing on 

examining their intercultural competence development while sojourning abroad, it is 

important to examine their perceptions of the factors affecting their intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad.  

A mixed-methods design was employed for this study. Quantitatively, using 

generalizability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972) as a 

theoretical framework, this study examined differences in 85 Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ ratings of the factors affecting their intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad across sex (i.e., male and female), age (i.e., younger 

than 40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years old), country of study (i.e., 

the United States and the United Kingdom), and length of study (i.e., 3-6 months, 

7-12 months, and more than 12 months). Qualitatively, this study used ten 

semi-structured interviews (i.e., 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studying 

in the United States and 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studying in the 

United Kingdom) to gain Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors 

affecting their intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad.  

Results show that there were significant differences in the ratings of certain 

factors in terms of their impact on the development of intercultural competence as 

evaluated by the 85 Chinese visiting scholars across sex, country of study, age, and 
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length of study. Further, the variables sex, country of study, age, and length of study 

did generate different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of the impact 

of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. 

Furthermore, both Chinese culture and the host country culture affect Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development while they are studying abroad. 

Finally, Chinese visiting scholars‟ study abroad experience continues to impact their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China. Important 

educational implications for Chinese visiting scholars as well as American and British 

professors and administrators are discussed.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION  

 

The purpose of this chapter is fivefold: a) to describe the research rationale and 

present its context; b) to briefly explain the concept of intercultural competence; c) to 

put forth the research problem of the thesis; d) to outline the structure of the thesis and 

its organization; and e) to list the abbreviations and acronyms used in this thesis.  

 

The Research Rationale and Context 

Due to globalisation and internationalisation, intercultural competence has 

become an increasingly important ability (Benjamin, 2010; Bradford, Allen, & Beisser, 

1998). Internationalisation is a multi- faceted process. One of its potential dimensions 

is found in higher education. It is concerned not only with dominant themes such as 

“…the free flow of information, capital, goods and services, as well as the free 

movement of capital and people and the wealth and knowledge they represent” 

(Morgan, 2002, p.10), but also with new opportunities and challenges at a time when 

nation-states are no longer the sole providers of higher education. Such opportunities 

and challenges involve social issues of access, equity, funding and quality as well as 

those of socio-cultural diversity and sustainable development (UNESCO, 2004). In 

order to respond to such opportunities and challenges, higher education needs to 

become more holistic and to integrate an intercultural dimension into its system; 

hence reinforcing its capacity and maintaining its excellence. It is often expected that 

the internationalisation of higher education can foster intercultural understanding, 
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respect, and tolerance among peoples and influence the capacity of individuals and 

institutions to develop as ethical, socially just and sustainable entities (Alfred, Byram, 

& Fleming, 2003; Byram & Feng, 2006; Byram, 1997; Halpern, 2004; Hamza, 2010; 

Held & McGrew, 2003; Martell, 2010).  

The potential of intercultural competence development is a concept that is 

receiving growing interest from researchers and policy makers in international higher 

education. As indicated by Bond, Qian, and Huang (2003), internationalisation 

strategies in higher education have many elements including study abroad 

programmes/campuses, exchange students, international students, faculty mobility, 

and visiting scholars. 

Internationalisation in higher education also calls for better cross-culture 

communication and for greater social harmony and tolerance (Alfred, Byram & 

Fleming, 2003; Kramer & Carnevale, 2001; Hamza, 2010; Martell, 2010). Studying 

abroad often leads to increased cultural capital for the individual as an extra 

dimension to the educational experience (Byram & Feng, 2006; Halpern, 2004). It is 

not simply about acquiring skills or a formal qualification. It implies the 

socio-cultural changes or adaptations over time in beliefs, attitudes, values, etc., as 

well as consciousness of the individuals‟ ethnic and heritage cultures, albeit in 

varying degrees. It is two-dimensional in the sense that inter-culturality can be 

developed in the sojourners while they endeavour to function within a host society. 

This sophisticated process of intercultural dilemma is usually brought about by the 
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individuals‟ sojourning in another country (Berry, 1997; Laroche, Kim, Hui, & 

Tomiuk, 1998; Nguyen, Messé, & Stollak, 1999).  

The individuals sojourning abroad must develop a strong intercultural 

competence to communicate with speakers from various racial, cultural, and linguistic 

backgrounds (Hu, 2007; Keengwe, 2010). In order to examine how individuals 

develop their intercultural competence while sojourning abroad, it is important to 

understand what intercultural competence is and what factors affecting their 

intercultural competence development. The following section briefly explains the 

concept of intercultural competence and the factors that affect its development.  

 

What Is Intercultural Competence? 

Intercultural competence refers to “a complex of abilities needed to perform 

effectively and appropriately when interacting with others who are linguistically and 

culturally different from oneself” (Fantini, 2006, p. 12). Throughout the literature, a 

few terms which are more or less related to intercultural competence are commonly 

used; for example, intercultural communicative competence (ICC), trans-cultural 

communication, cross-cultural adaptation, and intercultural sensitivity (Fantini, 2006).  

As explained by Sinicrope, Norris, and Watanabe (2007), these terms indicate the 

“ability to step beyond one‟s own culture and function with other individuals from 

linguistically and culturally diverse backgrounds” (p. 1). Intercultural competence is 

operationalised as the following six competencies: “language competence, adaptation, 

social decentering, communication effectiveness, social integration, and knowledge of 

the host culture” (Redmond, 2000, p. 151).  
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Intercultural competence requires the speaker to be able to understand and use 

the language appropriately in a given social situation or context (Garcia, 2004). For 

example, in order to speak English appropriately, English as a second or foreign 

learners need to “focus on when to speak, in what matter to speak and to whom, all 

skills that can be difficult to master when transferring socio-cultural rules from their 

first language” (Huang, Dotterweich, & Bowers, 2012, p. 37).  

Effective intercultural communication has become extremely important for 

non-native English speakers to succeed at English-speaking schools. However, their 

different languages and cultural backgrounds as well as their different social 

assumptions about how a conversation should go can cause a breakdown in 

communication, which is known as intercultural miscommunication (Huang & 

Tavano, 2013). Research shows non-native English students‟ insufficient English 

language proficiency, coupled with their unfamiliarity with the English-speaking 

culture has prevented them from communicating effectively with their 

English-speaking teachers and peers (Huang & Tavano, 2013).  

 

Understanding the Development of Intercultural Competence 

The development of intercultural competence is receiving increasing interest 

from researchers and policy makers in international higher education. There are two 

predominate perceptions related to intercultural competence development.  

The first perception is that of the culture learning approach. It emphasises the 

significance of the adaptation process of becoming intercultural (Ward & Kennedy, 

1993, 1994; Ward & Searle, 1991). By being intercultural, individuals first 
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incorporate their in-groups habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), but still are 

accepted by the out-groups representing another culture in first hand contact. And the 

habitus is a complex concept. Its simplest usage could be understood as a structure of 

the mind characterized by a set of acquired schemata, sensibilities, dispositions and 

taste (Scott & Marshall, 1998). The habitus, defined from the socio-cultural aspects, 

includes the totality of learned habits, bodily skills, styles, tastes, and o ther 

non-discursive knowledge that are embedded in the body or daily practices of a 

specific group of individuals, societies, and nations (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). A 

more detailed explanation of the concept of habitus is to be explored in the literature 

review. Then, through interlinked flows of information, the sensitivity of the 

self-conscious integration into the out-groups takes place, although there may be some 

degree of conflicts in the cultures involved. “An intercultural speaker is aware of both 

their own and others‟ culturally constructed selves.” or “…the intercultural speaker is 

someone, who in a comparative and relative way, is learning about their own and 

others‟ cultural practices in a mutually reinforcing relationship” (Roberts, Byram, 

Barro, Jordan, & Street, 2001, pp. 30-31). Therefore, one is not expected culturally to 

become a native, but to learn to mediate between different beliefs systems in their 

social life. And through these adaptive processes, individuals are enhancing their 

capacity of inter-culturality and integrity.  

The second perception is the stress and coping approach (Lazarus & Folkman, 

1984). It conceptualises the individuals‟ intercultural capacity “…as a series of 

stress-provoking life changes that draw on adjustive resources and require coping 
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responses” (Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001, p. 37). As being intercultural, the 

sojourners have to face the stress of their taken-for-granted conventions, such as, who 

they are and what are their roots. The compression of the time and space of social 

relations provokes a consciousness of their deep rooted human preferences (Morgan, 

2002). They are required to reflect on the impacts upon them; and matters of funding, 

accommodation, loneliness, homesickness, away from family and formal social 

connections, and so on usually make their frustrations even worse (Teichler & Janson, 

2007; Zhou & Todman, 2009; Chapdelaine & Alexitch, 2004). However, the 

sojourners have to learn to harmonise with others in order to achieve their academic 

success and to function effectively. Being intercultural always means a dilemma of 

conflicts and integrity in cultures.  

 

Factors Affecting Intercultural Competence 

Research shows that many factors affect an individual‟s intercultural competence; 

for example, linguistic factors, socio-cultural factors, psycho-cultural factors, 

cognitive factors, psycho-logical factors, affective factors, and personal factors 

(Bennett, 2004; Bouton, 1994; Chen & Starosta, 1998; Chang, 2009; Huang & 

Tavano , 2013; Huang & Brown, 2009; Huang & Klinger, 2006; Huang & Rinaldo, 

2009; Lin, Su, & Ho, 2009; Olshtain & Cohen, 1990; Redmond, 2000; Roh, 2014; 

Sercu, 2006; Shaheen, 2004; Tanck, 2002; Williaume, 2009). Table 1 on next page 

presents a list of 40 specific factors that were found to impact an individual‟s 

development of intercultural competence overseas. These factors are reviewed in the 

literature review chapter. 
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Table 1  

Factors Affecting an Individual’s Intercultural Competence Development Overseas  

No. Factors 

1 interaction engagement 

2 cultural differences 

3 interaction confidence 

4 interaction enjoyment  

5 interaction attentiveness 

6 pre-departure preparation 

7 interactions with international peers  

8 stereotypes 

9 prejudice  

10 ethnocentrism 

11 self-concept 

12 open-mindedness 

13 being non-judgemental 

14 social relaxation  

15 knowledge about the host country/culture 

16 experiences with cultural d ifference 

17 being members of the majority race  

18 having prolonged negative experiences with international people 

19 having the goal of gaining cultural understanding 

20 time spent with their international peers  

21 having career goals and vocational interests 

22 training and orientation for overseas sojourners 

23 culture shock 

24 socio-economic status 

25 previous travelling experience  

26 growing up in a mult icultural home  

27 accompanying spouses and children 

28 foreign language skills or proficiency 

29 previous experience abroad 

30 family international experience  

31 having the goal of gaining cultural understanding 

32 past international experiences  

33 studying language overseas 

34 liv ing with a host family   

35 having an international perspective 

36 being self-confidence 

37 tolerance of ambiguity  

38 having social skills  

39 having self-esteem 

40 feeling stressful 

Table compiled by author 
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The Research Problem 

Internationalisation in higher education has influenced educational policy 

making in different countries worldwide. China, a country with the largest population 

(Internet World Stats, 2014), started to send visiting scholars overseas since its Open 

Door Policy [1] in 1978. The term “Chinese visiting scholar” is used throughout this 

thesis to refer to a faculty member selected from a Chinese university and sponsored 

by the Chinese government for a relatively short period of time studying abroad 

(China Scholarship Council, 1999). The number of Chinese visiting scholars 

sojourning abroad has more than doubled since the 1980s and has recently grown 

significantly (China Scholarship Council, 2010). Statistics show that in the 2010, 

13,038 Chinese visiting scholars were sponsored to study in different countries and 

7,000 finished their studies and research and returned to China (China Scholarship 

Council, 2010).  

These Chinese visiting scholars are different from regular Chinese students 

studying for academic degrees in foreign universities in terms of linguistic and 

cultural competence. Chinese students studying for academic degrees have passed the 

required foreign language proficiency tests such as TOEFL (Test of English as a 

Foreign Language) or IELTS (International English Language Test System); further 

they are usually younger and easier to adapt to the new linguistic and cultural 

environment (Huang, 2013). Many studies have examined Chinese students‟ 

cross-cultural learning challenges and coping strategies as well as their intercultural 

competence development in foreign universities (Gu, 2009; Huang, 2013; Huang, 
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2009; Huang & Klinger, 2006; Huang & Rinaldo, 2009; Zhou & Todman, 2009). 

However, there is very limited research focusing on examining Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ cross-cultural experience while sojourning abroad. What is achieved 

socio-culturally by Chinese visiting scholars as an extra dimension is not very clear. 

Knowledge of the factors impacting their intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad is almost absent from the current literature. Therefore, 

the examination of Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors impacting 

their intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad has 

important educational implications. Given the increasing number of Chinese scholars 

being sent to foreign countries to study as visiting scholars, the purpose of this thesis 

was to examine Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions on the factors affecting their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad.  

 

The Research Questions 

Specifically, the following five research questions guide this thesis study: a) Are 

there any significant differences (e.g., by sex, age, country of study, and length of 

study) in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development? b) What are the sources of rating variation of the impact of 

the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development? c) 

How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad? d) How does the host 

country (i.e., the United States versus the United Kingdom) culture influence the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 



18 

 

sojourning abroad? and e) How does the study abroad experience influence their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China?  

 

Personal Significance 

My educational background and professional experience have enabled me to 

choose this topic for my thesis. I received my undergraduate and graduate education 

in Teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) and intercultural communicat ion 

has become one of my research interests. Further, I had experiences of several years‟ 

study and work abroad in countries and regions including the United Kingdom (UK), 

Australia, Thailand and Hong Kong. I became more aware of how the host culture and 

the Chinese culture influence my own intercultural competence development. Due to 

my educational and professional experiences, the need for intercultural competence is 

very clear in my mind and so is the significance of the important skills required to be 

an interculturally competent educator in today‟s world.  

 

Structure of the Thesis 

The thesis comprises six chapters. Chapter 1 is an introduction chapter. It 

provides a general overview of the study by describing the research rationale and the 

research problem as well as presenting the research context and explaining some key 

concepts.  

Chapter 2 reviews the related literature. It first describes studying abroad and 

higher education in China, giving a contextual account of the phenomenon of 

studying abroad and higher education reform after the Chinese Open Door Policy 
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even since 1978. It then reviews literature related to the theoretical frameworks for 

intercultural competence as well as empirical studies that examined the factors 

affecting individuals‟ intercultural competence development.  

Chapter 3 describes the research methodology and methods. It begins with an 

overview of the research design. It then describes both data collection procedures and 

analysis methods.  

Chapter 4 is the presentation of the findings. It reports both quantitative and 

qualitative results, focusing on answering the four research questions of the study.     

Chapter 5 discusses the results of the study. It first discusses the quantitative 

results, which are related to the first two research questions. It then discusses the 

qualitative results, which are related to the last three research questions. This chapter 

makes links to the previous published literature and identifies both similarities and 

differences so that new understandings about intercultural competence development 

are revealed. 

Chapter 6 begins with a re-statement of the research questions and a brief 

description of the methods used in this study. It then highlights the major findings. 

The limitations of the study are then presented. The conclusions and implications for 

Chinese visiting scholars and American and British professors and administrators are 

then discussed in light of the limitations. The chapter concludes with 

recommendations for future research in the area of intercultural competence 

development of Chinese visiting scholars sojourning abroad. Finally, this chapter 
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makes a final personal reflection on what the researcher has learned about the 

research process. 

 

Abbreviations and Acronyms  

The following abbreviations and acronyms were used in this thesis. They were 

spelled out in full.  

ANOVA – Analysis of variance 

CSC – The China Scholarship Council 

CTT – Classical test theory 

DMIS – The Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity  

GRE – Graduate Record Examination 

GENOVA – Generalized Analysis of Variance 

G-theory – Generalizability theory 

ICC – intercultural communicative competence  

IDI – The Intercultural Development Inventory  

IELTS – International English Language Testing System 

IVIS – The International Volunteering Impacts Survey  

JET – Japan Exchange and Teaching Programme  

L1 – The first language 

L2 – The second language 

PRC – The People‟s Republic of China 

SPSS – Statistical Package for Social Sciences  

TEFL – Teaching English as a Foreign Language  
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TOEFL – Test of English as a Foreign Language 

UK – The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland  

USA – The United States of America 

WTO – The World Trade Organization  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

The purpose of this literature review chapter is fivefold: a) to provide an 

overview of studying abroad and higher education reform in China; b) to describe the 

construct of intercultural competence and its major theoretical frameworks; c) to 

review the factors affecting the development of intercultural competence of 

individuals sojourning abroad including Chinese students studying for academic 

degrees in foreign universities; d) to present the conceptual framework of this study; 

and e) to identify research gaps in current literature on Chinese visiting scholars 

sojourning abroad and state the specific research questions that guided the study.  

 

Study Abroad and Higher Education Reform in China  

Since this thesis examined Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors 

impacting their intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad, 

it was important to provide more detailed description of the research context, which 

could help better understand Chinese visiting scholars‟ educational and cultural 

backgrounds and how these could impact their intercultural competence development. 

The following section first briefly describes the development and reform of higher 

education in China; and then provides an overview of study abroad phenomenon in 

the context of higher education reform after the Chinese Open Door Policy in 1978.  
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The Development and Reform of Higher Education in China  

The history of higher education in China can be traced back to Han Dynasty over 

2,000 years ago (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2014). The modern universities started at 

the end of the 19th century and the earliest universities in China include Tianjin 

University, Jiaotong University, Zhejiang University, and Beijing University, which 

were founded in 1895, 1896, 1897, and 1898, respectively.  

Before the founding of the People‟s Republic of China in 1949, higher education 

in China developed slowly with limited resources and poor conditions (Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs, 2014). Only after 1949, especially after the Chinese Open Door Policy 

in 1978, higher education in China has achieved significant progress (Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs, 2014; Morgan & Wu, 2011). 

Higher education can be classified into elite, mass, and universal higher 

education, with university participation rate under 15%, between 15% and 50%, and 

50% and above, respectively (Trow, 1974). Higher education in China, as argued by 

Shan and Guo (2014), gradually moved away from an elite mode of higher education 

after the Chinese Open Door Policy in 1978; and by 2004 it “had sped into a 

market-based, mass higher education system” (Morgan & Wu, 2011, pp. 11-12). Over 

the past decade, as argued by Morgan and Wu (2011), a major transformation of 

Chinese higher education has taken place. China has reshaped its higher education 

sector from elite to mass education with the number of graduates having quadrupled 

to three million a year over six years.  
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Shan and Guo (2014) provide the following brief summary about China‟s higher 

education reform. A comprehensive reform was initiated in 1985 with the release of 

The Decision on Reforming Chinese Educational System by the State Council. Before 

1985, the university participation rate in China was extremely low (i.e., approximately 

5%). All students admitted into universities were fully funded by the state and they 

were “recruited and posted to jobs on the basis of state quotas and central state plans” 

(p. 12). After 1985, universities were allowed to admit students funded (i.e., 

commissioned) by their future employers or self-supporting (i.e., paying their own 

tuition) students. Prior to 1989, only commissioned and self-supporting students were 

required to pay tuition. Students recruited within state quotas were fully funded by the 

state. This situation changed in August 1989 when Ministry of Education, Central 

Price Bureau, and Ministry of Finance jointly issued the Regulation on Higher 

education Institution Tuition and Accommodation Fee. This regulation proposes that 

“higher education is beyond compulsory education, and that all university students 

should pay tuition fees. Institutions then started charging tuition fees. In 1997, all 

students became fee paying students.” (Shan & Guo, 2014, p.12; Sun & Barrientos, 

2009)  

Higher education in China is continuously growing, developing, and improving.  

It has played a significant part in economic growth and social development in the 

country (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2014). China is exceptional in using tertiary 

education as a development strategy to improve the quality of its graduates, and make 



25 

 

higher education available to as many of its citizens as possible (Morgan & Wu, 

2011).  

The year of 1999 is an important landmark in China's higher education. Since 

1999 China has greatly accelerated the pace of developing its higher education. 

Significantly increased funding from the central government and private enterprises has 

helped improve the conditions of campuses remarkably. Further, the number of 

colleges and universities as well as student enrollment has increased rapidly (Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs, 2014; Morgan & Wu, 2011). 

From 1998 to 2013, the number of colleges and universities in China increased 

from 1022 to 2442. The undergraduate and postgraduate enrolment increased six and 

nine times, respectively. In 2013, the number of full-time students in Chinese higher 

education was 26.475 million, which was 7.3 times larger than in 1998. Full-time 

teachers increased from 407 thousand to 1.34 million, increased by 254%. More and 

more college and university teachers have earned doctorate degrees and/or had study 

abroad experience. Further, teaching effectiveness and research outcomes have greatly 

improved (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2014; Morgan & Wu, 2011). 

Currently, there are over 2,000 universities and colleges, with a total yearly 

enrolment of more than six million students. Chinese higher education has adopted 

degree systems (i.e., Bachelor‟s, Master‟s and Doctoral degrees). Chinese colleges and 

universities also accept international students.  

Higher education in China can be classified into public and private and it is 

administrated by central government or regional government (Ministry of Foreign 
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Affairs, 2014; Morgan & Wu, 2011). These universities can be further classified into 

four levels. Among the highest level are 39 research universities within “Project 985”. 

These universities have received the largest amount of funding from the central 

government in order to compete with the top universities in the world. Among the 

second level are over 100 universities within “Project 211”. These universities have 

received funding from both the central government and the regional government. The 

third level includes more than 1000 regular colleges and universities administered by 

regional government or departments. The fourth level contains over 1200 higher 

vocational schools. Many of them are private schools. 

Morgan and Li (2011) described the problems and possibilities of private higher 

education in China. They illustrated the current state of the private higher education 

system in China and predicted several possibilities for its growth in the future. A 

private university in China, which is different from private universities in the West, is 

perceived as less desirable and competitive than public universities. In China, a 

private university is viewed as a business, and therefore, its tuition is generally high. 

Many students from low-income families cannot afford the high private tuition and 

have to seek admission to public universities. It is important to note that private 

universities in China are not held to the same standard of excellence. Therefore, a 

degree from a private university is less valued than a degree from a public one 

(Morgan & Li, 2011). 

Although Chinese higher education achieved great progress, there are problems 

and challenges. In 2013, Chinese government decided to carry on a comprehensive and 
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more in-depth reform in all fields including education sector. The following items are 

related to higher education: a) to innovate talents cultivation mechanism and promote 

uniqueness in universities; promoting universities to  make excellent achievements with 

uniqueness; b) to improve the university entrance examination and the enrollment 

system by optimizing talents selection mechanism; c) to expand the overall planning 

power of the provincial government and the decision making of universities and 

encourage the development of private schools; and d) to accelerate the construction of 

modern vocational educational system, and deepen the combination of industry and 

teaching, and school-enterprise cooperation (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2014). 

 

Study Abroad in the Context of Higher Education Reform in China  

Study abroad is not a new phenomenon in China. It has been more than 100 

years since China began to send its students and scholars to study abroad, though with 

different scales and various forms during different stages of history (CSC, 1999; Hu, 

2009; Morgan & Tuijnman, 2002).  

In 1978 after the Chinese Open Door Policy, important decision of expanding the 

scales of internationalising higher education has been made. Studying abroad in 

foreign universities resumed and developed progressively with three phases (Hu, 

2009). The first phase was from 1978 to 1981, which began the current programme of 

sending Chinese students and teachers abroad, and the acceptance of foreign scholars 

in China, albeit on a small scale. It served initially as a window for China's reform 

and opening up as well as for the intercultural exchanges specifically (CSC, 1999).  
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The second phase witnessed the reform of Chinese higher education between 

1982 and 2000. The relevant Laws and Regulations include Decisions on Reform of 

Chinese Education System in 1985, Notification on Relevant Issues about Students 

Studying Abroad in 1992, and Law on Higher Education of PRC in 1998 etc. The 

Chinese central government promulgated guideline for students and scholars studying 

abroad in the Notification on Relevant Issues about Students Studying Abroad, that is: 

“…to support studies abroad, to encourage returns after the completion of studies, and 

to guarantee the freedom of coming and going” (Ministry of Education of the People‟s 

Republic of China: MoE of PRC).  

In 1996 the China Scholarship Council was established and laid down a 

significant landmark for Chinese students and scholars studying abroad (CSC, 1999). 

The CSC is a non-profit institution affiliated to the Chinese Ministry of Education. It 

is responsible for the management and provision of financial resources to Chinese 

citizens studying abroad and to the foreign students and scholars studying in China for 

the purpose of developing educational, scientific, and cultural exchanges. The main 

commitments of the CSC aim at enhancing the friendship and understanding between 

Chinese people and the people of all other countries, and promoting world peace and 

the socialist modernization drive in China (CSC, 2008). The Senior Research Scholar 

programme and Visiting Scholar programme were among the major state sponsored 

categories of studying abroad programmes at the outset of CSC‟s foundation.  

The term Senior Research Scholar refers to those senior academics at Chinese 

universities, usually holding academic titles of associate professor or above, who are 
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invited to spend from three months to six months at foreign institutions. Their main 

tasks are to pursue research and to become involved in the intellectual life of the host 

universities. The term Visiting Scholar refers to academics at Chinese institutions who 

are invited to spend between six to twelve months at foreign institutions, auditing 

advanced classes, participating in seminars, interacting with intellectual life of the 

host universities, and pursuing professional development.  

The two programmes aim at creating platforms for cooperation and exchanges 

between Chinese universities and their counterparts abroad, and at estab lishing 

sustainable academic relationships between them (CSC). During the second phase 

period, the three complementary financial supporting channels from the national level 

to the local level for Chinese university students and scholars studying abroad were 

set up, namely state- funded, institution-funded and self- funded. Between 1978 and 

2003, a total number of 700,200 Chinese students and scholars studied at universities 

in 108 countries and regions throughout the world, covering almost all disciplines 

(MoE of PRC).  

Phase three was from China‟s entry into the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 

2001 to the present (Ding, Yue & Sun, 2009). With China‟s obligations for 

educational services under the WTO rules, various laws and regulations regarding 

international cooperative education were passed, such as: Regulations of the PRC on 

Chinese-foreign Cooperative Education in 2003, Implementation Measures for the 

Regulation of the PRC on Chinese-foreign Cooperative in 2004, and Measures for the 

Administration of Chinese-foreign Cooperative Education on Occupational Skills 



30 

 

Training in 2006 and so on. As a result, the market for higher education in China 

opened up internationally. Foreign institutions can not only enrol Chinese students, 

but also run schools in China. In 2004, the University of Nottingham Ningbo, China 

became the first Sino-Foreign university in China with approval from the Chinese 

Ministry of Education (Ennew & Yang, 2009).  

Many foreign institutions seem optimistic to exploit the Chinese higher 

education market. Various measures are taken to attract Chinese students and scholars 

to go and study abroad, such as, organizing educational fairs in China, relaxing visa 

requirements, offering after graduation working experience periods, and so on. (Ding 

et al, 2009). At the same time, the vast demand for overseas study by the Chinese 

students and academics is in part driven by China‟s rapid economic development and 

the significant increase of household income. Figures from China National Bureau of 

Statistics (2007) show that in 2001 China‟s per capita GDP exceeded 1,000 US 

dollars for the first time (1,042 US dollars to be precise). And a comparatively high 

rate of economic growth was maintained in the following eight years. These have 

made the overall picture of students and scholars studying abroad, both in volume and 

scale, develop unprecedentedly. For example, the total number of students and 

scholars studying abroad in 2007 was 144,500 of which 8,853 were state- funded, 

6,947 institution-funded and 128,700 self- funded (China Education Year Book, 2008). 

Also the number has increased from 860 in 1978 to 179,800 in 2008, which reaches a 

total of 1,391,500 by the end of 2008 (CSC, 2008). Table 2 summarises the statistics 

of the total number of students and scholars studying abroad and the figures of those 
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self- funded from 2000 to 2008, together with the increasing rate. All the statistics are 

from China Education Year Book (2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008) 

in the official website of the Ministry of Education of People‟s Republic of China 

(http://www.moe.edu.cn). The total number of students and scholars studying abroad 

from year 1978 on are displayed with the figure of annual increasing rate as well. 

Diagram 2 illustrates that from 2003 to 2008, the annual increasing rate of studying 

abroad in China is more than 13%. Except for the year 2003 and 2004, due to the 

influence of SARS in China, the rest of the increasing rates indicate a huge market in 

internationalisation of higher education. According to the Chinese Ministry of 

Education, the figure of studying abroad could reach 200,000 annually as from 2010 

and 300,000 annually by 2020 (MoE of PRC).  

Table 2  

Overall Statistics of students and scholars studying abroad in China  

Year Total Increasing 

Rate 

Self- funded Increasing 

Rate 

Total from 

1978 

Increasing 

Rate 

2000 38,989 NA 32,293 NA NA NA 

2001 83,973 115.5% 76,052 135.5% NA NA 

2002 125,000 48.9% 117,000 53.8% 583,000 NA 

2003 117,300 -6.2% 109,100 -6.8% 700,200 20.1% 

2004 114,700 -2.2% 104,300 -4.4% 814,900 16.4% 

2005 118,500 3.3% 106,500 2.1% 933,400 14.5% 

2006 133,800 12.9% 120,700 13.3% 1,067,200 14.3% 

2007 144,500 8% 128,700 6.6% 1,211,700 13.5% 

2008 179,800 24.4% 161,600 25.6% 1,391,500 14.8% 

 (All the above statistics are from China Education Year Book  2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 

2007, 2008 through the official website of the Ministry of Education of People‟s Republic of China: 

http://www.moe.edu.cn)  

 

Accordingly, accompanying the national economic growth has been a huge 

investment in higher education by the Chinese government, especially towards the 



32 

 

construction of world-class universities. The launch of Project 985 has fuelled the 

number of state sponsored top students at the best universities in China to go and 

study in the best foreign institutions. Specific international academic exchange 

programmes are sponsored under the state funding support via the Project 985 ever 

since year 2006. And this kind of specific Project support will continue for five years 

(China Education Year Book, 2007). To take the year 2008 as an example, the State 

Sponsored Graduate Scholarship Programme of CSC recruited 4,892 students, of 

which 2,139 studied for a doctoral degree at an institution abroad, and another 2,753 

were Ph.D. candidates jointly taught by the Chinese and foreign institutions. Also, the 

total number of recruitment for all types of state sponsored study abroad programmes 

has reached 12,957, which is a 5.3 times increase over 1996 when the number was 

just 2,044 (CSC, 2008). Figure 1 illustrates a microcosm of state sponsored figures 

indicating the growing paces of studying abroad in China.  

Figure 1  

Recruitment of the State Sponsored Study Abroad Programme 1996-2008 (CSC, 

2008) 
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This phenomenon has brought not only prosperity to the generation of economic 

and social capital in the host nations, but raised a series of implications for researches 

on the growth and maturity of the Chinese students and scholars studying abroad. 

Given the large sum of capital, specific research from an ind ividual intercultural 

perspective can serve as partial responses to its original aspirations. These were, to 

seek for academic excellence in the service of global citizenship, as well as to 

strengthen the common understanding of peoples around the world (MoE of PRC, 

CSC).  

Since 1978, Chinese universities have attached great importance to exchange and 

cooperation with universities all over the world. In the early days, they mainly sent 

visiting scholars and students. In recent years, more and more foreign s tudents come to 

study in China. In 2013, the total amount of foreign students from over 200 countries 

and regions to China reached 356,000. Foreign students study in 736 universities and 

research institutes in 31 provinces, autonomous regions and municipalities. Chinese 

government has established special scholarship to subsidize them.  

From 1978 to 2013, the total amount of overseas students sent from China reached over 

3 million, of which 413,000 in 2013 alone. Chinese students studying in Australia 

increased from 73,000 to 150,000, while Chinese students in Western Australia 

increased from 4000 to 9000, both doubled in the past decade. These data reflects the 

trend of international exchange in Chinese higher education. In addition, China's 

universities and overseas universities have carried out exchanges and cooperation in 

training programs and scientific research as well as other areas.  
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To sum up, this section described the development and reform of Chinese higher 

education. In the context of higher education reform, study abroad phenomenon was 

introduced and discussed. With increasing number of Chinese visiting scholars 

studying abroad, the examination of their intercultural experience and intercultural 

competence development has important implications.  

 

Intercultural Competence and its Theoretical Frameworks  

Due to the development of global economy and internationalization of education, 

intercultural competence has become increasingly important. Many researchers have 

examined the development of intercultural competence in different contexts 

(Applegate & Sypher, 1988; Baños, 2006; Fritz, Graf, Hentze, Möllenberg, & Chen, 

2005; Fritz, Möllenberg, & Chen, 2002, 2003; Delia, 1987) and multiple theoretical 

frameworks have been proposed and empirically researched and validated 

(Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 2005; Bennett, 1986, 1993; Bennett & Bennett, 2003, 2004; 

Byram, 1997; Chen & Starosta, 1996, 2000; Gudykunst, 1993, 1998; Kim, 1993; 

Risager, 2007; Ruben, 1976; Ruben & Kealey, 1979; Ting-Toomey, 1993). This 

section critically reviews the construct of intercultural competence and its theoretical 

frameworks. 

Throughout the literature, the following 19 terms have been used as alternatives 

for intercultural competence: transcultural communication, international 

communication, ethnorelativity, cross-cultural communication, intercultural 

interaction, biculturalism, cross-cultural awareness, intercultural sensitivity, 

multiculturalism, global competitive intelligence, intercultural cooperation, 
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pluralingualism, global competence, cultural sensitivity, cross-cultural adaptation, 

cultural competence, effective inter-group communication, international competence, 

and intercultural communicative competence (Fantini, 2006). Among them, 

intercultural communicative competence (ICC), intercultural sensitivity, and 

cross-cultural adaptation are the most frequent labels for intercultural competence and 

they are often used interchangeably, but “each alternative also implies additional 

nuances that are often only implicitly addressed in research” (Sinicrope, Norris, & 

Watanabe, 2007, p. 3). It is important to review these terms since they are used 

interchangeably.  

The term ICC is often used to refer to the type of competence needed to 

communicate with people from different languages and cultures. Intercultural 

communication is simply communication between people from different cultural 

backgrounds (Chamberlain, Guerra, & Garcia, 1999). It can be viewed as the 

interaction among people of complex cultural and social identities (Byram, 1997;  

Elorza, 2008). When members of different cultural groups communicate, they must 

take into account numerous cultural differences that complicate the communication 

process.   

From Ruben‟s (1976) perspective, ICC consists of the “ability to function in a 

manner that is perceived to be relatively consistent with the needs, capacities, goals, 

and expectations of the individuals in one‟s environment while satisfying one‟s own 

needs, capacities, goals, and expectations” (p. 336).  
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 Byram, Nichols, and Stevens (2001) state that ICC can also be regarded as the 

ability to deal with differences that derive from everyday communication, which 

actually means the ability to handle the unknown. A person with some degree of ICC 

is able to see relationships between different cultures – both internal and external to a 

society – and is able to mediate, that is interpreted each in terms of the other, either 

for themselves or for other people (Elorza, 2008).  

Intercultural sensitivity is another commonly used term in the literature (Hixson, 

2003). The development of intercultural sensitivity occurs “through change of a 

sojourner‟s perception towards cultural differences” (Hixson, 2003, p. 21); and it 

contributes to the development of intercultural competence. Sensitivity to differences 

in social, political, and cultural realities has been identified as a component of 

intercultural competence (Cui & Awa, 1992; Hannigan, 1990; Kappler, 1998; Meggitt, 

1994; Steglitz, 1993). An interculturally competent individual who develops cultural 

sensitivity is capable of functioning effectively in more than one culture (Gudykunst 

& Kim, 1997). 

Chen and Starosta (1996, 2000) proposed an intercultural competence model, 

which represents a transformation process of symmetrical interdependence that can be 

explained in three dimensions: intercultural sensitivity (i.e., abilities to promote 

positive emotions before, during and  after the intercultural contact), cultural 

awareness (i.e., understanding the conventions of the host culture that affect how 

people think and behave) and intercultural adroitness (i.e., behavioral skills that allow 

individuals to negotiate the multiple meanings and manage complexity in the global 
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context). This model tries to promote the aptitudes of recognition, respect, tolerance 

and integration of cultural differences to construct global citizenship (Baños, 2006).  

The term cross-cultural adaptation is also commonly used in the literature. The 

development of intercultural competence can be perceived as a transformation but 

also as an adaptation process through interaction with the host members (Hixson, 

2003). Cross-cultural adaptation considers people as interacting with and adjusting to 

the environment (Kim, 1995). It is presented as a “collaborative venture between 

newcomers and a host environment. Interacting with individuals from the same 

culture requires little adjustment because the participants share a common 

socialization process for communication. Effective interactions between culturally 

different individuals, however, necessitate adjustment by the newcomer to the new 

elements” (Hixson, 2003, p. 29).  

Although there is extensive research about intercultural competence, there is not 

a generally accepted definition (Fritz et al., 2005). Fantini (2006) defines intercultural 

competence as: “…. a complex of abilities needed to perform effectively and 

appropriately when interacting with others who are linguistically and culturally 

different from oneself” (p. 12). Sinicrope et al (2007) further explained that 

intercultural competence is the: “….ability to step beyond one‟s own culture and 

function with other individuals from linguistically and culturally diverse 

backgrounds” (p. 1). Deardorff (2008) simply defines intercultural competence as “the 

ability to communicate effectively and appropriately in intercultural situations based 

on one‟s intercultural knowledge, skills, and attitudes” (p. 33).  
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In related literature, the construct of intercultural competence has been described 

as numerous lists of capabilities, skills and characteristics (Dinges & Baldwin, 1996; 

Fritz et al., 2005; Kealey & Ruben, 1983). For example, intercultural competence is 

operationalised as six competencies: a) language competence, b) adaptation, c) social 

decentering, d) communication effectiveness, e) social integration, and f) knowledge 

of the host culture (Redmond & Bunyi, 1993; Redmond, 2000). It is also classified 

into three dimensions including affective, cognitive, and behavioral; and these three 

dimensions must be developed for efficient intercultural communications (Bennett, 

2001; Chen & Starosta, 1996; Fritz, 2001; Fritz et al., 2005; Graf, 2004a; Müller & 

Gelbrich, 2001; Spitzberg, 2000; Ting-Toomey, 1999).  

Hammer, Bennet, and Wiseman (2003) attempt to make the following distinction 

between intercultural sensitivity and intercultural competence. Intercultural 

sensitivity is “the ability to discriminate and experience relevant cultural differences” 

whereas intercultural competence is “the ability to think and act in interculturally 

appropriate ways” (p. 422). Greater intercultural sensitivity creates the potential for 

increased intercultural competence (Applegate & Sypher, 1988; Delia, 1987). Further, 

individuals “who have received largely monocultural socialization normally have 

access only to their own cultural worldview, so they are unable to experience the 

difference between their own perception and that of people who are culturally 

different” (Bennett, 2004, p. 74).  

Intercultural competence has also been identified as a critical capability in many 

studies focusing on “overseas effectiveness of international sojourners, international 
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business adaptation and job performance, international student adjustment, 

international transfer of technology and information, international study abroad and 

inter-ethnic relations within nations” (IDI, 2014). The concept of acculturation via 

sojourning has been discussed in the literature (Berry, 1990, 1997; Laroche, Kim, Hui, 

& Tomiuk, 1998; Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001). The following section reviews 

this concept in current literature. 

 

Acculturation via Sojourning 

Given the internationalisation of higher education in today‟s world, the concept 

of acculturation has become increasingly crucial. A well known example is the 

intercultural capacity developed by way of acculturation via the sojourn of studying 

abroad. It contributes to the examination of how people react to exposure to new 

socio-cultural environment (Barnett, 2007; Gu, 2009; Kehm, 2005; Yates, 2002).  

Individual intercultural capacity development exists in different ways (Alfred, 

Byram, & Fleming, 2003; Berry, 1997; Dörnyei, 2004; Gu, 2009; Hamza, 2010; 

Montgomery & McDowell, 2009; Tarique & Caligiuri, 2009; Ward & Kennedy, 1994). 

Study abroad as a practice embedded in the higher education tradition has been 

studied by a number of researchers (Barnett, 2007; Gu, 2009; Kehm, 2005; Yates, 

2002). For example, Yates (2002) asserts that from the international experience, 

academics gain the opportunity to build extensive networks that can broaden their 

horizons. Gu (2009) identifies distinctive patterns of struggles, changes and 

achievements in maturity and interculturality among the Chinese students in British 

higher education. Barnett (2007) contends “it is made anew as the student comes into 
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a new place, a new sense of herself, her capacities and her relationship with the 

world” (p. 68). Kehm (2005) maintains that study abroad in a limited period of time 

contributes to human development and global understanding.  

Acculturation was first studied by sociologists and anthropologists in reference 

to group- level phenomena and later at an individual level by psychologists (Berry & 

Kim, 1988; Berry, 1997; Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001). This research mainly 

focuses on the individual level of developing characteristics in relation with 

socio-cultural capacity aspect in the acculturation process despite its complexity. The 

early definition of acculturation comes from the Social Science Research Council by 

Robert Redfield, Ralf Linton, and Melville Herskovitz (1936, p. 149): 

Acculturation comprehends those phenomena, which result when groups of 

individuals having different cultures come into continues first-hand contact, 

with subsequent changes in the original cultural patterns of either or both 

groups. 

This definition indicates that acculturation is a process that entails contact between 

cultures, resulting in consequences of socio-cultural change and transformation. The 

notion implies that acculturation happens under the two conditions: (a) being between 

cultures or intercultural, and (b) sojourner as a transition from enculturation to 

acculturation. In this thesis, sojourner refers to those relatively more mature and older 

short-term visiting scholars abroad to new cultures for academic purposes. Sojourning 

relates to the sojourner being intercultural while attuning to a new host culture abroad 

by way of acculturation.  
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Nowadays, the most popular theoretical model to study acculturation is that by 

Berry (1997) with two primary dimensions: cultural adaptation – the degree of 

willingness to relations with other groups; and cultural maintenance – the degree to 

maintaining their heritage culture identity. Based on these two dimensions, four 

acculturation orientations have been distinguished: integration, separation, 

assimilation, and marginalization (Berry & Kim, 1998), which are illustrated as: 

…. specifically, individuals who value both cultural maintenance and 

intergroup relations are seen to endorse an integrationist approach. Those 

who cherish cultural maintenance but do not value intergroup relations are 

believed to adopt a separatist position. By contrast, those who value 

intergroup relations but are relatively unconcerned with cultural maintenance 

may be classified as assimilationist. Finally, those individuals who value 

neither cultural maintenance nor intergroup relations are said to be 

marginalized (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999, p. 423). 

Hence, integration implies adherence to both one‟s own ethnic culture as well as the 

host culture. Separation refers that cultural adjustment to the host culture fails to take 

place, and one‟s orientation is still focused on his or her own cultural heritage. 

Assimilation involves the decline of one‟s own ethnic culture distinction and its 

corollary cultural differences. And finally, marginalization means the rejection of both 

home and host cultural orientations. These four orientations seem impossible without 

the sojourners formally or informally being between cultures that they seek to adapt to. 

On the other hand, sojourner adjustment investigators would describe these four 



42 

 

acculturation orientations as several stages of adjustment that sojourners go through in 

the host culture and return to their home culture (Adler, 1975; Kang, 2006; Ward & 

Searle, 1991). Given Oberg‟s (1960) four stages conceptual approach as verification:  

… a honeymoon stage – characterized by fascination and optimism with the 

new environment and culture; a second stage characterized by hostile and 

emotionally stereotyped attitudes toward the host country and increased  

association with fellow sojourners; a recovery stage characterized by 

increased language knowledge and ability to get around in the new culture, a 

superior attitude toward the host people, and an increased sense of humour; 

and a fourth stage in which adjustment is about as complete as possible, 

anxiety is largely gone, and new customs are accepted and enjoyed (cited in 

Church, 1982, p. 541). 

These stages illustrate that sojourner adjustment to new host cultures can occur 

through one of the two ways: through observation, participation and communication; 

or through trial and error, often leading to negative consequences of inhibition. It may 

also fail to occur when defensive stereotypes exist, or where the home and host 

cultures differ widely in values.  

Schumann (1986), with an academic view, defining acculturation as “the social 

and psychological integration of the learner with the target language group” (p. 379), 

also sees two dimensions of acculturation linked by learners‟ capacity to adapt to 

living abroad/sojourning and the consequences for personal development. It views the 

adjustment of the sojourning learner as a transitional enculturation, reflecting phases 
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of movement from encompassing to progressive changes in identity and cultural 

awareness, albeit differing in the degree to which the learners experience certain 

adjustment problems. Or it illustrates the two broad domains of enculturation: 

psychological and socio-cultural. The later, which is the research focus of this thesis, 

relates to the individual capacity to fit in the host culture due to a continuous 

first-hand contact. This definition permits both the social and affective components of 

the sojourning, and examines the outcomes of the transit enculturation experience. 

Specifically, the outcomes relate to variables of similarities between host and home 

cultures, positive expectations, and low incidence of depressive symptoms.  

With regard to being intercultural through sojourning for study, research among 

learners coming from a different ethnic background reveals that acculturation is “a 

process that involves the development of relationships with new culture, independent 

from the maintenance of the original culture” (Wu & Mak, 2012, p. 66). It has been 

dedicated to the understanding of how learners manage psychological and behavioural 

changes as a result of sustained first-hand contact with other cultures. Being exposed 

to a new set of values, beliefs, and educational demands, these learners are challenged 

to acclimate themselves to a variety of cultural differences. In the light of Redfield, 

Linton, and Herskovitz (1936), acculturation may generate three possible outcomes: a) 

acceptance: entailing the assimilation of one group into the other; b) adaptation: 

entailing the merger of the two cultures; and c) reaction: entailing 

“contra-acculturative movements” (p. 152). Such significant changes in self-concept, 

attitudes and behaviour are termed as individual intercultural development in this 
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thesis. It means “the ability to behave appropriately in intercultural situations, the 

affective and cognitive capacity to establish and maintain intercultural relationships 

and the ability to stabilise one‟s self identity while mediating between cultures” 

(Jensen, Jaeger, & Lorentsen, 1995, cited in Alred & Byram, 2002, p. 340).  

Being intercultural, the learners‟ socio-cultural development potentials may exist 

more in conjunction with social learning and cognitive perspectives. Although 

learners remained, in some respects, on the margin of the foreign society, the 

experience has become a process of temporary re-socialisation into a foreign culture 

and its practices and beliefs.  

As for sojourner as a consequence for socio-cultural development, Alred, Byram 

and Fleming (2003) presume that human beings are cultural beings, shaped by their 

specific environment and experiences through processes of socialisation. “By nature, 

we are social and it is in the interaction with others that we develop” (p. 3). Being 

between cultures as a temporary sojourner in a foreign country, peop le‟s capacity of 

awareness of experiencing otherness and the ability to analyse the experience can act 

upon insights into one self and others. This inevitably leads people to reflect on their 

taken-for-granted values, conventions and one self. Whilst maintaining the 

distinctions of one‟s identity, the interaction between cultures creates a sense of 

empathy which joins rather than divides the groups. Or in another word, their 

curiosity about and empathy with people of other groups yet still without abandoning 

one‟s own social identity leads to a heightened awareness of the interaction between 

ownness and otherness. When such empathy becomes incorporated into one‟s sense of 
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self, a step towards being an intercultural person has been taken. Psychologically, the  

deeper sense of belongs to groups is matched with a more integrated sense of self, 

thus foster greater capacity and cause main changes of a person. Otherness becomes 

less prohibition and more gateways of possibility about oneself (Coleman, 1995). 

Personal outcomes such as increased self-confidence and self- reliance and changes in 

more superficial habits (e.g., dress, eating, drinking) appear to be more consistent 

sojourn outcomes (Allen & Arafat, 1971; Becker, 1971; Hull, 1978; Klineberg & Hull, 

1979; Useem & Useem, 1955). However, religious beliefs seem to remain particularly 

stable (Hegazy, 1969; Hull, 1978; Klineberg & Hull, 1979).  

Relating successful socio-cultural outcomes has also been extensively discussed, 

such as, more favorable or objective attitudes toward the host culture; an increased 

appreciation of the home culture ("patriotic reinforcement"); a broader worldview or 

perspective (e.g., international mindedness, cultural relativism, biculturalism); a 

reduction of ethnocentrism, intolerance, and stereotypes; increased cognitive 

complexity; and greater personal self-awareness, self-esteem, confidence, and 

creativity (Adler, 1975; Angell, 1969; Coelho, 1962; David, 1971; Flack, 1976; 

Mishler, 1965; Pace, 1959; Sampson & Smith, 1957; Smith, 1955; Triandis, 1975; 

Useem & Useem, 1955; Watson & Lippitt, 1955). It seems that socio-cultural 

development potentials rely more on difficulties in performing daily tasks, and is 

more dependent upon variables such as length of residence in a new culture, culture 

distance, and quantity of interactions with host nationals (Ward & Kennedy, 1994).  
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The existing literature has provided different definitions and addressed different 

aspects of intercultural competence as well. The use of multiple terms may cause 

confusions and misunderstandings. Further, the discussions of intercultural 

competence are scattered all over the place. However, it seems that the role of 

acculturation via sojourning for study abroad has been firmly established in the 

literature. Thus all articulate the same voice backing up this thesis – there are 

potentials for one‟s intercultural competence development via sojourning whilst 

studying abroad. Furthermore, it is important to understand the major theoretical 

frameworks for intercultural competence. 

 

Four Major Theoretical Frameworks for Intercultural Competence  

Historically, according to Sinicrope et al. (2007), the concept of intercultural 

competence emerged out of research related to the experiences of westerners working 

abroad in the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s. In the late 1970s and 1980s, the 

intercultural competence research expanded to include study abroad, international 

business, cross-cultural training, expatriates living overseas, and immigrant 

acculturation. During these years, intercultural competence research basically 

examined “individuals‟ attitudes, personalities, values, and motives, usually through 

short self-reports, surveys, or open-ended interviews” (Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 2). 

Intercultural competence research today “spans a wide spectrum, from international 

schools to medical training, from short study abroad programs to permanent residency 

in foreign cultures” (Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 2).  
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Sinicrope et al. (2007) summarised and discussed four major theoretical 

frameworks for intercultural competence: a) Ruben‟s Behavioral Approach to the 

conceptualization and measurement of intercultural communicative competence 

(Ruben, 1976; Ruben & Kealey, 1979); b) European Multidimensional Models of 

Intercultural Competence theorized by Byram (1997) and Risager (2007); c) Bennett‟s 

Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) (Bennett, 1993; Hammer, 

Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003); and d) A Culture-generic Approach to Intercultural 

Competence developed by Arasaratnam and Doerfel (2005). In the following section, 

each theoretical framework for the construct of intercultural competence is briefly 

described. 

a) Ruben‟s Behavioral Approach to Intercultural Communicative Competence  

Ruben‟s (1976) behavioral approach to the conceptualization and measurement 

of intercultural communicative competence was one of the earliest comprehensive 

frameworks (Ruben & Kealey, 1979). Ruben “advocated a behavioral approach to 

linking the gap between knowing and doing, that is, between what individuals know 

to be interculturally competent and what those individuals actually do in intercultural 

situations” (Sinicrope et al., 2007). Ruben (1976) argued that to understand and assess 

individuals‟ behaviors, it would be necessary to employ “measures of competency 

that reflect an individual‟s ability to display concepts in his behavior rather than 

intentions, understandings, knowledges, attitudes, or desires” (p. 337).  

Ruben (1976) identified the following seven dimensions of intercultural 

competence:  
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1. Display of respect describes an individual‟s ability to “express respect and 

positive regard” for other individuals.  

2. Interaction posture refers to an individual‟s ability to “respond to others in 

a descriptive, nonevaluative, and nonjudgmental way.” 

3. Orientation to knowledge describes an individual‟s ability to “recognize 

the extent to which knowledge is individual in nature.” In other words, 

orientation to knowledge describes an individual‟s ability to recognize and 

acknowledge that people explain the world around them in different ways 

with differing views of what is “right” and “true.” 

4. Empathy is an individual‟s ability to “put [himself] in another‟s shoes.” 

5. Self-oriented role behavior expresses an individual‟s ability to be flexible 

and to function in initiating or harmonizing roles. In this context, initiating 

refers to requesting information and clarification and evaluating ideas for 

problem solving. Harmonizing, on the other hand, refers to regulating the 

group status quo through mediation.  

6. Interaction management is an individual‟s ability to take turns in 

discussion and initiate and terminate interaction based on a reasonably 

accurate assessment of the needs and desires of others.  

7. Lastly, tolerance for ambiguity describes an individual‟s ability to “react 

to new and ambiguous situations with little visible discomfort” (Ruben, 1976, 

cited in Sinicrope et al., 2007, pp. 4-5). 
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b) European Multidimensional Models of Intercultural Competence  

Based on their experiences in the European context, Byram (1997) and Risager 

(2007) have also theorized multidimensional models of intercultural competence. In 

Teaching and assessing intercultural communicative competence, Byram (1997) 

proposed a five-factor model of intercultural competence comprising the fo llowing: 

1. The attitude factor refers to the ability to relativize one‟s self and value 

others, and includes “curiosity and openness, readiness to suspend disbelief 

about other cultures and belief about one‟s own” (Byram, 1997, p. 91).  

2. Knowledge of one‟s self and others means knowledge of the rules for 

individual and social interaction and consists of knowing social groups and 

their practices, both in one‟s one culture and in the other culture.  

3. The first skill set, the skills of interpreting and relating, describes an 

individual‟s ability to interpret, explain, and relate events and documents 

from another culture to one‟s own culture.  

4. The second skill set, the skills of discovery and interaction, allows the 

individual to acquire “new knowledge of culture and cultural practices,” 

including the ability to use existing knowledge, attitudes, and skills in 

cross-cultural interactions (ibid, p. 98).  

5. The last factor, critical cultural awareness, describes the ability to use 

perspectives, practices, and products in one‟s own culture and in other 

cultures to make evaluations. (Sinicrope et al., 2007, pp. 5-6) 
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Byram further clarified that “the interaction factor (skills of discovery and 

interacting) includes a range of communication forms, including verbal and 

non-verbal modes and the development of linguistic, sociolinguistic, and discourse 

competencies” (Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 6). 

Based on Byram‟s work, Risager (2007) proposed an expanded 

conceptualization of intercultural competence and argued that a model for 

intercultural competence must include the broad resources an individual possesses as 

well as the narrow competences that can be assessed. The following 10 elements of 

linguistic developments and proficiencies, for example, are outlined in her model:   

1. Linguistic (languastructural) competence 

2. Languacultural competences and resources: semantics and pragmatics  

3. Languacultural competences and resources: poetics 

4. Languacultural competences and resources: linguistic identity 

5. Translation and interpretation 

6. Interpreting texts (discourses) 

7. Use of ethnographic methods 

8. Transnational cooperation 

9. Knowledge of language as critical language awareness, also as a world 

citizen 

10. Knowledge of culture and society and critical cultural awareness, also as 

a world citizen. (Risager, 2007, cited in Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 6) 

c) Bennett‟s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) 
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In the North American context, Bennett‟s Developmental Model of Intercultural 

Sensitivity (DMIS) (Bennett, 1986, 1993; Bennett & Bennett, 2003, 2004) has been 

widely discussed, researched, and explored in recent years (Sinicrope et al., 2007). 

Building on research in the 1970‟s and 1980‟s, Bennett developed “a dynamic model 

to explain how individuals respond to cultural differences and how their responses 

evolve over time” (Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 8). 

The DMIS outlined the following six stages of intercultural competence 

development: denial, defense, minimization, acceptance, adaptation, and integration 

(Bennett, 1986). As argued by Bennett (2004), these six stages of intercultural 

competence development can be viewed as the move from ethnocentrism (i.e., the 

experience of one‟s own culture as “central to reality”) to ethnorelativism (i.e., the 

experience of one‟s own beliefs and behaviors as just one organization of reality 

among many viable possibilities). Six distinct kinds of experience seem to spread 

across the continuum from ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism: Denial of cultural 

differences, Defense against cultural difference, Minimization of cultural difference, 

Acceptance of cultural difference, Adaptation to cultural difference, and Integration 

of cultural difference into identity.  

Bennett (2004) offered the following explanation about the stages of intercultural 

competence development: 

In general, the more ethnocentric orientations can be seen as ways of 

avoiding cultural difference, either by denying its existence, by raising 

defenses against it, or by minimizing its importance. The more ethnore lative 
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worldviews are ways of seeking cultural difference, either by accepting its 

importance, by adapting perspective to take it into account, or by integrating 

the whole concept into a definition of identity (p. 63).  

Together, “these six stages comprise a continuum from least culturally competent to 

most culturally competent, and they illustrate a dynamic way of modeling the 

development of intercultural competence” (Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 9). 

d) A Culture-Generic Approach to Intercultural Competence 

The most recent developments in intercultural competence theory have emerged 

in the research of Arasaratnam and Doerfel (2005). In their work, Arasaratnam and 

Doerfel call for a new, culture-wide model of intercultural communication 

competence (Sinicrope et al., 2007). Using a bottom-up approach, Arasaratnam and 

Doerfel (2005) conducted a semantic network analysis of interview transcripts with 

37 (12 U.S. students and 25 international students from 14 different countries) 

interculturally competent participants, who were selected based on their involvement 

in international student organizations, study abroad programs, and international 

friendship/host programs. During the interview, participants responded to the 

following prompts: 

Q1: How would you define intercultural communication? 

Q2: Can you identify some qualities or aspects of people who are competent 

in intercultural communication? 
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Q3: Can you identify some specific individuals whom you think are 

particularly competent in intercultural communication and say why you 

perceive them as such? 

Q4: What are aspects of good communication in your culture/opinion?  

Q5: What are aspects of bad communication in your culture/opinion?  

(Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 2005, cited in Sinicrope et al., 2007, p. 10). 

Based on semantic analyses for all the above five questions, Arasaratnam and  

Doerfel (2005) identified 10 unique dimensions of intercultural communicative 

competence: heterogeneity, transmission, other-centered, observant, motivation, 

sensitivity, respect, relational, investment, and appropriateness. Although this 

approach has not led to the development of widely practiced assessment tools and 

methods, it “promises a culture-generic, bottom-up approach to eliciting definitions 

and dimensions of intercultural competence that may be used in future assessment 

tools” (Sinicrope et al., 2007, pp. 10-11). 

These theoretical frameworks conceptualize intercultural competence as several 

dimensions, factor models, competencies, skills, and stages. They were developed for 

various contexts by researchers from different background. The general purpose of 

these frameworks was to quantify the concept of intercultural competence and 

measure it as specific competencies that reflect an individual‟s ability to communicate 

interculturally. From an assessment perspective, these specific competencies may be 

difficult to measure. However, it is important to examine the specific factors affecting 

the development of intercultural competence of individuals sojourning abroad.  
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Factors Affecting the Development of Intercultural Competence 

Research has shown that the following seven major factors affect the 

development of intercultural competence of individuals sojourning abroad including 

Chinese students studying for academic degrees in foreign universities: linguistic 

factors, socio-cultural factors, psycho-cultural factors, cognitive factors, educational 

factors, affective factors, and personal factors (Bennett, 2004; Bouton, 1994; Chen & 

Starosta, 1998; Chang, 2009; Huang & Tavano , 2013; Huang & Brown, 2009; Huang 

& Klinger, 2006; Huang & Rinaldo, 2009; Lin, Su, & Ho, 2009; Olshtain & Cohen, 

1990; Redmond, 2000; Roh, 2014; Sercu, 2006; Shaheen, 2004; Tanck, 2002; 

Williaume, 2009). Under each major factor, specific factors are listed in Table 3. Each 

of these major factors is reviewed below, beginning with linguistic factors.  
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Table 3  

Seven Majors Factors Affecting an Individual’s Intercultural Competence 

Development 

No. Major Factors Specific Factors 

1 Linguistic factors foreign language skills or proficiency; first language  

2 Socio-cultural factors interaction with peers from different cultures; 

cultural differences; culture shock 

3 Psycho-cultural factors ethnocentrism; stereotypes; prejudice 

4 Cognitive factors respect for the host country/culture; curiosity about 

discovering the host country/culture; knowledge 

about the host country/culture 

5 Educational factors pre-departure preparation; training and orientation 

for overseas sojourners; guided reflection  

6 Affective factors feeling lonely; academic anxiety; feeling stressful 

7 Personal factors 

 

 

interaction confidence; open-mindedness; being 

non-judgemental; experiences with cultural 

difference; self-confidence; self-efficacy, 

self-esteem; social skills; financial difficulties; 

tolerance of ambiguity; family and institution 

support; having prolonged negative experiences 

with international people; time spent with their 

international peers; previous travelling experience; 

growing up in a multicultural home; having 

accompanying spouses and children; previous 

experience abroad; family international experience; 

having the goal of gaining cultural understanding; 

past international experiences; having studied 

language overseas; living with a host family; having 

an international perspective 

Table compiled by author 

 

Linguistic Factors  

During the past two decades, there has been a significant growth in the number 

of international students (i.e., English is not their native language) pursuing academic 

studies at North American universities; and among these international students 

Chinese students from China are the largest single group (Huang & Rindaldo, 2009). 
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Research with Chinese students studying at North American universities has indicated 

that many factors affect their academic studies and intercultural competence 

development due to their different educational and cultural background; for example, 

linguistic factors, socio-cultural factors, educational factors, cognitive factors, 

affective factors, and even financial factors (Chen, 1999; Feng, 1991; Huang, 1998; 

Huang, 2004, 2005; Liu, 1994; Sun & Chen, 1997; Upton, 1989; Yuan, 1982; Zhong, 

1996). Their English language proficiency as well as Chinese language influence has 

been identified as the major linguistic factors (Feng, 1991; Huang & Rindaldo, 2009; 

Huang, 2004, 2005). 

First of all, due to their limited English listening and speaking proficiency 

Chinese students have difficulties understanding academic lectures, American idioms 

and jokes, and in taking notes (Feng, 1991; Huang, 2006). Su and Chen (1997) 

indicate that the English language problem was identified as the biggest obstacle in 

the process of Chinese students‟ intercultural adjustment although they came to the 

United States with high TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) and GRE 

(Graduate Record Examination) scores. Further, their lack of English language 

proficiency has a strong negative impact on their communication with North 

Americans academically and socially (Huang & Rinaldo, 2009; Huang 1998).  

Using semi-structured interviews, Huang and Rinaldo (2009) explored the 

factors impacting four (two attending an American university and the other two 

attending a Canadian university) Chinese graduate students‟ cross-cultural learning as 

well as intercultural competence development. The results of this study indicated that 
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both Chinese (L1) and English (L2) had an effect on their academic learning and 

intercultural competence development at these two North American universities. The 

effect could be both positive and negative. On the one hand, Chinese can both help 

and impede their English academic learning and communication. Two of the four 

participants believed that the structure of their mother tongue (i.e., Chinese) assisted 

them in organizing ideas in English. On the other hand, although the four Chinese 

graduate students had scored very high on TOEFL (a required English test for 

non-native speakers of English who want to pursue academic studies at 

English-speaking universities), they were not very confident in their English language 

proficiency. They all agreed that their insufficient English proficiency negatively 

affected both their academic and social activities and communications. Further, they 

often found it uncomfortable to express themselves either socially or in class (Hua ng 

& Rinaldo, 2009). 

 

Socio-cultural Factors  

Cultural differences and cultural variability can cause problems in developing 

and maintaining social relationships and effective communication. They can also a 

leading factor that contributes to cultural shock (Redmond, 2000). Both cultural 

differences and cultural shock are factors that impact on the development of 

intercultural competence. Further, as Chitakornkijsil (2010) argued, culture strongly 

affects individuals‟ values, beliefs, worldviews, nonverbal behaviors, languages, 

social skills, and how to deal with others; and therefore, learning to understand and 

interact with people from different cultural background is challenging. Cultural 
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differences can potentially make intercultural communication very difficult, and 

sometimes even impossible.  

Using a self- report instrument Redmond (2000) investigated the effects of 

cultural variability on the amount of stress, the handling of stress, and intercultural 

competence. The participants were 644 international students enrolled in a large 

Midwestern university in the United States. Participants were grouped into two 

different groups according to their cultural values: those whose values were nearest to 

the United States' values, and those that were farthest. Regression analysis was 

performed in this study. Regression analysis generates beta weights which show how 

much each of the intercultural communication competencies contributes to an 

equation that predicts the amount of stress or handling of stress. Regression analysis 

indicated differences between those participants from cultures closest to the United 

States in cultural values and other participants who were farthest. The reliability and 

validity of the values (collected during the 1960s and 1970s) associated with each 

country and the representativeness of the sample used in the study might have limited 

the interpretation and generalization of the results of this study.  

Most recently, Marx and Moss (2011) conducted a qualitative case study to 

explore a preservice teacher‟s intercultural development during a semester- long 

teacher-education program in London. The participant was a preservice teacher from 

an American university and she was enrolled in a teacher education study abroad 

program. Both participant observation and in-depth open-ended interviews were used 

for data collection. The results indicated that the participant‟s lack of understanding of 
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the cultural differences between the United States and the United Kingdom before the 

study abroad program was a challenge to her intercultural development. During the 

study abroad she became more interculturally sensitive; and by the end of the study 

she was “developing richer and more complex cultural constructs, exploring her own 

cultural identity, accepting and recognizing fundamental cultural differences in herself 

and others, and actively seeking out intercultural experiences as an avenue to continue 

her intercultural development” (p. 40). The results also show that the intercultural 

guide or cultural translator and cultural reflection played an important role in her 

intercultural development and facilitated her intercultural development. It is suggested 

that study abroad students need an intercultural guide or a cultural translator to 

support their intercultural development.  

 

Psycho-cultural Factors 

In addition to linguistic and socio-cultural factors, Han (2004) proposed that it is 

important to examine psycho-cultural factors that impact the effectiveness of 

intercultural effectiveness. Psycho-cultural factors, as the name suggests, refer to 

culture-related factors in the domain of psychology (Han, 2004). Earlier, Kim and 

Gudykunst (1992) identified that “psycho-cultural factors influencing communication 

with outgroups include stereotypes of and attitudes (e.g., e thnocentrism and prejudice) 

toward outgroups” (cited in Han, 2004, p. 2).  

Han (2004) reviewed the following psycho-cultural factors that have an impact 

on intercultural communication: ethnocentrism, prejudice, and stereotypes. First, Han 

(2004) define ethnocentrism as “a kind of defensive attitudinal tendency to view the 
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values, and norms of one‟s culture as superior to other cultures, and people perceive 

their cultural ways of living as the most reasonable and proper ways to conduct their 

lives” (p. 2). Ethnocentrism has both positive and negative effects on intercultural 

competence development. Positively, ethnocentrism is often “a source of cultural and 

personal identity” (Han, 2004, p. 3). Negatively, it “takes on a negative condition and 

becomes destructive when it is used to shut others out, provide the bases for 

derogatory evaluation, and rebuff changes” (Samovar, Porter, & Stefani, 1998, cited in 

Han, 2004, p. 3). Therefore, a high level of ethnocentrism can cause people to 

interpret outgroup‟s behaviours using their own cultural frame of reference (Han, 

2004).  

Second, prejudice is thought to have negative effects on intercultural 

communication by most people (Han, 2004). Plotnik (1986) defined prejudice as “an 

unfair, biased, or intolerant attitude towards another group of people” (cited in Han, 

2004, p. 4). Therefore, in the context of intercultural communication, prejudice 

“places the object of the prejudice as some disadvantages that is not directly related to 

the actual conduct of the person, but rather is part of the misjudgement of the person 

holding the prejudiced views” (Han, 2004, p. 4).  

Finally, stereotyping is another psycho-cultural factor that affects the 

intercultural communication. The early definition of stereotyping is from Lippman 

(1957), who stated that stereotypes are “a means of organizing people‟s images into 

fixed and simple categories that they use to stand for the entire collection of people” 

(cited in Han, 2004, p. 6). Like ethnocentrism and prejudice, stereotyping is natural 
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during the intercultural communication process. However, inaccurate stereotypes can 

lead to intercultural miscommunications and misunderstandings (Han, 2004; Stephan 

& Rosenfield, 1982). 

 

Cognitive Factors 

Success with intercultural communication depends on an understanding of 

cultural differences and the influences culture has on communication (Chamberlain et 

al., 1999). According to Byram (2000), intercultural communicative competence 

involves the following cognitive components: “a) attitudes (curiosity and openness, 

readiness to suspend disbelief about other cultures and belief about one‟s own); b) 

knowledge (of social groups and openness, readiness to suspend disbelief about other 

cultures and belief about one‟s own); c) skills of interpreting and relating (ability to 

interpret a document or event from another culture, to explain it and relate to operate 

knowledge, attitudes and skills under the constraints of real-time communication and 

interaction); and d) critical cultural awareness (an ability to evaluate critically and on 

the basis of explicit criteria perspectives, practices and products in one‟s own and 

other cultures and countries” (p. 10).  

Attitudes play a very important role in development of intercultural competence. 

To become successful intercultural communicators, as argued by Parmenter (2003), 

students need to develop attitudes of openness to the unfamiliar and curiosity about 

other cultures and people. While sojourning abroad, it is vital that students are willing 

to question their own cultural assumptions and beliefs and be willing to accept other 

ways of acting and thinking without prejudice or discrimination.   
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Further, Parmenter (2003) argued that there are two types of knowledge required 

for intercultural competence. The first is knowledge about social groups and cultures 

in one‟s own country and in the countries of those they communicate with. In addition 

to the foreign language classroom, this knowledge is also gained from social studies 

classes, the media, friends and family members. The second type of knowledge is the 

processes of interaction at societal and individual levels. This type of knowledge is 

essential for intercultural competence because if students speak grammatically correct 

English but have no knowledge of the processes of interaction, then communication 

will be a failure. 

Furthermore, Byram (1997) divides skills into two categories. The first is the 

“ability to interpret a document or event from another culture, to explain it and relate 

it to documents from one‟s own” (p. 52). The second skill refers to the “ability to 

acquire new knowledge of a culture and cultural practices and the ability to operate 

knowledge, attitudes and skills under the constraints of real-time communication and 

interaction” (p. 52). The development of intercultural competence is required in order 

to master both sets of skills. Parmenter (2003) further states that skills of analysis and 

interpretation are necessary, as are skills of relating between different cultures, and 

the ability to put all these knowledge and skills into practice in real situations.   

Finally, critical cultural awareness refers to the ability to think about things 

actively and intelligently rather than just accept them passively without question 

(Byram, 2000; Parmenter, 2003). According to Parmenter (2003), students must 

acquire the ability to identify and interpret values in another culture, the ability to 
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critically analyze and evaluate cultural practices or documents from another culture, 

and the ability to interact and mediate in intercultural exchanges, drawing on one‟s 

knowledge, skills and attitudes. It means being able to go beyond surface stereotypes 

and false images of a culture.    

Empirically, Vogt (2006) attempted to measure attitudinal factors in 

computer-mediated intercultural communication. Data were collected from three 

e-mail projects between 2001 and 2002. Sixty-four participants from three different 

upper-secondary classes at a vocational school in Mainz, Germany exchanged e-mails 

with 57 students from two groups of US-American undergraduate students in Ohio 

and 30 undergraduate students of English from Tokyo (n=30). The major research 

question addressed in this study is whether attitudinal components of intercultural 

competence can be measured quantitatively in telecollaborative environments. To do 

this, specifications and implementation of learning objectives for attitudes as put 

forward by Byram (1997) are applied to different instruments within the framework of 

the email projects, including a triangulation of instruments. Instruments include 

e-mails, critical incidents, essays and interaction journals. In addition, when data were 

ambiguous or incomplete, follow-up interviews were conducted with the participants. 

Results of the study suggest that it is not possib le to measure attitudes with the 

instruments described. However, they can help teachers to describe evidence of 

attitudes in interaction and trace developments to provide a basis for feedback.  
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Educational Factors 

Educational factors refer to the training and preparation received by individuals 

before they study abroad and orientation and guided reflection after they arrive abroad. 

For example, regular students have to take the required language tests before they 

study for academic degrees in foreign universities, these language proficiency tests 

provide evidence that they have met the minimum language requirements for their 

study abroad although high test scores do not necessarily indicate successful 

intercultural competence development (Huang, 2013). Visiting scholars might have 

received specific training through professional development opportunities before their 

departure or orientation after they have arrived abroad (Shaheen, 2004). Research has 

started to show that such educational factors have an impact on the development of 

intercultural competence (Hixson, 2003; Huang, 2013; Lough, 2010).  

Fang (2010) argued that “The more knowledge learners know about target 

language‟s culture, the easier it will be for them to reach effective communication 

(p.43).” Through educational procedures students can develop their cultural awareness.  

One of options is to provide the international students with an orientation program at 

the beginning of their study abroad so that they can understand a culture‟s demands, 

values, beliefs, and socially appropriate behaviours (Sherry, Thomas, & Chui, 2010).  

This orientation program can provide an opportunity for students to feel comfortable 

in the new culture as well.  

Shaheen (2004) investigates the effect of pre-departure preparation on student 

intercultural competence development when they study abroad, especially on shorter 
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length programs. Thirty-nine students (Groups 1 and 2) who studied at an American 

university and also accepted for the summer 2003 study abroad programs in Lyon, 

Nice, and Paris were asked to participate in the study. This whole group was asked to 

participate in the treatment of the pre-departure class and approximately half of the 

group volunteered to take the pre-departure study abroad course. The third group was 

selected based on their status of being enrolled in French language classes for summer 

quarter and remaining on campus for summer 2003. Shaheen (2004) conducted a 

mixed method comparative study with these three groups of students. The 

Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) based on the Developmental Model of 

Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) (IDI Manual, 2001) was employed for data collection. 

A pre-test/post-test measured change in participant behavior.  

The IDI and DMIS scores showed change in intercultural development. Further, 

if students have parents who have had overseas experiences or they are non-minority 

students (racial and ethnic minorities as well as international students), there is a 

likelihood that these students would have a significant increase in sensitivity. Finally, 

the following five factors “encouraged intercultural growth including: 1) significant 

intercultural interactions with international peers, 2) not having prolonged negative 

experiences with international people, 3) having the goal of gaining cultural 

understanding and students seeing an applicable use in their future career for their 

experience, 4) the chance to speak with international peers in English on a variety of 

cultural topics, and finally, 5) being members of the majority race and ethnic groups 

in the U.S.” (Shaheen, 2004, p. iii).  
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Further, Lough (2010) examined international volunteers‟ perceptions of the 

following factors affecting their intercultural competence: duration of service, cultural 

immersion, guided reflection, and contact reciprocity. The study design is 

cross-sectional and retrospective and employs international volunteering impacts 

survey (IVIS) to collect self-reported responses from 291 international volunteers. A 

three-step hierarchical multiple regression was performed to assess the relationship 

among the four independent variables and intercultural competence, controlling for 

other individual and institutional effects. The findings suggest that the service 

duration, cultural immersion, guided reflection, and contact reciprocity are all 

positively related to intercultural competence. In addition, guided reflection appears to 

moderate the relationship between duration and intercultural competence.  

 

Affective Factors 

Research has also shown that affective factors affect an individual‟s intercultural 

competence development as well as cross-cultural learning (Huang & Klinger, 2006; 

Huang & Rinaldo, 2009). Affective factors are emotional factors which influence 

learning. They can have a negative or positive effect. 

Using a qualitative research method, Huang and Rinaldo (2009) examined the 

affective factors affecting four Chinese graduate students‟ cross-cultural learning and 

intercultural communication at two North American universities. For the four  

participants, North America is filled with pressures. Loneliness and anxiety were 

often connected to the absence of family and friends and they have become the two 

major affective factors that negatively affected their graduate study abroad.  
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 In another qualitative study, Huang (2011) examined whether or not four 

Chinese Ph.D. students were experiencing high levels of academic anxiety at two 

North American universities. The results show that two participants were 

experiencing high levels of academic anxiety. “Majors that involve more language 

usage, such as education, political studies, and religious studies, seem to cause greater 

levels of academic anxiety than those majors that rely more on graphs, tables, 

numbers and symbols, such as mathematics, biology, and chemistry” (p. 35). The 

major sources of high levels of academic anxiety, as reported by these two 

participants, are “… language barriers, cultural differences, being away from family 

and friends ...” (p. 35). Academic anxiety decreases their self-confidence and also has 

a negative impact on their academic learning, social life, personal feelings, and 

intercultural communication competence.  

Similar to anxiety, stress has also been reported as a factor affecting the 

development of intercultural competence (Kim, 1995; Redmond & Bunyi, 1993). 

Stress is not always a bad thing. Stress sometimes leads to adaptation and intercultural 

competence development, as argued by Kim (1995), “… defensive (or protective) 

stress reactions…are generally temporary and counterproductive to the stranger‟s 

effective functioning in the host environment” (Kim, 1995, p. 177).  

Redmond and Bunyi (1993) examined the relationships among intercultural 

competence (operationalised as the following six competences: language competence,  

adaptation, social decentering, communication effectiveness, social integration and 

knowledge of the host culture), the amount of stress experienced, and how well the 
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stress was handled as reported by international students attending a large Midwestern 

university in the United States. The results indicate that adaptation and social 

decentering explained 16% of the variance in the amount of stress reported, and 

communication effectiveness, adaptation, and social integration accounted for 46% of 

the variance in how well that stress was handled. Further, significant differences were 

found among 18 countries and regions in the reported amount of stress, the handling 

of stress, and five of the six competences (Redmond & Bunyi, 1993, Redmond, 2000).   

Using Chen and Starosta Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (2000), Baños (2006) 

examined the affective aspects that are under intercultural sensitivity (i.e., the 

sensitivity of the students in intercultural communication). The participants of this 

study were 638 teenagers from seven different secondary state schools in Catalonia 

region of Barcelona in Spain, where Catalan and Spanish are the official languages. 

The final scale was translated to Spanish and Catalan and adapted to teenagers. The 

results indicate that students with a positive perception of linguistic competence in 

diverse languages (Catalan, Spanish, French, English, and Arabic) obtained higher 

scores in intercultural sensitivity scale. Further, students who spoke Catalan, French 

or English obtained higher scores in intercultural sensitivity scale than those spoke 

only Spanish. Finally, students who identified different cultures among their friends 

obtained higher scores in intercultural communication scale than students who 

identified their friends with the same cultural reference (Baños, 2006).  
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Personal Factors 

Research on intercultural competence has shown that many personal factors 

affect the development of an individual‟s intercultural competence and these personal 

factors include self-confidence, tolerance of ambiguity; social skills; self-esteem; 

self-efficacy; open-mindedness; being non-judgemental; experiences with cultural 

difference; having prolonged negative experiences with international people; having 

the goal of gaining cultural understanding; time spent with international peers; 

growing up in a multicultural home; having accompanying spouses and children; 

previous experience abroad; family and organizational support; family international 

experience; previous experience abroad; having studied language overseas; living 

with a host family; having an international perspective (Cash, 1993, Hixson, 2003; 

Laubscher 1994). 

For example, Hixson (2003) studied how adult educators from the United States 

became interculturally competent practitioners to teach adults in Peru in Latin 

America. A qualitative, phenomenological research design was used. Fourteen adult 

educators originally from the United States but with intercultural teaching experience 

in Peru participated in in-depth interviews. Three important findings are reported. 

First, be ready prior to the intercultural teaching experience and this readiness 

involves the influence of family and friends, personal commitment, training and 

education, and previous intercultural experiences. Second, immerse into the host 

culture by adopting a role of a learner, communicating in the local language, acting in 

the community, and teaching in the host culture. Finally, reflect on experiences in 
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immersion and make changes based on what has been learned about the host c ulture. 

This study also suggests that the following three factors impact their intercultural 

competence development: family and organizational support, the sojourner's teaching 

philosophy, and the reception of the adult educator by the hosts.  

Milstein (2005) empirically examines communication self-efficacy as a possible 

profound payoff of sojourning. Questionnaire data from an international sample of 

212 Japan Exchange and Teaching Programme (JET) alumni were used to test 

hypotheses about the sojourn and perceived changes in communication self-efficacy. 

The results indicate that 95.5% of the sample retrospectively reported a perceived 

increase in self-efficacy. Further, positive correlations “were found between 

self-reported challenge of sojourn and reported perceived change in self-efficacy, and 

between self- reported success of sojourn and perceived communication self-efficacy 

scores” (p. 217).  

The criticism to most of the above studies would be the representativeness of the 

selected samples, which were relatively small. The generalization of these findings 

would then be problematic. For example, in their study Huang and Rinaldo (2009) 

interviewed only four individuals representing two universities across two countries. 

It would be impossible to generalize the results to larger contexts.  

To sum up, this section reviewed seven major factors that are found to affect an 

individual‟s intercultural competence development while sojourning abroad. It is 

important to note that these factors can have both positive and negative effects on 

intercultural competence development.  
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The Conceptual Framework 

The purpose of this study is to examine Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of 

the factors affecting their intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad, it is appropriate to use Mezirow‟s transformative learning theory 

(1990, 1991, 1997, 2000) to guide the study as the conceptual framework.  

Chinese visiting scholars study abroad for a relatively short period of time. 

Sojourning abroad for study provides them with significant transformative potentials. 

There is a common saying: to be educated is not to arrive, it is to travel with a 

different view; or travel broadens the mind. No longer do people view sojourning 

whilst study abroad as acquiring knowledge or skills solely, it leads to 

capacity-related and self- related change, such as, in the amount of knowledge 

individuals have, in competence development people understand each other, and in 

the sense of oneself. It yields a potentially fruitful multiplication of perspectives. The 

sojourning learners find the multiplicity of their worlds and contexts; they need to 

understand and be understood within their new cultural environment. They wish to 

manipulate what they have learned rather than simply acquire it. To them, sojourning 

whilst study abroad means more than a single subject mastery, but competencies of a 

threefold “stress-adaptation-growth” intercultural learning process (Gill, 2007).  

Therefore, sense-making potentials of identity reconstruction, inter-culturality, 

and personal growth are among the interests of the researchers (Gu, 2005, 2009; 

Hoffman, 2009; Hamza, 2010; Barnett, 2007; Sanderson, 2008; Murphy-Lejeune, 

2003). These dialectical modes of research start a move to argue that human beings 
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are by nature active, and that international academic sojourning inevitably 

experiences change and transformation in different aspects. Then questions 

concerning how the sojourning learners lead for change and transformatio n are raised. 

This thesis will theoretically apply the transformative learning theory from the works 

of Mezirow (1990, 1991, 2000) and his followers to elaborate these challenged 

questions.  

By transformative learning it meant: “… the process of learning through critical 

self-reflection, which results in the reformulation of a meaning perspective to allow 

inclusive, discriminating, and integrative understanding of one‟s experience” 

(Mezirow, 1990, p. xvi) or “…transformative learning is the process of effecting 

change in a frame of reference … frames of reference are the structures of 

assumptions through which we understand our experiences” (Mezirow, 1997, p. 5). A 

frame of reference, primarily the result of cultural assimilation, means two 

dimensions: habits of mind and a point of view (Mezirow, 1997, pp. 5-6): 

Habits of mind are broad, abstract, orienting, habitual ways of thinking,  

feeling, and acting influenced by assumptions that constitute a set of codes.  

These codes may be cultural, social, educational, economic, political, or  

psychological. Habits of mind become articulated in a specific point of 

view – the constellation of belief, value judgement, attitude, and feeling  

that shapes a particular interpretation.  

Mezirow (1997) offers a framework for distinguishing between different types of 

learning and change. He interprets change as “…occurs in one of four ways: by 
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elaborating existing frames of reference, by learning new frames of reference, by 

transforming points of view, or by transforming habits of mind” (Mezirow, 2000, p. 

19). Thus transformation lies on experiential learning which can be defined as the 

sense-making process of active engagement between the inner world of the sojourning 

learner and the outer world of environment. It can elucidate how the sojourning 

learners incorporate new knowledge, perspectives or practices into their world 

outlook of engagement, and reflect that pragmatic shift of contexts may engage the 

learners in validating their familiar values, beliefs, and assumptions. It is a common 

learning experience, but the change and transformation require the learners to engage 

in a meta-cognitive standpoint that differs from other types of change. The focus of 

this theory is on how individuals learn to negotiate and act on their own values, 

feelings, and meanings rather than uncritically assimilated from others. Such 

experiences can result in reconfirming their current perspectives or making new 

interpretations that further differentiate their deeply-rooted frames of reference:  

As mentioned earlier, we transform frames of reference – our own and  

those of others – by becoming critically reflective of their assumptions 

and aware of their context – the source, nature, and consequences of  

taken-for-granted beliefs (Mezirow, 2000, p. 19).  

Mezirow‟s transformative learning is characterized as either a dramatic or a gradual 

shift in a person‟s frame of reference. It is considered as a process that makes meaning 

of the sojourners‟ experience and that is helpful in supporting the emergence of 

multiple ways of knowing and deepened states of consciousness. It is also a goal that 
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makes sojourning learners become autonomous and responsible thinkers. Thus 

sojourning abroad for study via encounter with otherness can affect transformation of 

kinds of “habits of mind”, such as, socio-culturality, epistemic reflexivity, or ethnic 

identity. And the process of making meaning, often portrayed as both rational and 

creative, follows some variations of the following phases (Mezirow, 2000:22):  

1. A disorienting dilemma 

2. Self-examination with feelings of fear, anger, guilt, or shame 

3. A critical assessment of assumptions 

4. Recognition that one‟s discontent and the process of transformation are shared  

5. Exploration of options for new roles, relationships, and actions  

6. Planning a course of action 

7. Acquiring knowledge and skills for implementing one‟s plan 

8. Provisional trying of new roles 

9. Building competence and self-confidence in new roles and relationships 

10. A reintegration into one‟s life on the basis of condition dictated by one‟s new 

   Perspective 

These phases draw basic concepts from Mezirow‟s theoretical framework (2000) 

named as “disorientating dilemma”, “point of view”, “habit of mind”, 

and“ incremental transformation”. These phases describe transformative learning as a 

practice of process and experience that are unique to each learner and context. These 

also posit that existential frames of reference or “habits of mind” are somehow 

disrupted through this learning process by some forms of challenge or “disorienting 
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dilemma”. Hence to acquire a sense of identity and international socio-cultural 

awareness require a disorientating dilemma of practice sojourning abroad. 

Transformative learning of a learner sheds light on a value of diverse interpretations, 

and enhances self-knowledge and capacity.   

Within the recent decade, there has emerged a second wave of more integrated 

and holistic contribution to provide perspectives on the process of transformative 

learning (Illeris, 2004; Taylor, 2005; Kegan, 2000; Gunnlaugson, 2006, K itchenham, 

2008, Dirkx et al., 2006, Erichsen, 2011, Poutiatine, 2009). Transformation is deemed 

as something more than mere change: “Those who take seriously the „transformative‟ 

in transformative learning are interested in a „deep‟ learning that challenges existing, 

taken-for-granted assumptions, notions and meaning of what learning is about” (Dirkx 

et al., 2006, p. 4). It is a process that results in an ability to conceptualize personal 

understanding of self in relation to multiple contexts. For the sojourning learners, 

exploration of the conception of self and the meaning of that identity within the 

foreign context of study abroad comes to the fore (Erichsen, 2011). It involves a 

generative dialogue between the unconscious contexts that shape our frame o f 

reference and the conscious ego of the sojourning learners, thus contribute to the 

development of capacity-related socio-cultural competences.  

For a clear understanding of the process of transformation, the nine basic 

principles presented by Poutiatine (2009, p. 192) take the first step:  

1. Transformation is not synonymous with change 

2. Transformation requires assent to change 
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3. Transformation always requires second-order change 

4. Transformation always involves all aspects of an individual‟s or organization‟s  

  life 

5. Transformation change is irreversible 

6. Transformation change involves a letting go of the myth of control  

7. Transformation change always involves some aspect of risk, fear, and loss  

8. Transformation change always involves a broadening of the scope of  

  worldview 

9. Transformation is always a movement towards a greater integrity of identity –  

  a movement toward wholeness.  

These nine principles provide a starting point from which the exploration of 

transformative learning can be furthered. Transformative change ought to challenge 

the existing taken-for-granted frames of reference. It is more than an extension of our 

past, but a disruption of our “habits of mind”. Transformation is a very particular type 

of change; it is discontinuous and must be engaged actively by the individuals. It is an 

internal process that can be driven cognitively through affective understandings with a 

disorienting dilemma or experience. The sojourning learners encounter something that 

does not fit into their dominant worldview; this forces them to reorder with the new 

concept, and experiences a multi- level and qualitative second-order change involving 

an altering fundamental shift in multiple dimensions of human identity and 

competencies. It is a process of barriers removal that creates a sense of alienation, fear 

and loss, or a process of suspending the past beliefs or thought structure. The 
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suspension then offers a framework for learners to explore the different ways of 

knowing and allows an expanding larger vision of the worldview rather than 

discarding the old structure. Thus transformation always means the growth toward 

wholeness of being.  

Other studies on the process of transformative learning insist that the international 

academic mobility can make the sojourners find the multiplicity of their worlds and 

see the necessity of their personal change and the reorganization of their habits of 

mind. Conceptually, Erichsen (2011, p. 109) argues: 

That the experience of study as an international student engenders deeply 

reflective learning and influences shifting conceptions of self. 

Transformative learning within an international context is about integration 

and finding connection (adaptation and perspectival shift) but also about 

differentiation and reinventing oneself within a new context (identity 

development). 

Gill‟s (2007) study has identified a threefold “stress-adaptation-growth” 

intercultural learning process of those sojourning learners‟ experience in the United 

Kingdom. Taylor (2000) contends, to adult sojourners, transformative learning is as a 

recursive process of a perspective transformation or an interdependency of critical 

reflection and affective learning. The trans-national social field theory (Schiller, 2005; 

Schiller & Levitt, 2006; Gargano, 2009) insists that sojourning abroad provides 

spaces for the exchange, organization, and transformation of ideas, practices, and 

social network. Or in another words, when sojourners encounter a range of 
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socio-cultural diversities, those spaces can recognize simultaneously in locality and 

multiplicity in identities as well as reveal the socio-cultural sense-making potentials. 

These sense-making potentials are penetrated throughout the socio-cultural processes 

that extend beyond geographical borders. Robinson (2004) puts forward that 

mediation can be functioned as a process for the constructed nature of the egoic self 

and can be a gateway into which belief structures are solidified, defended, and let go. 

It is mediation - a path for walking through the fear of the disorienting experience - 

that helps develop deep insights transforming the frames of reference toward a more 

inclusive worldview. All these studies describe a process that results in an ability to 

conceptualize personal understandings of self in relation to multiple contexts domestic 

and abroad. And the process theory manifests that the topics about intercultural 

development, personal change, and perceptions of self must be discussed.  

 

Research Gaps in Existing Literature 

Based upon the review of literature, three major research gaps are evident. First, 

many studies have examined a specific factor that has an impact on the development 

of intercultural competence; however, not a single study has examined all these 

factors systematically in terms of their positive and/or negative impact on intercultural 

competence development. 

Second, there was an imbalance by both program levels and countries. Most 

studies examined the factors affecting the intercultural competence development in 

the context of regular Chinese students studying for academic degrees in American 

colleges and universities. Very few studies, however, examined these factors in the 
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context of Chinese visiting scholars sojourning in the United States in comparison 

with Chinese visiting scholars sojourning in the United Kingdom. Chinese visiting 

scholars are different from regular Chinese students studying for academic degrees in 

foreign universities in terms of linguistic and cultural competence (Huang, 2013). 

Further, although the United States and the United Kingdom are both English 

speaking countries, there are cultural differences between them (Marx & Moss, 2011).  

Finally, due to the qualitative nature of analyzing and reporting these factors 

affecting the development of intercultural competence, most studies employed 

qualitative approaches to investigating these factors. However, very few studies 

examined these factors quantitatively and attempted to examine these factors 

comparatively between the United States and the United Kingdom.  

Therefore, this study attempts to bridge these gaps. Given the increasing number 

of Chinese scholars being sent to foreign countries to study as visiting scholars as well 

as limited research focusing on examining their intercultural competence development 

while sojourning abroad, using a mixed-methods design this thesis study will be to 

examine Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors affecting their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad by country (in 

the United States versus in the United Kingdom).  

Specifically, the following five research questions guide this thesis study: a) Are 

there any significant differences (e.g., by sex, age, country of study, and length of 

study) in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development? b) What are the sources of rating variation of the impact of 
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the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development? c) 

How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad? d) How does the host 

country (i.e., the United States versus the United Kingdom) culture influence the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad? and e) How does the study abroad experience influence their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China?  

 

Summary 

This chapter first provides a brief historical overview of study abroad and higher 

education reform in China. It then thoroughly explains the concept of intercultural 

competence and its major theoretical frameworks. It also systematically reviews the 

existing literature on the factors affecting the development of intercultural 

competence while an individual is sojourning abroad. Further, this chapter presents 

the conceptual framework that will guide this thesis study. Finally, it identifies the 

research gaps and states the specific research questions that will guide this study. Next 

chapter will describe the methodology and methods of the thesis.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY AND METHOD 

 

This chapter describes the methodology and method used to explore the research 

questions and provides an overview of the research protocol and study designs. It first  

describes the purpose of the study and restates the research questions. It then 

describes the study participants and explains the research instruments used. The 

chapter then defines the data collection procedures and explains the data analysis 

methods. Finally it describes the computer programmes that will be used for data 

analysis.  

 

Purpose of Study and Research Questions 

Considering the increasing number of Chinese scholars being sent to foreign 

countries to study as visiting scholars as well as limited research focusing on 

examining their intercultural competence development while sojourning abroad, it is 

important to examine their perceptions of the factors affecting their intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad by country (in the United 

States versus in the United Kingdom). A mixed-methods design was employed for this 

thesis study. Quantitatively, using generalizability (G-) theory (Cronbach, Gleser, 

Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972) as a theoretical framework, this study examined 

differences in the ratings of the factors affecting Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

development of intercultural competence during their sojourning abroad across sex 

(i.e., male and female), age (i.e., younger than 30 years old, 30-40 years old, 40-50 

years old, and older than 50 years old), country of study (i.e., the United States and 
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the United Kingdom), and length of study (i.e., less than 3 months, 3-6 months, 7-12 

months, and more than 12 months). Qualitatively, this study used ten semi-structured 

interviews (i.e., 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studying in the United 

States and 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studying in the United 

Kingdom) to gain Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors affecting their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad.  

Specifically, the following five research questions guide this thesis study: a) Are 

there any significant differences (e.g., by sex, age, country of study, and length of 

study) in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development? b) What are the sources of rating variation of the impact of 

the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development? c) 

How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad? d) How does the host 

country (i.e., the United States versus the United Kingdom) culture influence the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad? and e) How does the study abroad experience influence their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China?  

 

Major Considerations of Research Design 

Qualitative and quantitative research methods are the two general categories of 

methods currently being used in educational research. The general purpose of 

qualitative research is to probe deeply into the research setting to obtain in-depth 

understandings about the way things are, why they are like that, and how participants 
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perceive them. However, quantitative research is to collect and analyze numerical data 

to explain, predict, or control phenomena of interest (Creswell, 2014). Both research 

methods have their advantages and disadvantages.  

 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Qualitative Research 

Qualitative research has the following major advantages: a) it can create a 

sustained and in-depth research context that allows the researcher to uncover subtle and 

less overt personal understandings; b) Phenomena are examined as they exist in a 

natural context, and they are viewed from the participants‟ perspectives; and c) it has 

flexibility in terms of data collection, analysis, and interpretation. However, it has 

several major disadvantages: a) it is the difficulty in interpreting information collected 

from different participants; b) the interpretation of research findings is subjective; and 

c) the research findings are hardly generalized to large context (Creswell, 2014; Hoy, 

2010; Matveev, 2002). 

 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Quantitative Research 

Quantitative research has the following major strengths: a) it can test hypotheses 

and validate already constructed theories because of its ability to measure data using 

statistics; b) it can provide precise numerical data; c) the researcher is more objective 

about the findings of the research; and d) the research findings can be generalizable. 

However, it has several major disadvantages: a) it cannot provide more in-depth 

information to explain the research finding; b) the theories might not reflect the 

research context; and c) the findings might be too abstract and general for 
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interpretation and application (Creswell, 2014; Hoy, 2010; Matveev, 2002). 

 

A Mixed Methods Approach 

To overcome the weaknesses of a single quantitative or qualitative research 

method, this study used a mixed methods approach to determine the factors affecting 

their intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad as 

perceived by Chinese visiting scholars. Mixed methods research focuses on collecting 

and analyzing both qualitative and quantitative data. This method‟s foundation is based 

upon the premises that when mixing methods of inquiry the researcher can explore and 

explain the problem better if only quantitative or qualitative procedures alone were 

selected. Mixed methods research, as argued by Creswell (2014), is an “approach to 

inquiry involving collecting both quantitative and qualitative data, integrating the two 

forms of data, and using distinct designs that may involve philosophical assumptions 

and theoretical frameworks” (p. 4).  

Triangulation of different sources of data was a major consideration in designing 

this study. Both quantitative and qualitative methodologies in this study could provide 

triangulated data for the analyses, which would ultimately allow the investigation of 

the factors impacting Chinese visiting scholars‟ development of intercultural 

competence. Further, the use of triangulated methodologies and data analyses added 

validity and generalizability of the results.  

A number of factors are commonly identified to have an impact on individuals‟ 

intercultural competence development. However, the impact that these factors have 

can be evaluated differently by Chinese visiting scholars across sex, age, country of 
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study, and length of study. Since the focus of this study was on Chinese visiting 

scholar perceptions of the factors affecting their intercultural competence 

development during their sojourning abroad, it was appropriate to use G-theory 

(Cronbach et al., 1972) as a theoretical framework.  

G-theory is a statistical method that can simultaneously identify different sources 

of error variance and estimate the impact of these sources on score variability and 

reliability (Shavelson & Webb, 1991). In the case of evaluating the factors affecting 

the development of Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development, 

it apportions variance in assigned impact scores to factors, Chinese visiting scholars 

(raters), error, and interaction components.  

G-theory provides researchers with a flexible, practical framework for examining 

behavioural measurements and their dependability (Shavelson, Webb, & Rowley, 

1989). While many researchers rely on the use of classical test theory (CTT), G-theory 

acts to extend its application by estimating the magnitude of multiple sources of 

measurement error and isolating major sources of error (Brennen, 2000). G-theory is 

an approach to estimating measurement dependability and it offers researchers the 

ability to assess both comprehensively and simultaneously, various sources of 

measurement error; further, G-theory application could identify the conditions that 

contribute most substantially to error and offers remedies to enhance dependability 

(Burns, 1998).   

Therefore, G-theory is a stronger framework than CTT. In addition to taking into 

consideration multiple variances simultaneously, G-theory also estimates the 
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magnitude of each source of error (Huang, 2008, 2011, 2012; Elorbany & Huang, 

2012; Huang & Foote, 2010, 2001; Lewis & Huang, 2012). This feature of G-theory 

allows researchers to reduce the error observed in an observed measurement score as 

it specifically pinpoints the sources of error. Therefore, G-theory was used as the 

theoretical framework to guide this study. 

Further, ten individual interviews were conducted to examine more in-depth 

information about how Chinese culture as well as host country culture impact a 

Chinese visiting scholar‟s development of intercultural competence during their 

sojourning abroad. These interviews could provide insights into how people think and 

provide a deeper understanding of the phenomena being studied (Nagle & Williams, 

2013).  

 

Data Collection 

Ethical Approval 

Before collecting the data, it was necessary to obtain ethical approval from the 

School of Education at the University of Nottingham. Appropriate documentation was 

provided, which included the letter of information letter (see Appendix A) and a 

consent form (see Appendix B). Both the letter of information and the consent form 

explained that participation in the study was strictly voluntary and responses would be 

kept confidential. Participants could withdraw from the study without reasons at any 

point. Access to the data was restricted to the researcher. Any written ma terials that 

originated from the research did not contain the names of individuals and institutions. 

The ethical approval was granted in July 2010. There have been no significant 
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changes to the research which would have required fresh consideration of these 

issues. 

 

Quantitative Data Collection  

Participants and Data Collection Procedures 

Due to the increasing number of Chinese visiting scholars sent to English speaking 

universities, it is important that these scholars have acquired adequate English 

proficiency prior to their sojourning abroad. For this study, the participants 

encompassed two distinct groups of Chinese visiting scholars studied in the United 

Kingdom and the United States because they are the two major English speaking 

countries that most Chinese visiting scholars choose as their study abroad destination.  

This study used a non-random and purposive sampling strategy. The participants 

selected for this study were Chinese visiting scholars who have studied at either 

British universities or American universities. A 40-item 10-point scale rating form 

(see Appendix C) was distributed to 150 Chinese visiting scholars who had studied in 

the United States and the United Kingdom. In total 100 completed rating forms were 

returned to the researcher, with a response rate of approximately 67%. Among these 

returned forms, 15 did not complete their demographic information and therefore 

were considered invalid and excluded from the final data analysis of this study. The 

final valid number of participants of this study was 85.  

Instrument 

The instrument used for quantitative data collection was a 40 1-item 10-point 

                                                                 
1 These 40 specific factors were selected by two independent individuals from the existing literature that were 

found to have an impact on an individual‟s intercultural competence development.  
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scale rating form (see Appendix C), which required the participants to rate the impact 

of these factors on their intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

abroad on a 1-10 point scale (1 = the least positively impacts intercultural competence 

development, and 10 = the most positively impacts intercultural competence 

development) 2 . The key terms were explained in Chinese and the instructions 

provided on the rating form. In addition, the rating form also collected the 

participants‟ background information about their sex (i.e., male and female), age (i.e., 

younger than 30 years old, 30-40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years 

old), country of study (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom), and length of 

study (i.e., less than 3 months, 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and more than 12 months).  

This rating form was field-tested using a convenience sample of 10 Chinese 

scholars who had overseas visiting scholar experiences. They were required to 

complete the rating form for the purpose of ensuring the data collection protocol was 

suitable prior to formal data collection. These 10 participants were also asked to 

review the rating form to ensure that the language was clear and understandable. This 

field-testing procedure was important because it could add both reliability and validity 

to the rating form.  

 

Qualitative Data Collection  

Participants and Data Collection Procedures 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted between the researcher and the ten 

                                                                 
2 It is important to note that there was no option offered for “no opinion” on the instrument, which may be 

interpreted as a limitation by some researchers. 
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participants who were purposefully selected (i.e., 5 Chinese visiting scholars 

studied/studying abroad in the United States and 5 Chinese visiting scholars 

studied/studying abroad in the United Kingdom) from the 85 participants for the 

quantitative component of the study (see Table 4).  

Table 4 

Interviewees’ Demographic Information  

Participant ID Sex Country of Study 

A Male The United States 

B Male The United States 

C Female The United States 

D Male The United States 

E Female The United States 

F Male The United Kingdom 

G Female The United Kingdom 

H Male The United Kingdom 

I Female The United Kingdom 

J Female The United Kingdom 

Table compiled by author 

As shown in Table 4, altogether five female and five male participants were 

interviewed by the researcher. These ten participants should be fairly representative in 

terms of country of study, age, and length of study. These interviews allowed the 

researcher to obtain in-depth information about how Chinese culture as well as the 

host country culture could impact their intercultural competence development during 

their sojourning abroad.  

Participants were given instructions at the start of the interview and each 

interview was audio recorded. Further, each interview was limited to 45 minutes in 

duration. Audio recordings were transcribed and evaluated for accuracy before data 

analysis. 
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Major Questions for Interviews  

Six major interview questions were asked in each interview (see Appendix D): 1) 

How did Chinese culture positively affect their intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad? 2) How did Chinese culture negatively affect their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad? 3) How did the 

host country culture positively affect their intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad? 4) How did the host country culture negatively affect 

their intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad?  5) What 

is the overall impact of your study abroad experience on your interpersonal 

communication after you have come back to China? And 6) what specific changes 

have you noticed in your interpersonal communication after you have come back to 

China? These interview questions are aimed to find answers to research questions #3 

(How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad?), #4 (How does the host 

country culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development during their sojourning abroad?), and #5 (How does the study abroad 

experience influence their interpersonal communication after they have come back to 

China?), respectively. 

 

Data Analysis 

Both quantitative and qualitative data analyses were performed to find answers 

to the five research questions of this study. Specifically, SPSS (Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences) and GENOVA (G-theory computer program) analyses were first 
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performed for research questions #1 and #2. Qualitative interview data analysis was 

then performed for research questions #3, #4, and #5.  

 

Quantitative Data Analysis for Research Questions #1 and #2  

Both SPSS and GENOVA analyses were performed for research questions #1: 

Are there any significant differences (e.g., by gender, country, and personal and 

educational experiences) in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development? and #2: What are the sources of 

rating variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development?  

The SPSS analyses included: a) demographic characteristics of the participants; b) 

reliability of the rating form of the 40 factors impacting Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development; c) descriptive statistical analysis (i.e., mean 

and standard deviation) for all 40 factors; d) descriptive statistical analysis for top five 

factors that positively impact their intercultural competence development as rated by 

the Chinese visiting scholars; e) descriptive statistical analysis for top five factors that 

negatively impact their intercultural competence development as rated by the Chinese 

visiting scholars; f) independent samples t-tests for the comparison of the significant 

mean impact score differences for the demographic variable gender (i.e., male and 

female) and country of study (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom), 

respectively; and g) one-way ANOVA analyses for independent variables of age (i.e., 

younger than 30 years old, 30-40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years 

old) and length of study (i.e., less than 3 months, 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and more 
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than 12 months) will be conducted to examine the significant group differences. For 

significant ANOVAs, Bonferroni post hoc multiple comparisons will be performed to 

examine exact group differences.  

The GENOVA analyses (see Appendix E for control cards) included: a) a 

factor-by-rater nested within gender (f x r: g) mixed effects G-study; b) two 

factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for male and female raters, respectively; c) a 

factor-by-rater nested within country of study (f x r: c) mixed effects G-study; d) two 

factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for the United Kingdom and the United 

States, respectively; e) a factor-by-rater nested within age (f x r: a) mixed effects 

G-study; f) four factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for younger than 30 years 

old, 30-40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years old raters, respectively; 

g) a factor-by-rater nested within length of study (f x r: l) mixed effects G-study; and 

h) four factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for participants having less than 3 

months, 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and more than 12 months study overseas, 

respectively.  

 

Qualitative Interview Data Analysis for Research Question #3 and #4  

Ten face-to- face or QQ interviews were conducted between the researcher and 

the participants (5 Chinese visiting scholars studied abroad in the United States and 5 

Chinese visiting scholars studied abroad in the United Kingdom). Interview questions 

were developed based on research questions #3 (How does Chinese culture influence 

the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad?), #4 (How does the host country culture influence the Chinese 
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visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

abroad?), and #5 (How does the study abroad experience influence their interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China?) as described above. These 

interviews allowed for the identification of the Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions 

of how Chinese culture as well as host country culture impacts their intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad. A coding and classifying 

approach (Gay & Airasian, 2012) was used for data analysis. The interview data was 

first coded by the researcher and then checked for accuracy and consistency by 

another individual. Participants‟ responses relevant to research questions #3, #4, and 

#5 were grouped together and subsequently categorized and analyzed according to the 

recurring themes.  

Specifically, the following qualitative analysis were performed: a) the alignment 

of interview questions with research questions #3, #4, and #5; b) the main themes of 

interview data analysis results under research questions #3, #4, and #5; and c) major 

findings for research questions #3, #4, and #5.   

 

Computer Programs 

Microsoft EXCEL was used for data preparation. Further, SPSS (IBM, 2015) 

was used to conduct both descriptive and inferential (e.g., independent samples t-tests) 

statistical analyses. SPSS is a popular data-analysis program used by researchers in 

social sciences. SPSS can be used for manipulating data, analyzing data, and 

generating graphs and tables.  
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In addition, the computer program GENOVA (Crick & Brennan, 1983) was used 

for the G-theory analyses of the data. GENOVA is a computer program used to 

estimate the variance components for the main and interaction effects as well as their 

standard errors where the design is balanced.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE RESEARCH FINDINGS  

 

This chapter reports both the quantitative and the qualitative findings and 

results. It first describes the purpose of the study and restates the research questions. It 

then presents the quantitative results. The quantitative results are presented in the 

following order: a) demographic characteristics of the participants; b) reliability of the 

rating form; c) descriptive and inferential statistical results; and d) G-theory analyses 

results. Finally, it presents the qualitative results. The qualitative results are presented 

in the following order: a) demographic characteristics of the interviewees; b) the 

alignment of interview questions with research questions; c) the main themes of 

interview results; and d) the major qualitative findings.   

 

Purpose of the Study and the Research Questions  

Considering the increasing number of Chinese scholars being sent to English 

speaking countries as visiting scholars, as well as limited research examining their 

intercultural competence development while sojourning abroad, it is important to 

examine their perceptions of the factors affecting this experience. A mixed-methods 

design was employed for this study. First, using generalizability (G-) theory 

(Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajaratnam, 1972) as a theoretical framework for 

quantitative analysis, this study examined differences in the ratings of the factors 

affecting Chinese visiting scholars‟ development of intercultural competence 

sojourning abroad across sex, age, country of study, and length of study. Qualitatively, 

ten semi-structured interviews were conducted between the researcher and Chinese 
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visiting scholars studying in the United States and the United Kingdom to gain their 

perceptions of the factors affecting their intercultural competence development during 

their sojourning abroad.  

Specifically, the following five research questions were considered: a) Are there 

any significant differences in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development? b) What are the sources of rating 

variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development? c) How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad? d) 

How does the host country (i.e., the United States or the United Kingdom) culture 

influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during 

their sojourning abroad? And e) how does the study abroad experience influence their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China?  

 

Quantitative Findings 

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants 

The purpose of demographic information section of the rating form (see 

Appendix C) was to collect personal and demographic information of the participants 

including sex, country of study, age, and length of study. The information was 

intended to help us better understand Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the 

impact of each factor on their intercultural competence development while studying 

abroad.  
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The rating form was distributed to 150 Chinese visiting scholars who had studied 

either in the United States or in the United Kingdom. In total 100 comp leted rating 

forms were returned to the researcher, with a response rate of approximately 67%. 

Among these returned forms, 15 did not complete their demographic information a nd 

therefore were considered invalid and excluded from the final data analysis of this 

study. The final valid number of participants of this study was 85. Table 5 presents a 

summary of the 85 valid participants.  

Table 5 

A Summary of the Participants 

Demographic Information Number of 

Participants 

Percentage 

Sex Male 41 48.2% 

Female 44 51.8% 

Country of Study United States 49 57.6% 

United Kingdom 36 42.4% 

 

Age 

< 30 2 2.4% 

30-40 32 37.6% 

40-50 42 49.4% 

> 50  9 10.6% 

 

Length of Study 

< 3 months 0 0 

3-6 months 10 11.8% 

7-12 months 68 80.0% 

> 12 months 7 8.2% 

 Total 85 100% 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 5, among the 85 participants 41 were males (48.2%) and 44 

were females (51.8%). The number of male and female participants was d istributed 

evenly. Further, 49 had study abroad experience in the United States (57.6%) and 36 

of them had study abroad experience in the United Kingdom (42.4%). There were 

slightly more participants with study abroad experience in the United States than in 
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the United Kingdom. Among the 85 participants, two of them were aged under thirty 

years old (2.4%); 32 were aged between 30 and 40 (37.6%); 42 were aged between 40 

and 50 (49.4%); and 9 of them were aged over 50 (10.6%). Finally, in terms of length 

of study, none of them studied less than 3 months; 10 of them studied for 3-6 months 

(11.8%); 68 studied for 7-12 months (80.0%); and only 7 of them studied for over 12 

months (8.2%).  

Table 6 

A Summary of the Participants for Final Data Analysis 

Demographic Information Number of 

Participants 

Percentage 

Sex Male 41 48.2% 

Female 44 51.8% 

Country of Study United States 49 57.6% 

United Kingdom 36 42.4% 

 

Age 

< 40 34 40.0% 

40-50 42 49.4% 

> 50  9 10.6% 

 

Length of Study 

3-6 months 10 11.8% 

7-12 months 68 80.0% 

> 12 months 7 8.2% 

 Total 85 100% 

Table compiled by author 

 

For the purpose of statistical analysis, participants under the variable of age were 

regrouped into the following three new groups: less than 40 years old (< 40); between 

40 and 50 years old (40-50); and over 50 years old (> 50). Further, since none of the 

participants had less than three months (< 3 months) study abroad experience, the 

category of “< 3 month” was then deleted for final data analysis. The demographic 

information of the final participants was summarized in Table 6. As shown in Table 6, 

for the age variable, 34 were aged less than 40 years old (40%); 42 were aged 
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between 40 and 50 years old (49.4%); and 9 were aged over 50 years old (10.6%). 

Obviously most participants were aged either over 40 or between 40 and 50 years old.  

Reliability of the Rating Forms 

The instrument used for quantitative data collection was a 40- item 10-point scale 

rating form (see Appendix C), which required the participants to rate the impact of 

these factors on their intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

abroad on a 1-10 point scale (10 = the most positively impacts intercultural 

competence development, and 1 = the least positively impacts intercultural 

competence development).  

Descriptive Statistical Results 

As mentioned above, all 85 participants rated the impact of these factors on their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad on a 1-10 point 

scale (10 = the most positively impacts intercultural competence development, and 1 

= the least positively impacts intercultural competence development). The higher the 

number they chose indicated that the MORE this factor positively impacts on their 

intercultural competence development. The lower the number they chose suggested 

that the LESS this factor positively impacts on their intercultural competence 

development. Table 7 provides the descriptive statistical results (i.e., the mean and 

standard deviation of the ratings of each factor assigned by the 85 participants).  
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Table 7 

Descriptive Statistics of 40 Factors Affecting Intercultural Competence Development 

 
Table compiled by author 

 

The results shown in Table 7 indicate that the 85 Chinese visiting scholars rated 

the following as the top fifteen factors that most impact their intercultural competence 

development: a) self-confidence (m = 7.49; sd = 1.84); b) foreign language skills or 
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proficiency (m = 7.44; sd = 1.89); c) open-mindedness (m = 7.05; sd = 1.54); d) 

knowledge about the host country/culture (m = 6.80; sd = 1.78); e) experiences with 

cultural difference (m = 6.79; sd = 1.62); f) interaction confidence (m = 6.78; sd = 

1.96); g) time spent with international peers (m = 6.65; sd = 1.79); h) curiosity about 

discovering the host country/culture  (m = 6.56; sd = 1.88); i) being non-judgemental 

(m = 6.54; sd = 1.84); j) self-efficacy (m = 6.45; sd = 1.69); k) living with a host family 

(m = 6.40; sd = 2.46); l) family and institution support (m = 6.40; sd = 1.61); m) 

social skills (m = 6.38; sd = 2.06); n) interaction with peers from different cultures (m  

= 6.27; sd = 2.11); and o) respect for the host country/culture (m = 6.15; sd = 1.69).    

The results shown in Table 7 also indicate that the 85 Chinese visiting scholars 

rated the following as the top fifteen factors that least impact their intercultural 

competence development: a) financial difficulties (m = 3.26; sd = 2.04); b) feeling 

lonely (m = 3.73; sd = 2.16); c) feeling stressful (m = 4.06; sd = 1.54); d) academic 

anxiety (m = 4.39; sd = 2.25); e) ethnocentrism (m = 4.66; sd = 1.91); f) previous 

traveling experience (m = 4.80; sd = 2.03); g) prejudice (m = 4.87; sd = 1.83); h) 

family international experience  (m = 4.89; sd = 1.66); i) pre-departure preparation (m  

= 5.02; sd = 1.95); j) having studied language overseas (m = 5.25; sd = 1.84); k) 

having accompanying spouses and children (m = 5.26; sd = 2.42); l) stereotypes (m = 

5.26; sd = 1.68); m) first language (m = 5.26; sd = 1.73); n) having prolonged 

negative experiences with international people (m = 5.33; sd = 1.49); and o) previous 

experience abroad (m = 5.38; sd = 1.85).  
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It is very important to note that the ratings of each factor had a very large 

standard deviation. This result indicated that these 85 Chinese visiting scholars had 

very different perceptions of these 40 factors in terms of their impact on their 

intercultural competence development.  

Inferential Statistical Results 

Using SPSS the following two types of inferential statistical analyses were 

performed to examine group differences: a) independent samples t-tests for 

independent variables “sex” and “country of study”; and b) one-way ANOVAs for 

independent variables “age” and “length of study”. The significant results are 

presented in Tables 8-11. 

Independent Samples t-tests for Variable “Sex” 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted between male and female 

participants in terms of their ratings of the 40 factors that affect the development of 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. The results are 

presented in Table 8. 

As shown in Table 8, there were significant differences in the ratings of the 

following 20 factors by male and female participants (p < .05): interaction with peers 

from different cultures (male mean = 6.90; female mean = 5.68),  interaction 

confidence (male mean = 7.24; female mean = 6.34),  foreign language skills or 

proficiency (male mean = 7.88; female mean = 7.02),  pre-departure preparation 

(male mean = 5.71; female mean = 4.39),  first language (male mean = 5.66; female 

mean = 4.89),  respect for the host country/culture (male mean = 6.63; female mean 
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= 5.70),  open-mindedness (male mean = 7.49; female mean = 6.64),  experiences 

with cultural difference (male mean = 7.34; female mean = 6.27),  self-efficacy (male 

mean = 6.90; female mean = 6.02),  time spent with their international peers (male 

mean = 7.15; female mean = 6.18),  social skills (male mean = 6.95; female mean = 

5.84),  training and orientation for overseas sojourners (male mean = 6.54; female 

mean = 5.48),  guided reflection (male mean = 6.02; female mean = 5.11),  previous 

travelling experience (male mean = 5.41; female mean = 4.23),  family international 

experience (male mean = 5.37; female mean = 4.45),  having the goal of gaining 

cultural understanding (male mean = 6.34; female mean = 5.45),  past international 

experiences (male mean = 6.07; female mean = 4.93),  family and institution support 

(male mean = 6.78; female mean = 6.05),  tolerance of ambiguity (male mean = 6.17; 

female mean = 5.30), and  self-esteem (male mean = 6.00; female mean = 4.93). It is 

interesting to indicate that male participants rated these factors significantly higher 

than the female participants.  
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Table 8 

Significant Independent Sample t-Tests Results for Independent Variable Sex  

 

Table compiled by author 

 

Independent Samples t-tests for Variable “Country of Study” 

Similarly, independent samples t-tests were conducted between participants 

having UK and US study abroad experiences in terms of their ratings of the 40 factors 

that affect the development of Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development. The results are presented in Table 9.  
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Table 9 

Significant Independent Sample t-Tests Results for Independent Variable Country of 

Study 

 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 9, participants having UK study abroad experience rated the 

following factors significantly higher than participants having US study abroad 

experience (p < .05): interaction confidence (UK mean = 7.61; US mean = 6.16),   

time spent with international peers (UK mean = 7.47; US mean = 6.04), training and 

orientation for overseas sojourners (UK mean = 6.53; US mean = 5.59), having an 

international perspective (UK mean = 6.56; US mean = 5.71), family and institution 

support (UK mean = 6.89; US mean = 6.04), and tolerance of ambiguity (UK mean = 

6.53; US mean = 5.12).  

However, participants having US study abroad experience rated the following 

factors significantly higher than participants having UK study abroad experience (p 

< .05): ethnocentrism (UK mean = 4.17; US mean = 5.02), having accompanying 

spouses and children (UK mean = 4.44; US mean = 5.86), academic anxiety (UK 
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mean = 3.33; US mean = 5.16), and having studied language overseas (UK mean = 

4.47; US mean = 5.82). 

One-way ANOVA for Independent Variable of Age 

For independent variable of age (i.e., less than 40, 40-50, and above 50) one-way 

ANOVAs were conducted to examine the significant mean score differences for the 

40 factors given by the participants from different age groups. For significant 

ANOVAs, Bonferroni post hoc multiple comparisons were performed to examine 

exact group differences. The significant results are presented in Table 10.  

As shown in Table 10, the independent variable of age was found to have 

significant effects on the following 19 factors: Cultural differences,  foreign language 

skills or proficiency, respect for the host country/culture, open-mindedness, being 

non-judgmental, experiences with cultural difference,  self-confidence,  self-efficacy,  

time spent with their international peers,  training and orientation for overseas 

sojourners, guided reflection,  previous travelling experience,  previous experience 

abroad, family international experience, having the goal of gaining cultural 

understanding,  past international experiences, having an international perspective,  

tolerance of ambiguity, and self-esteem. 
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Table 10 

One-way ANOVA and Post  Hoc Resu lts fo r Independent  Var iab le of Age 

 

Table compiled by author 
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As shown in Table 10, for these 19 factors participants aged above 50 assigned 

significantly higher scores than participants aged below 40 (p <.05). Further, 

participants aged above 50 also assigned significantly higher scores than participants 

aged between 40 and 50 (p <.05): respect for the host country/culture,  experiences 

with cultural difference,  time spent with their international peers,  guided 

reflection,  previous travelling experience,  family international experience,  past 

international experiences,  having an international perspective,  tolerance of 

ambiguity, and  self-esteem.  

 

One-way ANOVA for Independent Variable of Length of Study 

For independent variable of length of study (i.e., 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and 

over 12 months) one-way ANOVAs were conducted to examine the significant mean 

score differences for the 40 factors given by the participants having different study 

abroad time. For significant ANOVAs, Bonferroni post hoc multiple comparisons 

were performed to examine exact group differences. The significant results are 

presented in Table 11. 
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Table 11 

One-way ANOVA and Post  Hoc Resu lts fo r Independent  Var iab le of Length of 

Study 

 

Table compiled by author 

 

For factors prejudice, knowledge about the host country/culture, having an 

international perspective, and self-esteem, participants having over 12 months study 

abroad time assigned significantly higher scores than participants having 7-12 months 

of study time (p <.05). Further, for factors financial difficulties, previous travelling 

experience, having an international perspective, and feeling lonely,  participants 

having over 12 months study abroad time assigned significantly higher scores than 

participants having 3-6 months of study time (p <.05).  

G-Theory Analyses Results 

The following section presents the G-theory analyses results. Specifically, for 

each variable (i.e., sex, country of study, age, and length of study) results of the 
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factor-by-rater (nested within sex/country of study/age/length of study) mixed effects 

G-studies were presented first, followed by the factor-by-rater random effects 

G-studies results for each rater group across sex, country of study, age, and length of 

study. Finally, the G-coefficients for each rater group were reported.  

G-theory Results for Sex  

The factor-by-rater nested within sex (f x r:s) mixed effects G-study yielded the 

following five sources of variation: factor (f), sex (s), rater nested within sex (r:s), 

factor-by-sex (fs), and factor-by-rater nested within sex (fr:s). Table 12 presents the 

results.  

The results presented in Table 12 show that the residual (fr:s) yielded the largest 

variance component (59.19% of the total variance). The residual contains the 

variability due to the interaction between sex, rater, factors, and other unexplained 

systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Factor (f), the object of measurement 

yielded the second largest variance component (20.07% of the total variance), 

suggesting that the 40 factors are different in terms of their impact on Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development. Rater nested within sex (r:s) yielded 

the third largest variance component (15.39% of the total variance), suggesting that 

raters within sex differed considerably from one another in terms of rating consistency. 

Sex (s) variance component yielded only 5.27% of the total variance, suggesting that 

there was some difference in the rating of the impact of these factors on intercultural 

competence development that could be attributed to sex. The factor-by-sex (fs) 

variance component explained less than 1% of the total variance.  
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Table 12 

Variance Components for the Mixed Effects f x r:s G-Study for Sex 

Source of Variability Df 2  % 

f 39 0.9112 20.07 

s 1 0.2392 5.27 

r:s 80 0.6989 15.39 

fs 39 0.0037 0.08 

fr:s 3120 2.6880 59.19 

Total 3279 4.5410 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

The factor-by-rater (f x r) random effects G-studies for male and female raters for 

these 40 factors yielded the following variance components for each rater group: 

factor (f), rater (r), and factor-by-rater (fr). Table 13 presents the results for these two 

G-studies.  

As shown in Table 13, the results for male raters show that the residual yielded 

the largest variance (58.03% of the total variance). The residual contains the 

variability due to the interaction between raters and factors, and other unexplained 

systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Rater (r) yielded the second largest 

variance component (21.25% of the total variance), suggesting that the male raters 

differed greatly from one another in terms of rating consistency. Factors (f), the object 

of measurement yielded the third largest variance component (20.72% of the total 

variance), suggesting that the 40 factors are different in terms of their impact on 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development while studying 

abroad.  
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Table 13 

Variance Components for Random Effects f x r G-studies Design for Sex 

Gender Source of Variability Df 2  % 

Male f 39 0.9740 20.72 

r 40 0.9989 21.25 

fr 1560 2.7278 58.03 

Total 1639 4.7007 100 

Female f 39 0.8559 21.93 

r 40 0.3989 10.22 

fr 1560 2.6482 67.85 

Total 1639 3.9030 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

The results for female raters indicated that the residual yielded the largest 

variance (67.85% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded 

the second largest variance component (21.93% of the total variance), Rater (r) 

yielded the third largest variance component (10.22% of the total variance), 

suggesting that the female raters differed fairly from one another in terms of rating 

consistency. 

G-theory Results for Country of Study  

The factor-by-rater nested within country of study f x r:c mixed effects G-study 

yielded the following five sources of variation: factor (f), country of study (c), rater 

nested within factor (r:f), factor-by-country of study (fc), and factor-by-rater nested 

within country of study (fr:c). Table 14 presents the results.  
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Table 14 

Variance Components for the Mixed Effects f x r:c G-Study for Country of Study 

Source of Variability Df 2  % 

f 39 0.8059 18.50 

c 1 0 0 

r:c 70 0.7928 18.20 

fc 39 0.2810 6.45 

fr:c 2730 2.4765 56.85 

Total 2879 4.3562 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

The results presented in Table 14 show that the residual (fr:c) yielded the largest 

variance component (56.85% of the total variance). The residual contains the 

variability due to the interaction between country of study, rater, factor, and other 

unexplained systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Factor (f), the object of 

measurement yielded the second largest variance component (18.50% of the total 

variance), suggesting that the 40 factors are different in terms of their impact on 

intercultural competence development. Rater nested within country of study (r:c) 

yielded the third largest variance component (18.20% of the total variance), 

suggesting that raters within country of study differed considerably from one another 

in terms of rating consistency. The factor-by-country of study (fc) variance component 

explained 6.45% of the total variance, showing the inconsistency of the impact of the 

40 factors across the two countries of study. The country of study (c) variance 

component explained 0% of the total variance.  

The factor-by-rater (a x r) random effects G-studies for UK and US raters for the 

40 factors yielded the following variance components for each rater group: factor (f), 

rater (r), and factor-by-rater (fr). Table 15 presents the results for these two G-studies.  
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Table 15 

Variance Components for Random Effects f x r G-studies Design for Country of Study 

Country of Study Source of Variability Df 2  % 

UK f 39 1.4470 31.58 

r 35 0.7109 15.52 

fr 1365 2.4241 52.90 

Total 1439 4.5820 100 

USA f 39 0.7268 17.60 

r 35 0.8746 21.18 

fr 1365 2.5289 61.22 

Total 1439 4.1303 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 15, the results for UK raters show that the residual yielded the 

largest variance (52.90% of the total variance). The residual contains the variability 

due to the interaction between raters and factors, and other unexplained systematic 

and unsystematic sources of error. Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded the 

second largest variance component (31.58% of the total variance), suggesting that the 

40 factors are different in terms of their impact on Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development. Rater (r) yielded the third largest variance 

component (15.52% of the total variance), suggesting that the UK raters differed 

considerably from one another in terms of rating consistency.  

 

The results for US raters indicated that residual yielded the largest variance 

(61.22% of the total variance). Rater (r) yielded the second largest variance 

component (21.18% of the total variance), suggesting that the US raters differed 

greatly from one another in terms of rating consistency. Factors (f), the object of 
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measurement yielded the third largest variance component (17.60% of the total 

variance).  

G-theory Results for Age 

The factor-by-rater nested within age (f x r:a) mixed effects G-study yielded the 

following five sources of variation: factor (f), age (a), rater nested within age (r:a), 

factor-by-age (fa), and factor-by-rater nested within age (fr:a). Table 16 presents the 

results.  

The results presented in Table 16 show that the residual (fr:a) yielded the largest 

variance component (54.31% of the total variance). The residual contains the 

variability due to the interaction between age, rater, factro, and other unexplained 

systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Factors (f), the object of measurement 

yielded the second largest variance component (25.22% of the total variance), 

suggesting that the 40 factors are greatly different in terms of their impact on the 

development of intercultural competence. Rater nested within age (r:a) yielded the 

third largest variance component (12.56% of the total variance), suggesting that raters 

within age groups differed considerably from one another in terms of rating 

consistency. Age (a) variance component yielded 7.42% of the total variance, 

suggesting that suggesting that there was a fairly large difference in the ratings that 

could be attributed to age group. The factor-by-age (fa) variance component yielded 

less than 1% of the total variance.  
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Table 16 

Variance Components for the Mixed Effects f x r:a G-Study for Age 

Source of Variability Df 2  % 

f 39 1.2479 25.22 

a 2 0.3670 7.42 

r:a 24 0.6211 12.56 

fa 78 0.0244 0.49 

fr:a 936 2.6868 54.31 

Total 1079 4.9472 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

The factor-by-rater (f x r) random effects G-studies for raters from different age 

groups (i.e., less than 40, 40-50, and over 50) for the factors yielded the following 

variance components for each rater group: factor (f), rater (r), and factor-by-rater (fr). 

Table 17 presents the results for these three G-studies.  

As shown in Table 17, the results for raters aged under 40 show that the residual 

yielded the largest variance (67.24% of the total variance). The residual contains the 

variability due to the interaction between raters and factors, and other unexplained 

systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Factors (f), the object of measurement 

yielded the second largest variance component (26.20% of the total variance), 

suggesting that the 40 factors are different in terms of their impact on intercultural 

competence development. Rater (r) yielded the third largest variance component 

(6.56% of the total variance), suggesting that the raters aged under 40 differed slightly 

from one another in terms of rating consistency.  
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Table 17 

Variance Components for Random Effects f x r G-studies Design for Age 

Age Source of Variability Df 2  % 

< 40 f 39 0.9130 26.20 

r 8 0.2286 6.56 

fr 312 2.3436 67.24 

Total 359 3.4852 100 

40-50 f 39 1.1818 32.94 

r 8 0.1765 4.92 

fr 312 2.2291 61.14 

Total 359 3.5874 100 

> 50 f 39 1.7220 25.82 

r 8 1.4581 21.87 

fr 312 3.4877 52.31 

Total 359 6.6678 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

The results for raters aged 40-50 show that the residual yielded the largest 

variance (61.14% of the total variance). Factors (f) yielded the second largest variance 

component (32.94% of the total variance), suggesting that the 40 factors are greatly 

different in terms of their impact on intercultural competence development. Rater (r) 

yielded the third largest variance component (4.92% of the total variance), suggesting 

that the raters aged 40-50 differed slightly from one another in terms of rating 

consistency.  

The results for raters aged above 50 show that the residual yielded the largest 

variance (52.31% of the total variance). Again, the residual contains the variability 

due to the interaction between raters and factors, and other unexplained systematic 

and unsystematic sources of error. Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded the 

second largest variance component (25.82% of the total variance), suggesting that the 

40 factors are different in terms of their impact on intercultural competence 
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development. Rater (r) yielded the third largest variance component (21.87% of the 

total variance), suggesting that the raters aged above 50 differed greatly from one 

another in terms of rating consistency.  

G-theory Results for Length of Study 

The factor-by-rater nested within length of study (f x r:l) mixed effects G-study 

yielded the following five sources of variation: factor (f), length of study (l), rater 

nested within length of study (r:l), factor-by- length of study (fl), and factor-by-rater 

nested within length of study (fr:l). Table 18 presents the results.  

Table 18 

Variance Components for the Mixed Effects f x r:l G-Study for Length of Study 

Source of Variability Df 2  % 

f 39 0.8719 16.43 

l 2 0.0712 1.34 

r:l 18 0.8951 16.87 

fl 78 0.2776 5.23 

fr:l 702 3.1915 60.13 

Total 839 5.3073 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

The results presented in Table 18 show that the residual (fr:l) yielded the largest 

variance component (60.13% of the total variance). The residual contains the 

variability due to the interaction between length of study, rater, factor, and other 

unexplained systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Rater nested within length 

of study (r:l) yielded the second largest variance component (16.87% of the total 

variance), suggesting that raters within different groups differed greatly from one 

another in terms of rating consistency. Factors (c), the object of measurement yielded 

the third largest variance component (16.43% of the total variance), suggesting that 
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the 40 factors are different in terms of their impact on intercultural competence 

development. The factor-by- length of study (fl) variance component explained 5.23% 

of the total variance, showing the inconsistency of the impact of the 40 factors across 

the three groups of the length of study (i.e., 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and over 12 

months). The variance component associated with length of study ( l) yielded 1.34% of 

the total variance.  

The factor-by-rater (f x r) random effects G-studies for raters with different length 

of study yielded the following variance components for each rater group: factor (f), 

rater (r), and factor-by-rater (fr). Table 19 presents the results for these three 

G-studies.  

Table 19 

Variance Components for Random Effects f x r G-studies Design for Length of Study 

Length of Study Source of Variability Df 2  % 

3-6 months f 39 1.6502 42.35 

r 6 0.1462 3.75 

fr 234 2.1002 54.90 

Total 279 3.8966 100 

7-12 months f 39 0.5482 13.33 

r 6 0.8348 20.31 

fr 234 2.7283 66.36 

Total 279 4.1113 100 

Over 12 months f 39 1.2502 16.24 

r 6 1.7042 22.13 

fr 234 4.7458 61.63 

Total 279 7.7002 100 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 19, the results for raters having 3-6 months of study time show 

that the residual yielded the largest variance (54.90% of the total variance). The 

residual contains the variability due to the interaction between raters and factors, and 
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other unexplained systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Factors (a), the object 

of measurement yielded the second largest variance component (42.35% of the total 

variance), suggesting that the 40 factors are greatly different in terms of their impact 

on intercultural competence development. Rater (r) variance component explained 

3.75% of the total variance, suggesting that the raters having 3-6 months of study time 

differed slightly from one another in terms of rating consistency.  

The results for raters having 7-12 months of study time show that the residual 

yielded the largest variance (66.36% of the total variance). Again, the residual 

contains the variability due to the interaction between raters and factors, and other 

unexplained systematic and unsystematic sources of error. Rater (r) variance 

component explained 20.31% of the total variance, suggesting that the raters having 

7-12 months of study time differed greatly from one another in terms of rating 

consistency. Factors (a), the object of measurement yielded the third largest variance 

component (13.33% of the total variance), suggesting that the 40 factors are different 

in terms of their impact on intercultural competence development.  

Further, the results for raters having over 12 months of study time show that the 

residual yielded the largest variance (61.63% of the total variance). Rater (r) variance 

component explained 22.13% of the total variance, suggesting that the raters having 

over 12 months of study time differed greatly from one another in terms of rating 

consistency. Factors (a), the object of measurement yielded the third largest variance 

component (16.24% of the total variance), suggesting that the 40 factors are different 

in terms of their impact on intercultural competence development.  
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The above quantitative findings provided the answers to the first two research 

questions of the study. The following section presents the qualitative findings for the 

last three research questions of the study.  

  

Qualitative Findings 

As described in Chapter 3, ten semi-structured interviews were conducted by the 

researcher with ten participants who were purposefully selected (i.e., five Chinese 

visiting scholars who had studied in the United States and five Chinese visiting 

scholars who had studied in the United Kingdom) from the 85 participants for the 

quantitative component of the study. The data derived from these interviews were 

used to answer research questions #3) How does Chinese culture influence the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad? #4) How does the host country culture influence the Chinese 

visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

abroad? and #5) How does the study abroad experience influence their interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China?  

In this section, the following results are presented: a) demographic characteristics 

of the interviewees; b) the alignment of interview questions with research questions 

#3, #4 and #5; c) the main themes of interview results under research questions #3, #4, 

and #5; and d) major findings for research questions #3, #4, and #5.   

 

Demographic Characteristics of the Focus Group Participants 

In total, ten Chinese visiting scholars studied in UK or USA were selected to 
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participate in the interviews with the researcher. Table 20 presents the demographic 

data for the interviewees.  

Table 20 

Interviewees’ Demographic Information 

Participant ID Sex Age Range Length of Study Country of Study 

A Male > 50 Over 12 months UK 

B Male > 50 3-6 months UK 

C Female < 40 7-12 months USA 

D Male 40-50  Over 12 months USA 

E Female 40-50  7-12 months USA 

F Male > 50 7-12 months UK 

G Female < 40 7-12 months UK 

H Male > 50 Over 12 months UK 

I Female > 50 7-12 months USA 

J Female 40-50  3-6 months USA 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 20, among these ten participants, five of them (A, B, D, F, and 

H were male participants) and five of them (C, E, G, I, and J were female participants); 

five of them (A, B, F, H, and I are aged over 50 years old), three of them (D, E, and J 

are aged between 40 and 50, and two of them (C and G) are aged under 40; three of 

them (A, D, and H) studied abroad for over 12 months, five of them (C, E, F, G, and I) 

studied abroad for 7-12 months, and two of them (B and J) studied abroad for 3-6 

months; and finally five of them (A, B, F, G, and H) studied abroad in UK and the 

other five (C, D, E, I, and J) studied abroad in USA.  

The result shows that the numbers of participants are fairly evenly distributed 

across sex, age, length of study, and countries of study. Therefore, they are 

representative of the entire 85 participants of the study. 
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Alignment of Interview Questions with Research Questions #3, #4 and #5  

The following six major questions were asked in each individual interview. The 

responses to these interview questions were used to generate answers to research 

questions #3, #4 and #5 of this thesis. Table 21 is the alignment of the six major 

interview questions with research questions # 3, #4, and #6.  

Table 21 

Alignment of Interview Questions with Research Questions #3, #4 and #5  

Interview Questions Research Questions 

• How did Chinese culture positively 

affect your intercultural competence 

development during your study abroad 

in the United States/United Kingdom? 

 

 

3) How does Chinese culture influence 

the Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad? 

• How did Chinese culture 

negatively affect your intercultural 

competence development during your 

study abroad in the United 

States/United Kingdom? 

• How did the American 

culture/British culture positively affect 

your intercultural competence 

development during your study abroad 

in the United States/United Kingdom? 

4) How does the host country culture 

influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad?  

• How did the American 

culture/British culture negatively affect 

your intercultural competence 

development during your study abroad 

in the United States/United Kingdom? 

• What is the overall impact of your 

study abroad experience on your 

interpersonal communication after you 

have come back to China? 

 

 

5) How does the study abroad 

experience influence their interpersonal 

communication after they have come 

back to China?  

 

• What specific changes have you 

noticed in your interpersonal 

communication after you have come 

back to China? 

Table compiled by author 
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As shown in Table 21, two major interview questions were asked for research 

questions #3, #4, and #5, respectively. Specifically, for research question #3 (i.e., How 

does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development during their sojourning abroad?), the participants were asked to describe 

how Chinese culture positively affected their intercultural competence development as 

well as how Chinese culture negatively affected their intercultural competence 

development during your study abroad in the United States/United Kingdom; 

similarly for research question #4 (i.e., How does the host country culture influence 

the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad?),  the participants were asked to describe how the American 

culture/British culture positively affected their intercultural competence development 

as well as how the American culture/British culture negatively affected their 

intercultural competence development during your study abroad in the United 

States/United Kingdom? Finally, for research question #5 (i.e., How does the study 

abroad experience influence their interpersonal communication after they have come 

back to China?), the participants were asked to describe the overall impact of their 

study abroad experience on their interpersonal communication as well as the specific 

changes they have noticed in their interpersonal communication after their have come 

back to China. 

 

Main Themes of Interview Results under Research Questions #3, #4 and #5 

Using coding and grouping, the interview data were analyzed. From these ten 

interviews, the following main themes were generated under research questions #3, #4, 
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and #5. Tables 22, 23, and 24 summarize the main themes of the interview data.  

Table 22 

Main Themes of Interview Data under Research Question #3  

Research Questions Interview Questions Main Themes 

 

 

 

 

 

3) How does 

Chinese culture 

influence the 

Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ 

intercultural 

competence 

development during 

their sojourning 

abroad? 

a) How did Chinese 

culture positively 

affect your 

intercultural 

competence 

development during 

your study abroad 

in the United 

States/United 

Kingdom? 

 

a) Perseverance; b) being friendly and nice; 

c) being helpful; d) being polite; e) being 

self-confident, f) being hard working; g) 

being easy to get along with other people; 

h) sharing Chinese culture with American 

and British people; j) being humble and 

eager to learn; k) being tolerant; l) 

developing strategies to cope with 

challenges; m) visiting local people and 

making friends; n) being proud of being 

Chinese; o) showing mutual respect; p) 

keeping a positive attitude.  

b) How did Chinese 

culture negatively 

affect your 

intercultural 

competence 

development during 

your study abroad 

in the United 

States/United 

Kingdom? 

 

a) Being nervous and anxious; b) being 

afraid of losing face; c) having poor 

English listening and speaking skills; d) 

being not active; e) being not direct; f) 

refusing help; g) having no religious 

beliefs; and h) being together with Chinese 

people. 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 22, as reported by the ten interviewees, the following 15 

factors associated with Chinese culture positively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural communication while studying abroad: a) Perseverance; b) being friendly 

and nice; c) being helpful; d) being polite; e) being self-confident, f) being hard 

working; g) being easy to get along with other people; h) sharing Chinese culture with 

American and British people; j) being humble and eager to learn; k) being tolerant; l) 

developing strategies to cope with challenges; m) visiting local people and making 
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friends; n) being proud of being a Chinese; o) showing mutual respect; p) keeping a 

positive attitude.  

Table 22 also shows that the following nine factors associated with Chinese 

culture negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being nervous and anxious; b) being afraid of losing face; c)  

having poor English listening and speaking skills; d) being not active; e) being not 

direct; f) refusing help from strangers; g) having no religious beliefs; and h) being 

together with Chinese people. 

Table 23 

Main Themes of Interview Data under Research Question #4  

Research Questions Interview Questions Main Themes 

4) How does the 

host country culture 

influence the 

Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ 

intercultural 

competence 

development during 

their sojourning 

abroad?  

a) How did the American 

culture/British culture 

positively affect your 

intercultural competence 

development during your 

study abroad in the United 

States/United Kingdom? 

a) Being friendly and helpful; b) 

being good at communication; 

c) being tolerant; d) being 

patient; e) being self-confident; 

f) being open-minded; and g) 

showing respect for and 

appreciation of Chinese culture.  

b) How did the American 

culture/British culture 

negatively affect your 

intercultural competence 

development during your 

study abroad in the United 

States/United Kingdom? 

 

a) Using colloquial and slang 

language; b) stereotyping, c) 

being religious; and d) culture 

shock. 

Table compiled by author 

As shown in Table 23, as reported by the ten interviewees, the following six 

factors associated with American and British cultures positively affect Chinese 

visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while studying abroad: a) Being 

friendly and helpful; b) being good at communication; c) being tolerant; d) being 
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patient; e) being self-confident; and f) showing respect for and appreciation of 

Chinese culture. 

Table 23 also shows that the following four factors associated with American and 

British cultures negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

communication while studying abroad: a) Using colloquial and slang language; b) 

stereotyping, c) being religious; and d) culture shock.  

Table 24 

Main Themes of Interview Data under Research Question #5  

Research Questions Interview Questions Main Themes 

 

5) How does the 

study abroad 

experience 

influence their 

interpersonal 

communication 

after they have 

come back to 

China? 

 

a) What is the overall 

impact of your study 

abroad experience on your 

interpersonal 

communication after you 

have come back to China? 

a) Positive impact; and b) negative 

impact (reverse culture shock).  

b) What specific changes 

have you noticed in your 

interpersonal 

communication after you 

have come back to China? 

a) Becoming a good listener; b) 

becoming more effective in 

communication; and d) becoming 

more strategic in communication. 

Table compiled by author 

 

As shown in Table 24, as reported by the ten interviewees, the overall impact of 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ study abroad experience on their interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China can be both positive and negative. 

Further, as also shown in Table 24, the specific changes they have noticed in their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China include: a) 

Becoming a good listener; b) becoming more effective in communication; and c) 

becoming more strategic in communication. 

 



128 

 

Major Findings for Research Question #3  

Research question #3 asked about how Chinese culture influenced Chinese 

visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development both positively and 

negatively during their study abroad in the United States/United Kingdom. The 

following section first presents the positive impact and then the negative impact of 

Chinese culture on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development 

during their study abroad. 

 

Positive Impact of Chinese Culture on Intercultural Competence Development 

The ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that the following 15 factors associated 

Chinese culture impacted their intercultural competence development positively 

during their study abroad: a) Perseverance; b) being friendly and nice; c) being 

helpful; d) being polite; e) being self-confident, f) being hard working; g) being easy 

to get along with other people; h) sharing Chinese culture with American and British 

people; j) being humble and eager to learn; k) being tolerant; l) developing strategies 

to cope with challenges; m) visiting local people and making friends; n) being proud 

of being Chinese; o) showing mutual respect; p) keeping a positive attitude.  It is 

important to note that these factors are not necessarily only related to Chinese culture. 

However, the ten interviewees perceived them as factors that positively impacted their 

intercultural competence development.  

Perseverance. Three out of ten participants reported that they experienced 

considerable intercultural communication challenges in their study abroad. Due to 

their perseverance, they overcame their difficulties and finally became confident and 
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effective in their communication with British and American professors and colleagues. 

Participant A made the following comment: 

… I experienced many difficulties in communicating with people 

while studying in UK due to the cultural differences; for example, I 

had challenges [in] express[ing] myself in proper English; sometimes I 

had to think in Chinese and responded in Chinglish … I strongly 

believed that perseverance is an important characteristic in Chinese 

culture. I studied very hard and developed several strategies to cope 

with intercultural communication difficulties ….   

Participant F mentioned that it was because of his Chinese spirit of persistent 

pursuit for knowledge that even if he met differences and difficulties sojourning 

abroad, this embedded Chinese cultural characteristics naturally led him to face those 

diversities and problems with his strong willpower.  

Being friendly and nice. Several participants commented that they were nice and 

friendly and therefore, could easily get along well with American and British 

colleagues. They practiced speaking English with them, trying to learn how to say 

things in English. Eventually they have become inter-culturally competent.  

Being helpful. Participants I and J were studying abroad at the same American 

university. They commented that they often helped their American professors with 

their research and secretarial work; and their American professors felt very grateful 

and spent a lot of time with them practising English. Participant J further commented 

that, “I had a very positive study abroad experience in this American university. I 



130 

 

often help my professors and have developed a good relationship with them. I have 

gained more opportunities to practice my oral English and my intercultural 

competence has also been improved.” 

Being polite. Politeness is often associated with Chinese culture, as commented 

by participants C, F, and H. They tried to be very polite when they spoke to their 

American and British colleagues. These Chinese visiting scholars felt that their 

American and British colleagues wanted to speak with them and were interested in 

Chinese culture. Participant C mentioned “I am a very traditional Chinese. I am all the 

time mild, gentle and courteous. These make it easy for me to get along well with my 

foreign colleagues and friends”.  

Being self-confident. Most participants agreed that self-confidence positively 

influenced their intercultural competence development while they were studying 

abroad. These Chinese visiting scholars were outstanding scholars in China before 

they were sent abroad. They were very self-confident in their research and their 

self-confidence played a very important role when they were communicating with 

their American and British colleagues. Participant J made the following comments:  

… I was very self-confident when I communicated with my American 

professors and colleagues. I am a full professor in China and also the 

principal investigator of a state-funded half a million dollar research 

project related to environmental development. When I made 

presentations, my American colleagues showed great interest in my 

project and asked me many questions. Both my English skills and my 
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intercultural communication competence were improved by answering 

their questions and discussing my research findings … 

Being hard working. Several participants commented that Chinese people are 

hard working; they usually spent a lot of time practising their English and exploring 

American and British culture so that they could communicate with American and 

British people effectively. Participant B commented that: 

… My English speaking was very poor, especially my pronunciation 

was terrible. To be honest, my Chinese pronunciation was very bad. 

My poor English pronunciation caused a lot of problems and 

misunderstanding when I tried to communicate with British people. I 

never gave it up and spent hours every day to practice my English 

speaking. I tried to start conversations with strangers on the train, on 

the bus … my English was improved rapidly and I also gained 

self-confidence.  

Being easy to get along with other people. Participants C, E, F, and I reported 

that they were very easy to get along with other people and they made several friends 

while studying abroad. They asked for help if they needed it. They also offered help to 

their American and British friends. They were getting very well along with each other 

and therefore, their intercultural competence was getting better and better. Participant 

C illustrated: 

… Before I went to study in the USA, I had a negative attitude towards 

certain Chinese culture, I even felt like to reject some traditional Chinese 
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culture, such as, having some interpersonal network. While I was in the 

USA, I realized that this Chinese culture was already embedded in my 

blood. My disposition was easy-going and well-oiled, these helped me 

to be a part of my colleagues just within a short period of time. 

Sharing Chinese culture with American and British people. Participants A, C, 

G, and H reported that sharing Chinese culture with American and British people 

could help develop their intercultural competence. Participant H made the following 

comment: 

… Chinese culture is rich and diverse. Foreign people have shown 

great interest in Chinese culture. We have our traditions and they have 

their culture. By communicating with foreign people we can find 

things in common and identify things different between Chinese 

culture and foreign culture[s]. At the same time we have achieved 

intercultural understanding and therefore, our intercultural 

communicative competence have been developed and improved.  

Being humble and eager to learn. Participants C, D, I, and J reported that being 

humble and showing a great desire for learning could positively impact their 

intercultural competence development. It is very interesting to mention that all these 

participants studied abroad in the United States. They further exp lained that their 

American colleagues and professors were willing to provide them with help, 

suggestions, and directions in their research as well as in their daily routine work 

because they always asked for suggestions and were eager to learn new things.  
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Being tolerant. Being tolerant for American and British can be helpful in 

developing their intercultural competence, as commented by participants E and H. 

When they were studying abroad, they were very tolerant for the host country culture 

and at the same time tried to learn about their culture. Therefore, they gained respect 

from their roommates and landlords in the host countries. At the same time their 

communicative skills were also developed. “When I met some difficulties and I found 

it was hard for me to overcome, I would let it be for a while. Being tolerant made me 

understand better.”  

Developing strategies to cope with challenges. All participants reported that 

Chinese people could always find ways to overcome their challenges. While they 

studied abroad, they had to face all kinds of challenges. They developed strategies to 

deal with these challenges. In this process they learned how to communicate with 

people from different cultures; and therefore, their intercultural communicative 

competence was developed.      

Visiting local people and making friends. In Chinese culture, people enjoy 

visiting each other; for example, in China people often visit relatives, friends, and 

even neighbours. A few participants mentioned that their intercultural competence  

was developed through visiting local people and making friends in the community 

where they lived. Participant I made the following comment: 

… My landlord was a British American. I learned both American and 

British culture from her … she often took me to her friends for parties 

and get-togethers. Sometimes she encouraged me to go to the local 
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church and make friend in the local community. By meeting with these 

people, I had a better understanding about their culture. At the same 

my language and communicative skills were improved. 

Being proud of being Chinese. Several participants reported that they felt very 

proud of being Chinese. They always tell their foreign friends and colleagues that 

China is a great country with splendid culture and its economy is developing 

extremely fast. While telling the people in their host countries what was happening in 

China they felt proud and confident; they became good speakers and their skills in 

using English for communication were getting more and more proficient.  

Showing mutual respect. Participants D, F, and J commented that the two 

parties in the process of communication should show mutual respect of each other. In 

Chinese culture, there is an old saying “if you respect me, I will respect you ten time 

more.” There should be a positive relationship between the speaker and the listener(s). 

“The communication can last longer and become more effective if both parties treat 

each other respectfully,” as commented by participant J. 

Keeping a positive attitude. A few participants mentioned that a good 

communicator should have a good and positive attitude. Sometimes a good and 

positive attitude can simply be a “could you please …?” or “if you don‟t mind …” 

between the speaker and the listener(s). “A speaker with a good attitude is ready to 

answer the questions from the listener(s). Similarly, a listener with a positive attitude 

shows great enthusiasm in the conversation, asks more information from the speaker, 
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and therefore makes the conversation more fruitful and enjoyable.” commented by 

participant I. 

 

Negative Impact of Chinese Culture on Intercultural Competence Development 

The ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that the following eight factors 

associated Chinese culture impacted their intercultural competence development 

negatively during their study abroad: a) Being nervous and anxious; b) being afraid of 

losing face; c) having poor English listening and speaking skills; d) being not active; 

e) being not direct; f) refusing help from strangers; g) having no religious beliefs; h) 

being together with Chinese people; and i) being unable to seek help. Again, it is 

important to note that these factors are not necessarily only related to Chinese culture. 

However, the ten interviewees perceived them as factors that negatively impac ted 

their intercultural competence development while studying abroad.  

Being nervous and anxious. All participants reported that they became nervous 

and anxious when they communicated with the American and British when they 

studied abroad. The major source of their nervousness was their poor oral English 

skills (i.e., listening and speaking) and lack of the understanding of the culture of the 

host countries. “Being nervous has become a factor that negatively impacts my 

intercultural communication,” as commented by one participant who studied abroad 

in the United Kingdom. “I could not express myself clearly when I was nervous and 

was often misunderstood by my American professor,” as commented by another 

participant who studied abroad in the United States.  
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Being afraid of losing face. Chinese people are typically afraid of “losing their 

face”. A few participants mentioned that they were afraid of making mistakes and 

tried to avoid speaking English with their American and British colleagues. They 

thought that if they made mistakes in speaking English; they would lose their face. 

One participant studied in the United States made the following comment: 

“I felt like I had lost my face if I made mistakes when I communicated 

with my friends and colleagues. In order to save my face I tried not to 

talk to them [American friends and colleagues]. Instead, I went to my 

Chinese friends for assistance if I needed it.”  

Having poor English skills. Participants B, F, H, and J mentioned that they had 

poor English skills in listening and speaking because they did not receive adequate 

training in English listening and speaking in China. Their poor listening and speaking 

skills prevented them from communicating effectively with their American and 

British colleagues and professors.  

Being not active. All participants mentioned that they were generally not very 

active while studying abroad. They did not participate in school activities regularly; 

they did not usually go to parties hosted by their American and British friends and 

colleagues. This inactivity impacted their intercultural competence development, as 

commented by several participants.   

Being not direct. Chinese people are usually not as direct as American and 

British people. They do not accept compliments directly; they do not tell other people 

what they really want either. Being not direct caused Chinese visiting scholars many 
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problems and misunderstandings. The following comment is made by one Chinese 

visiting scholar studied in the United States: 

 “… at the end of my presentation, my American colleagues offered 

very positive comments and gave me their compliments. Without any 

hesitation, I replied that there were still a lot of problems with my 

research project. In Chinese culture we do not usually accept 

compliments in order to show our modesty. They felt very surprised 

and could not really understand the way I responded to compliments.”  

Refusing help from strangers. In Chinese culture people usually do not accept 

help from strangers. This is because people do not understand why strangers offer 

help and assistance. Sometimes the good intention of the helper cannot be well 

received and may also be misunderstood. However, refusing help from strangers can 

have a negative impact on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development while they studied abroad; as commented by participant E, who 

described the following story: 

“… I was travelling in Grand Canyon with my husband. We were 

standing at the edge of a cliff when a stranger came to us and wanted 

to help us take a picture. Without further thinking I refused his help 

immediately as most people would do the same thing when it happened 

in China. Afterwards I thought the stranger simply just wanted to help 

us. However his good intention was misunderstood.…”  

Having no religious beliefs. Chinese scholars do not usually have any religious 
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background and beliefs. However, in both the United States and United Kingdom, 

religion is an important part of their culture. All participants reported that having no 

religious beliefs prevented them from communicating with American and British 

people. Participant I made the following comment: 

“… My landlord always wanted me to go to the church with her every 

Sunday. She gave me the Bible and wanted me to spend time reading it. 

Sometimes I felt very frustrated because I showed little interest in 

religion and did not know how to tell her that. I strongly felt that 

having no religious background prevented me from communicating 

with my landlord easily.”   

Being together with Chinese people. All the participants agreed that they 

usually spent a lot of time with Chinese colleagues and students while studying 

abroad. Being together with Chinese people has become part of Chinese culture for 

visiting scholars studying abroad. This is because they speak the same language and 

come from the same cultural background. However, “spending time with Chinese 

people while studying abroad limit their exposure to the English language as well as 

the British culture,” as commented by one participant studied in the United kingdom.  

Major Findings for Research Question #4  

Research question #4 asked about how the host country culture influences the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development both positively and 

negatively during their study abroad in the United States/United Kingdom. The 

following section first presents the positive impact and then the negative impact of 
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host country culture on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development during their study abroad.  

 

Positive Impact of Host Country Culture on Intercultural Competence Development 

The ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that the following six factors 

associated American and British cultures impacted their intercultural competence 

development positively during their study abroad: a) Being friendly and helpful; b) 

being good at communication; c) being tolerant; d) being patient; e) being 

self-confident; and f) showing respect for and appreciation of Chinese culture.  It is 

important to note that these factors are not necessarily only related to American and 

British cultures. However, the ten interviewees perceived them as factors that 

positively impacted their intercultural competence development.  

Being friendly and helpful. All participants reported that both American and 

British people are very friendly and helpful, which facilitated their intercultural 

competence development. The American and British people helped Chinese visiting 

scholars with their English; taught them American and British cultures; and offered 

them assistance in their daily life.  

Being good at communication. Several participants commented that their 

American and British colleagues are good at communication. They use simplified 

English as well as body language when they were communicating with Chinese 

scholars for better understanding of each other.  

Being tolerant. A few participants commented that American and British people 

are very tolerant of them. For example, Chinese visiting scholars often made mistakes 
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in communication due to lack of English proficiency and limited understanding of 

American and British cultures. However, they are tolerant for Chinese scholars‟ 

English mistakes and ignorance of American and British cultures, which positively 

impacted Chinese scholars‟ intercultural competence development.    

Being patient. Patience is often associated with American and British cultures, as 

commented by participants C, F, and H. They reported that their American and 

British professors were very patient. They listened to Chinese scholars‟ questions and 

concerns and provided them with assistance. “My British professor was very patient 

and his patience helped develop my intercultural competence.” as commented by 

participant H.  

Being self-confident. Most participants agreed that their American and British 

colleagues‟ self-confidence positively influenced their intercultural competence 

development while they were studying abroad. They mentioned that they would be 

influence by their American and British colleagues‟ self-confidence and then became 

self-confident themselves.  

Showing respect for and appreciation of Chinese culture. Participants B, I, 

and J commented that their American and British colleagues and professors showed 

respect for and appreciation of Chinese culture, which made them feel comfortable in 

communicating with them; and therefore, their intercultural competence was 

developed. The following comment was made by participant B: 

“… My British colleagues were interested in Chinese culture. I felt 

comfortable in speaking with them about Chinese culture. They were 
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good listeners when I told them about Chinese culture. By sharing 

them with Chinese culture, my English communicative skills are 

improved too.” 

 

Negative Impact of Host Country Culture on Intercultural Competence Development  

The ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that the following four factors 

associated American and British cultures impacted their intercultural competence 

development negatively during their study abroad: a) Using colloquial and slang 

language; b) stereotyping, c) being religious; and d) culture shock. Again, it is 

important to note that these factors are not necessarily only related to American and 

British cultures. However, the ten interviewees perceived them as factors that 

negatively impacted their intercultural competence development while studying 

abroad.  

Using colloquial and slang language. A few participants reported that their 

American and British colleagues often used colloquial and slang language in 

conversations with Chinese scholars. The colloquial and slang language has created 

Chinese visiting scholars many problems and challenges in their intercultural 

competence development.  

Stereotyping. Chinese students and scholars are sometimes stereotyped by 

American and British professionals as quiet and surface learners. Stereotyping makes 

some Chinese visiting scholars feel uncomfortable and therefore, can negatively 

impact their intercultural competence development. Several participants who studied 

in the United Kingdom specifically expressed this concern.  
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Being religious. Religion is an important part of American/British culture. 

However, as mentioned above Chinese visiting scholars had no religious background 

and beliefs. This lack of common interest had a negative impact on Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development.    

Culture shock. All participants mentioned that they had experienced culture 

shock while studying abroad. Culture shock caused them frustrations in intercultural 

communication because there are differences between the Chinese culture and the 

host country culture. One participant made the following comment:  

“… I could not quite understand the differences between Chinese 

culture and American culture; and therefore, I experienced great 

challenges in communicating with my American colleagues and friends 

in the first few months.” 

 

Major Findings for Research Question #5  

Research question #5 asked about how the study abroad experience in the United 

States/United Kingdom influences Chinese visiting scholars‟ interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China. The following section first 

presents the overall impact of their study abroad experience on their interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China and then the specific changes they 

have noticed in their interpersonal communication after they have come back to 

China. 
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Overall Impact of Study Abroad on Personal Communication 

The ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that the overall impact of their study 

abroad experience on their interpersonal communication after they have come back to 

China can be both positive and negative.  

Positive impact. All participants commented that their study abroad experience 

had positive impact on their interpersonal communication after they have come back 

to China. One participant commented that “I have learned how to better communicate 

with my colleagues after I have come back to China.” Another participant added that 

“I have become more effective in the communication with my colleagues.”   

Negative impact (reverse culture shock). Many participants also stated that 

their study abroad experience had negative impact on their interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China. For example, they experience 

reverse culture shock. Reverse culture shock was experienced when these Chinese 

visiting scholars returning to China. Reverse culture shock was difficult to deal with 

because it was unexpected and unanticipated. One participant commented that “I felt 

very difficult to understand my former colleagues in China. The interpersonal 

relationship became so unpredictable.”  

 

Specific Changes in Their Interpersonal Communication 

The ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that they have noticed the following 

three specific changes in their interpersonal communication after they have come 

back to China: a) Becoming a good listener; b) becoming more effective in 

communication; and c) becoming more strategic in communication.  
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Becoming a good listener. Several participants reported that they have become 

good listeners and are willing to listen to their colleagues before they make responses 

or provide feedback. “Effective communication requires one party to be a good 

listener,” as commented by one participant.  

Becoming more effective in interpersonal communication. All participants 

agreed that they have become more effective communicators after they have come 

back to China. The study abroad experience had very positive impacts on the 

interpersonal communications with their colleagues and friends in China. “Effective 

interpersonal communication requires the speaker and the listener(s) to understand 

each other and be frank to each other,” as one participant mentioned.  

Becoming more strategic in interpersonal communication. Strategies for 

effective interpersonal communication play a very important role. Good 

communicators must have good strategies for communication. All participants 

reported that their study abroad experience helped them develop strategies for 

effective interpersonal communication.       

 

Summary 

This chapter reports both the quantitative and the qualitative results of the study. 

The quantitative results include both SPSS and G-theory analyses results. The 

qualitative results are presented by research questions and under the main themes of 

interview data.  Chapter 5 discusses these results of this study.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

 

This chapter summarizes and discusses the results of the study. It begins with a 

brief description of the study. It then summarizes the quantitative and qualitative 

findings by research questions. Following that, it discusses the quantitative results, 

which are related to the first two research questions. Finally, it summarizes and 

discusses the qualitative results, which are related to the last three research questions. 

This chapter attempts to make links to the previous published literature and identifies 

both similarities and differences so that new understandings about intercultural 

competence development are revealed.  

 

A Brief Description of the Study 

Using a mixed-methods design, this study examined the perceptions of Chinese 

visiting scholars of the factors affecting their intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad in the United States and the United Kingdom. 

Quantitatively, using generalizability (G-) theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & 

Rajaratnam, 1972) as a theoretical framework, this study examined differences in the 

ratings of the factors affecting Chinese visiting scholars‟ development of intercultural 

competence during their sojourning abroad across sex (i.e., male and female), age (i.e., 

younger than 40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years old), country of 

study (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom), and length of study (i.e., 3-6 

months, 7-12 months, and more than 12 months). Qualitatively, this study used ten 
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semi-structured interviews (i.e., 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studied in 

the United States and 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studied in the United 

Kingdom) to gain Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors affecting their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad.  

Specifically, the following five research questions guide this thesis study: a) Are 

there any significant differences (e.g., by sex, age, country of study, and length of 

study) in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development? b) What are the sources of rating variation of the impact of 

the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development? c) 

How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad? d) How does the host 

country (i.e., the United States versus the United Kingdom) culture influence the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad? and e) How does the study abroad experience influence their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China?  

 

Summary of Major Findings by Research Questions  

The First Research Question 

The first research question attempted to determine if there were any significant 

differences in the ratings of the factors in terms of their impact on the Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development as rated by participants across sex 

(i.e., male and female), country of study (i.e., the United States and the United 
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Kingdom), age (i.e., < 40 years old, 40-50 years old, and > 50 years old), and length 

of study (i.e., 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and over 12 months). The following results 

are summarized. 

First, the 85 participants rated the following as the top 15 factors most positively 

impacting their intercultural competence development: a) self-confidence; b) foreign 

language skills or proficiency; c) open-mindedness; d) knowledge about the host 

country/culture; e) experiences with cultural difference; f) interaction confidence; g) 

time spent with international peers; h) curiosity about discovering the host 

country/culture; i) being non-judgemental; j) self-efficacy; k) living with a host family; 

l) family and institution support; m) social skills; n) interaction with peers from 

different cultures; and o) respect for the host country/culture. The rating of each of 

these 15 factors had a mean score of over 6.15 (out of 10); however, the ratings of 

each factor had a very large standard deviation, indicating that these 85 Chinese 

visiting scholars had very different perceptions of these factors in terms of their 

impact on their intercultural competence development.  

 Self-confidence, open-mindedness, interaction confidence, and self-efficacy 

were rated as the factors that had the large positive impact on their intercultural 

competence development. Further, foreign language skills or proficiency was rated as 

another factor that had the most positive impact on their intercultural competence 

development. In addition, knowledge about the host country/culture, experiences with 

cultural difference, curiosity about discovering the host country/culture, being 

non-judgemental, and respect for the host country/culture were rated as factors that 
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had the most positive impact on their intercultural competence development. Finally, 

time spent with international peers, living with a host family, family and institution 

support, social skills, and interaction with peers from different cultures were rated as 

factors that had the most positive impact on their intercultural competence 

development.  

Second, the 85 participants rated the following as the top 15 factors least 

impacting their intercultural competence development: a) financial difficulties, b) 

feeling lonely, c) feeling stressful, d) academic anxiety, e) ethnocentrism, f) previous 

traveling experience, g) prejudice, h) family international experience, i) pre-departure 

preparation, j) having studied language overseas, k) having accompanying spouses 

and children, l) stereotypes, m) first language, n) having prolonged negative 

experiences with international people, and o) previous experience abroad. The rating 

of each of these 15 factors had a mean score of less than 5.38 (out of 10); however, 

the ratings of each factor had a very large standard deviation, indicating that these 85 

Chinese visiting scholars had very different perceptions of these factors in terms of 

their impact on their intercultural competence development.  

Further, feeling lonely, feeling stressful, academic anxiety, and having 

accompanying spouses and children were rated as factors that least impact their 

intercultural competence development. In addition, ethnocentrism, prejudice, 

stereotypes, and having prolonged negative experiences with international people 

were rated as factors that least impact their intercultural competence development. 

Finally, previous traveling experience, family international experience, pre-departure 
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preparation, having studied language overseas, first language and previous experience 

abroad were rated as factors that least impact their intercultural competence 

development.  

Third, the independent samples t-tests results for the independent variable of sex 

indicate that male participants rated the following factors significantly higher than the 

female participants (p < .05): interaction with peers from different cultures,  

interaction confidence, foreign language skills or proficiency, pre-departure 

preparation,  first language, respect for the host country/culture,  open-mindedness,  

experiences with cultural difference, self-efficacy, time spent with their international 

peers,  social skills,  training and orientation for overseas sojourners, guided 

reflection,  previous travelling experience, family international experience, having 

the goal of gaining cultural understanding, past international experiences, family and 

institution support, tolerance of ambiguity, and self-esteem.  

Further, the independent samples t-tests results for the independent variable of 

country of study indicate that participants who studied in the United Kingdom rated 

the following factors significantly higher than participants who studied in the United 

States (p < .05): interaction confidence, time spent with international peers, training 

and orientation for overseas sojourners, having an international perspective, family 

and institution support, and tolerance of ambiguity. However, participants who studied 

in the United States rated the following factors significantly higher than participants 

who studied in the United Kingdom (p < .05): ethnocentrism, having accompanying 

spouses and children, academic anxiety, and having studied language overseas.  
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Fourth, for the independent variable of age, the one-way ANOVAs results show 

that participants aged above 50 rated the following 19 factors significantly higher than 

participants aged below 40 (p <.05): Cultural differences,  foreign language skills or 

proficiency, respect for the host country/culture, open-mindedness, being 

non-judgmental, experiences with cultural difference,  self-confidence,  

self-efficacy,  time spent with their international peers,  training and orientation for 

overseas sojourners, guided reflection,  previous travelling experience,  previous 

experience abroad, family international experience, having the goal of gaining cultural 

understanding,  past international experiences, having an international perspective,  

tolerance of ambiguity, and self-esteem.  

Further, participants aged above 50 also assigned significantly higher scores than 

participants aged between 40 and 50 (p <.05): respect for the host country/culture,  

experiences with cultural difference,  time spent with their international peers,  

guided reflection,  previous travelling experience,  family international experience,  

past international experiences,  having an international perspective,  tolerance of 

ambiguity, and  self-esteem.  

Finally, for the independent variable of length of study, the one-way ANOVAs 

results show that participants who studied abroad for over 12 months rated the 

following factors significantly higher than participants who studied abroad for 7-12 

months (p <.05): prejudice, knowledge about the host country/culture, having an 

international perspective, and self-esteem. Further, participants who studied abroad for 

over 12 months rated the following factors significantly higher than participants who 



151 

 

studied abroad for 3-6 months (p <.05): financial difficulties, previous travelling 

experience, having an international perspective, and feeling lonely.  

 

The Second Research Question 

The second research question aimed to examine the sources of rating variation of 

the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development. The following results are summarized.  

First, the factor-by-rater nested within sex (f x r:s) mixed effects G-study results 

show that the residual (fr:s) yielded the largest variance component (59.19% of the 

total variance). Factor (f), the object of measurement yielded the second largest 

variance component (20.07% of the total variance). Rater nested within sex (r:s) 

yielded the third largest variance component (15.39% of the total variance). Sex (s) 

variance component yielded only 5.27% of the total variance. The factor-by-sex (fs) 

variance component explained less than 1% of the total variance.  

Further, the results for male raters show that the residual yielded the largest 

variance (58.03% of the total variance). Rater (r) yielded the second largest variance 

component (21.25% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement 

yielded the third largest variance component (20.72% of the total variance). The 

results for female raters indicated that the residual yielded the largest variance 

(67.85% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded the 

second largest variance component (21.93% of the total variance), Rater (r) yielded 

the third largest variance component (10.22% of the total variance).  

Second, the factor-by-rater nested within country of study f x r:c mixed effects 
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G-study results show that the residual (fr:c) yielded the largest variance component 

(56.85% of the total variance). Factor (f), the object of measurement yielded the 

second largest variance component (18.50% of the total variance). Rater nested within 

country of study (f:c) yielded the third largest variance component (18.20% of the 

total variance). The factor-by-country of study (fc) variance component explained 

6.45% of the total variance. The country of study (c) variance component explained 

0% of the total variance. 

In addition, the results for UK raters show that the residual yielded the largest 

variance (52.90% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded 

the second largest variance component (31.58% of the total variance). Rater ( r) 

yielded the third largest variance component (15.52% of the total variance). The 

results for US raters indicated that residual yielded the largest variance (61.22% of the 

total variance). Rater (r) yielded the second largest variance component (21.18% of 

the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded the third largest 

variance component (17.60% of the total variance).  

Third, the factor-by-rater nested within age (f x r:a) mixed effects G-study 

results show that that the residual (fr:a) yielded the largest variance component 

(54.31% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement yielded the 

second largest variance component (25.22% of the total variance). Rater nested within 

age (r:a) yielded the third largest variance component (12.56% of the total variance). 

Age (a) variance component yielded 7.42% of the total variance. The factor-by-age 

(fa) variance component yielded less than 1% of the total variance.  
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Further, the results for raters aged under 40 show that the residual yielded the 

largest variance (67.24% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of measurement 

yielded the second largest variance component (26.20% of the total variance). Rater (r) 

yielded the third largest variance component (6.56% of the total variance). The results 

for raters aged 40-50 show that the residual yielded the largest variance (61.14% of 

the total variance). Factors (f) yielded the second largest variance component (32.94% 

of the total variance). Rater (r) yielded the third largest variance component (4.92% of 

the total variance). The results for raters aged above 50 show that the residual yielded 

the largest variance (52.31% of the total variance). Factors (f), the object of 

measurement yielded the second largest variance component (25.82% of the total 

variance). Rater (r) yielded the third largest variance component (21.87% of the total 

variance).  

Finally, the factor-by-rater nested within length of study (f x r:l) mixed effects 

G-study results show that the residual (fr:l) yielded the largest variance component. 

Rater nested within length of study (r:l) yielded the second largest variance 

component (16.87% of the total variance). Factors (c), the object of measurement 

yielded the third largest variance component (16.43% of the total variance). The 

factor-by- length of study (fl) variance component explained 5.23% of the total 

variance. The variance component associated with length of study (l) yielded 1.34% 

of the total variance. 

Further, the results for raters having 3-6 months of study time show that the 

residual yielded the largest variance (54.90% of the total variance). Factors (a), the 
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object of measurement yielded the second largest variance component (42.35% of the 

total variance). Rater (r) variance component explained 3.75% of the total variance. 

The results for raters having 7-12 months of study time show that the residual yielded 

the largest variance. Rater (r) variance component explained 20.31% of the total 

variance. Factors (a), the object of measurement yielded the third largest variance 

component (13.33% of the total variance). Further, the results for raters having over 

12 months of study time show that the residual yielded the largest variance. Rater (r) 

variance component explained 22.13% of the total variance. Factors (a), the object of 

measurement yielded the third largest variance component (16.24% of the total 

variance).  

 

The Third Research Question 

The third research question intended to investigate the impact of Chinese culture 

on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad. The following results are summarized.  

First, the following 15 factors associated with Chinese culture positively affect 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while studying abroad: a) 

Perseverance; b) being friendly and nice; c) being helpful; d) being polite; e) being 

self-confident, f) being hard working; g) being easy to get along with other people; h) 

sharing Chinese culture with American and British people; j) being humble and eager 

to learn; k) being tolerate; l) developing strategies to cope with challenges; m) 

visiting local people and making friends; n) being proud of being a Chinese; o) 

showing mutual respect; p) keeping a positive attitude.  
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Second, that the following nine factors associated with Chinese culture 

negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being nervous and anxious; b) being afraid of losing face; c) 

having poor English listening and speaking skills; d) being not active; e) being not 

direct; f) refusing help from strangers; g) having no religious beliefs; and h) being 

together with Chinese people.  

 

The Fourth Research Question 

The fourth research question asked about how the host country culture influences 

the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad. The following results are summarized. 

First, the following six factors associated with American and British cultures 

positively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being friendly and helpful; b) being good at communication; c) 

being tolerate; d) being patient; e) being self-confident; and f) showing respect for 

and appreciation of Chinese culture. 

Second, the following four factors associated with American and British cultures 

negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Using colloquial and slang language; b) stereotyping, c) being 

religious; and d) culture shock.  

 

The Last Research Question 

The last research question asked about how the study abroad experience 



156 

 

influences their interpersonal communication after they have come back to China. The 

following results are summarized. 

First, the ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that the overall impact of their 

study abroad experience on their interpersonal communication after they have come 

back to China can be both positive and negative. For example, all participants 

commented that their study abroad experience had positive impact on their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China. Further, many 

participants also stated that their study abroad experience had negative impact on their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China. For example, they 

experience reverse culture shock. Reverse culture shock was experienced when these 

Chinese visiting scholars returning to China. Reverse culture shock was difficult to 

deal with because it was unexpected and unanticipated.  

Second, the ten Chinese visiting scholars reported that they have noticed the 

following three specific changes in their interpersonal communication after they have 

come back to China: a) Becoming a good listener; b) becoming more effective in 

communication; and c) becoming more strategic in communication.  

 

Discussion of Major Findings by Research Questions 

The First Research Question 

The following four similarities were found between the findings of this study and 

the previous published studies. First, similar to research findings reported by Hixson 

(2003), Milstein (2005), and Redmond and Bunyi (1993), self-confidence, 

open-mindedness, interaction confidence and self-efficacy were the factors that had 
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the most positive impact on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development. For example, Milstein (2005) reported that self-confidence was 

positively correlated with success of sojourn and effectiveness of communication. If 

they are self-confident, the Chinese visiting scholars feel comfortable in the new 

linguistic and cultural environment and begin to communicate with their 

English-speaking peers (Feng, 1991; Huang, 2004, 2005). 

Second, foreign language skills or proficiency was identified as another factor 

that had the most positive impact on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development. This finding was also consistent with previous studies with 

Chinese students studying at North American universities (Feng, 1991; Huang & 

Rindaldo, 2009; Huang, 2004, 2005). These studies indicated that their English 

language proficiency affect Chinese students academic studies and intercultural 

competence development.  

Third, similar to the findings of previous studies (Chitakornkijsil, 2010; Fang, 

2010; Sherry, Thomas, & Chui, 2010), factors such as knowledge about the host 

country/culture, curiosity about discovering the host country/culture, and respect for 

the host country/culture were identified as factors that had the most positive impact on 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development in this study. This is 

because “the more knowledge learners know about target language‟s culture, the 

easier it will be for them to reach effective communication (Fang, 2010, p.43).” 

Finally, the results of this study indicate that if they spend time with 

international peers, live with a host family, and interact with peers from different 
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cultures; Chinese visiting scholars are more likely to develop their intercultural 

competence. Similar findings were also reported in previous research (Cash, 1993, 

Hixson, 2003; Laubscher 1994). For example, Hixson (2003) studied how adult 

educators from the United States became interculturally competent practitioners to 

teach adults in Peru in Latin America and reported that the support from family and 

friends, personal commitment, training and education, previous intercultural 

experiences, and immersion into the host culture by adopting a role of a learner and 

communicating in the local language all impact their intercultural competence 

development. 

The following four differences were found between the findings of this study and 

the previous published studies. First, it is very important to note that financial 

difficulties were reported as a factor that had the most negative impact on Chinese 

students‟ academic learning and intercultural competence development at North 

American universities (Huang & Kling, 2006; Huang & Rinaldo, 2009). However, 

this study indicated that Chinese visiting scholars did not think it as a factor most 

impacting their intercultural competence development. This is perhaps because 

Chinese visiting scholars receive full financial support from either their Chinese 

institutions or the Chinese government, whereas regular Chinese students do not 

receive such financial support while studying abroad.   

Second, different from previous research findings, such affective factors as 

“feeling lonely and stressful” and “academic anxiety” have the least impact on 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. The previous 
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research with regular Chinese students studying at North American universities 

reported that these factors had the most impact on their academic learning and 

intercultural competence development (Huang, 2011; Huang & Klinger, 2006; Huang 

& Rinaldo, 2009). For example, Huang and Rinaldo (2009) examined the affective 

factors affecting four Chinese graduate students‟ cross-cultural learning and 

intercultural communication at two North American universities. For the four 

participants, North America is filled with pressures. Loneliness and anxiety were 

often connected to the absence of family and friends and they have become the two 

major affective factors that negatively affected their graduate study abroad.  This is 

perhaps because Chinese visiting scholars do not have to take courses as regular 

Chinese students; and therefore, they do not have the pressures and anxiety associated 

with academic work. Further, with the changing technologies, particularly online 

social networks appear to be shrinking the world in the sense that studying and 

working abroad may have less emotional effect on Chinese visiting scholars than in 

the past. 

Third, ethnocentrism, prejudice, stereotypes, and having prolonged negative 

experiences with international people were identified as factors that have the least 

impact on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. These 

findings were different from previous published studies (Earlier, Kim & Gudykunst, 

1992; Han, 2004; Stephan & Rosenfield, 1982). For example, Han (2004) reported 

that ethnocentrism, prejudice, and stereotypes all have an impact on intercultural 

communication.  
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Finally, previous traveling experience, pre-departure preparation, and previous 

experience abroad were found not to impact Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development. Again, these findings were different from previous 

published studies (Cash, 1993, Hixson, 2003; Laubscher 1994; Milstein, 2005). This 

is perhaps because these Chinese visiting scholars are in their forties and fifties; they 

have had varied personal and educational experiences and therefore, they perceived 

these factors as factors that least impact their intercultural competence development.  

In addition to the above similarities and differences, this study had the following 

four findings that were never reported in the published literature. First, there were 

significant differences between the male and female Chinese visiting scholars in terms 

of the impact of some factors on their intercultural competence development. Since no 

previous research has reported sex differences, they need to be further examined.  

Second, there were significant differences between the Chinese visiting scholars 

who studied in the United States and those who studied in the United Kingdom in 

terms of the impact of some factors on their intercultural competence development. 

This may be due to the slightly different linguist and cultural contexts between these 

two countries. Again, since no previous research has reported these country 

differences, they need to be further examined.  

Third, this study found age-related differences. For example, the Chinese visiting 

scholars aged above 50 had stronger perceptions about the impact of many factors on 

their intercultural competence development than the younger visiting scholars. This 

may be because the older visiting scholars are less easily to become acculturated in the 
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host cultures than the younger ones. However, previous research did not examine any 

age-related differences; further examination of these age differences is needed.  

Finally, this study found significant differences between Chinese visiting scholars 

who studied abroad for over 12 months and those for only 7-12 months. It seemed that 

these Chinese visiting scholars who studied abroad longer perceived some factors to 

have more impact on their intercultural competence development than those who 

studied abroad for a shorter period of time. However, further examination of these 

differences is needed.  

 

The Second Research Question 

Generalizability (G-) theory analyses were used to examine the sources of rating 

variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development. Since no previous related research employed G-theory as a 

research method, the following findings reveal new understandings of intercultural 

competence development.  

 

First, the G-studies results indicate that the variable sex did generate fairly 

different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of the impact of the factors 

on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. The variance 

component of rater was twice larger for male partic ipants than for female participants, 

indicating that male raters were twice more inconsistent than the female raters in 

rating these factors. Further, there were more unexplained variances in the female 

raters‟ ratings than the male raters‟ ratings. However, the G-coefficient obtained for 
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male raters was .94, and the G-coefficient for the female raters was .93, suggesting 

that the male and female raters‟ ratings of the 40 factors in terms of their impact on 

the development of intercultural competence were similar. 

Second, the G-studies results indicate that the variable country of study did 

generate some different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of the impact 

of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. 

The UK participants were more consistent than the US participants in rating these 

factors. Finally, there was more unexplained variance in the US participants‟ ratings 

than the UK participants‟ ratings. As a result, the G-coefficient obtained for the UK 

participants was .96, whereas the G-coefficient for the US participants was .91, 

suggesting that UK participants‟ ratings of the 40 factors were more reliable than 

those of the US participants.  

Third, the G-studies results indicate that the variable age did generate very 

different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of the impact of the factors 

on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development. The participants 

aged 40-50 were more consistent than participants younger than 40 and over 50 years 

old. Finally, there was more unexplained variance in the younger than 40 participants‟ 

ratings than the other two age groups. As a result, the G-coefficients obtained for 

participants aged under 40, between 40 and 50, and above 50 were  .78, .83, and .82, 

respectively, suggesting that the reliabilities of ratings of the 40 factors in terms of 

their impact on the development of Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence across three age groups were slightly different.  
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Finally, the G-studies results indicate that the variable length of study did 

generate considerably different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of 

the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development. The raters having 3-6 months of study time were over five times more 

consistent than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time in rating these 

factors. Finally, there was less unexplained variance in raters having 3-6 months of 

study time than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time. As a result, the 

G-coefficients obtained for raters having 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and over 12 

months of study time were .85, .58, and .65, respectively, suggesting that raters having 

3-6 months of study time rated the 40 factors considerably more reliably than raters 

having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time.  

 

The Third Research Question 

The third research question intended to investigate the impact of Chinese culture 

on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad. The following results are discussed.  

First, the following 15 factors associated with Chinese culture positively affect 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while studying abroad: a) 

Perseverance; b) being friendly and nice; c) being helpful; d) being polite; e) being 

self-confident, f) being hard working; g) being easy to get along with other people; h) 

sharing Chinese culture with American and British people; j) being humble and eager 

to learn; k) being tolerant; l) developing strategies to cope with challenges; m) 

visiting local people and making friends; n) being proud of being a Chinese; o) 
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showing mutual respect; p) keeping a positive attitude. It is very important to note that 

these factors are not necessarily only related to the Chinese culture. However, they 

help these Chinese visiting scholars develop their intercultural competence 

development while they studied in the United States and the United Kingdom. 

Previous research did indicate that some of these factors facilitate Chinese students‟ 

cross-cultural learning and intercultural communication when they study at English 

speaking universities (Huang, 2004, 2005; Huang & Klinger, 2006; Huang & Rinaldo, 

2009).   

Second, that the following nine factors associated with Chinese culture 

negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being nervous and anxious; b) being afraid of losing face; c) 

having poor English listening and speaking skills; d) being not active; e) being not 

direct; f) refusing help from strangers; g) having no religious beliefs; and h) being 

together with Chinese people. These findings were consistent with previous research 

(Huang, 2004, 2005; Huang & Klinger, 2006; Huang & Rinaldo, 2009). For example, 

as Huang and Rinaldo (2009) claimed, insufficient English proficiency negatively 

affected both their academic and social activities and communications as reported by 

Chinese students who studied at English speaking universities. Further, they often 

found it uncomfortable to express themselves either socially or in class because of 

their poor English listening and speaking skills (Huang & Rinaldo, 2009).  

 

The Fourth Research Question 

The fourth research question asked about how the host country culture influences 
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the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad. The following results are discussed.  

First, the following six factors associated with American and British cultures 

positively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being friendly and helpful; b) being good at communication; c) 

being tolerant; d) being patient; e) being self-confident; and f) showing respect for 

and appreciation of Chinese culture. 

Second, the following four factors associated with American and British cultures 

negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Using colloquial and slang language; b) stereotyping, c) being 

religious; and d) culture shock. These findings did confirm the previous research 

related to Chinese students studying at English speaking countries (Huang, 2004, 

2005; Huang & Brwon, 2009).  

 

The Last Research Question 

The last research question asked about how the study abroad experience 

influences Chinese visiting scholars‟ interpersonal communication after they have 

come back to China. Since no previous related research examined this topic, the 

following findings reveal new understandings of intercultural competence 

development.  

First, the overall impact of Chinese visiting scholars‟ study abroad experience on 

their interpersonal communication after they have come back to China can be both 

positive and negative. For example, the Chinese visiting scholars have become more 
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effective in the communication with colleagues after they have come back to China.   

However, several participants also stated that their study abroad experience had 

negative impact on their interpersonal communication after they have come back to 

China. For example, they experience reverse culture shock, which made it harder to 

communicate with former colleagues. Research indicated that reverse culture shock is 

difficult to deal with because it is unexpected and unanticipated.  

Second, the specific changes they have noticed in their interpersonal 

communication after they have come back to China include: a) Becoming a good 

listener; b) becoming more effective in communication; and c) becoming more 

strategic in communication. For example, several participants reported that they have 

become good listeners and are willing to listen to their colleagues before they make 

responses or provide feedback. In addition, they reported that their study abroad 

experience helped them develop strategies for effective interpersonal communication.     

In summary, this chapter discusses both quantitative and qualitative results. On 

the one hand, this study did find consistent results with the previous research related 

to Chinese students studying at English speaking countries. On the other hand, this 

study did find different results from the previous research. These new findings reveal 

new understandings of the factors affecting Chinese visiting scholars‟‟ intercultural 

competence development.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter begins with a re-statement of the research questions and a brief 

description of the methods used in this study. It then highlights the major findings. 

The limitations of the study are then presented. The conclusions and implications for 

Chinese visiting scholars and American and British professors and administrators are 

then discussed in light of the limitations. The chapter concludes with 

recommendations for future research in the area of intercultural competence 

development of Chinese visiting scholars sojourning abroad. Finally, this chapter 

makes a final personal reflection on what the researcher has learned about the 

research process.  

 

Summary of Research Questions and Methods 

Qualitative and quantitative research methods are the two general categories of 

methods currently being used in educational research. However, both research methods 

have their advantages and disadvantages. To overcome the weaknesses of a single 

quantitative or qualitative research method, this study used a mixed methods approach 

to determine the factors affecting their intercultural competence development during 

their sojourning abroad as perceived by Chinese visiting scholars. Mixed methods 

research focuses on collecting and analyzing both qualitative and quantitative data. 

This method‟s foundation is based upon the premises that when mixing methods of 
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inquiry the researcher can explore and explain the problem better if only quantitative or 

qualitative procedures alone were selected.  

Triangulation of different sources of data was a major consideration in designing 

this study. A mixed-methods approach could provide triangulated data for the analyses, 

which would ultimately allow the investigation of the factors impacting Chinese 

visiting scholars‟ development of intercultural competence. Further, the use of 

triangulated methodologies and data analyses added validity and generalizability of 

the results.  

Using a mixed-methods design, this study examined the perceptions of Chinese 

visiting scholars of the factors affecting their intercultural competence development 

during their sojourning abroad in the United States and the United Kingdom. 

Quantitatively, using generalizability (G-) theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & 

Rajaratnam, 1972) as a theoretical framework, this study examined differences in the 

ratings of the factors affecting Chinese visiting scholars‟ development of intercultural 

competence during their sojourning abroad across sex (i.e., male and female), age (i.e., 

younger than 40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years old), country of 

study (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom), and length of study (i.e., 3-6 

months, 7-12 months, and more than 12 months). Qualitatively, this study used ten 

semi-structured interviews (i.e., 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studied in 

the United States and 5 interviews with Chinese visiting scholars studied in the United 

Kingdom) to gain Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the factors affecting their 

intercultural competence development during their sojourning abroad.  
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Specifically, the following five research questions guide this thesis study: a) Are 

there any significant differences (e.g., by sex, age, country of study, and length of 

study) in rating the impact of the factors on the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development? b) What are the sources of rating variation of the impact of 

the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development? c) 

How does Chinese culture influence the Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development during their sojourning abroad? d) How does the host 

country (i.e., the United States versus the United Kingdom) culture influence the 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development during their 

sojourning abroad? and e) How does the study abroad experience influence their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China?  

A number of factors are commonly identified to have an impact on individuals‟ 

intercultural competence development. However, the impact that these factors have 

can be evaluated differently by Chinese visiting scholars across sex, age, country of 

study, and length of study. Since the focus of this study was on Chinese visiting 

scholar perceptions of the factors affecting their intercultural competence 

development during their sojourning abroad, it was appropriate to use G-theory 

(Cronbach et al., 1972) as a theoretical framework.  

The instrument used for quantitative data collection was a 40- item 10-point scale 

rating form (see Appendix C), which required the participants to rate the impact of 

these factors on their intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

abroad on a 1-10 point scale (1 = the least positively impacts intercultural competence 
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development, and 10 = the most positively impacts intercultural competence 

development). Instructions were provided on the rating form. In addition, the rating 

form also collected the participants‟ background information about their sex (i.e., 

male and female), age (i.e., younger than 40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 

50 years old), country of study (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom), and 

length of study (i.e., 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and more than 12 months).  

Further, semi-structured interviews were conducted between the researcher and 

the ten participants who were purposefully selected (i.e., 5 Chinese visiting scholars 

studied in the United States and 5 Chinese visiting scholars studied in the United  

Kingdom) from the 85 participants for the quantitative component of the study. The 

purpose of these interviews was to examine more in-depth information about Chinese 

culture and the host country culture influence Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development while studying abroad as well as how the study abroad 

experience influence their interpersonal communication after they have come back to 

China.  

Computer programs SPSS and GENOVA were used for quantitative data 

analyses, which included both SPSS statistical analyses and G-theory analyses. The 

SPSS statistical analyses included descriptive statistical analysis and inferential 

statistical analysis such as independent samples t-tests and one-way ANOVAs. 

Specifically, The SPSS analyses included: a) demographic characteristics of the 

participants; b) reliability of the rating form of the 40 factors impacting Chinese 

visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence development; c) descriptive statistical 
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analysis (i.e., mean and standard deviation) for all 40 factors; d) independent samples 

t-tests for the comparison of the significant mean impact score differences for the 

demographic variable gender (i.e., male and female) and country of study (i.e., the 

United States and the United Kingdom), respectively; and e) one-way ANOVA 

analyses for independent variables of age (i.e., younger than 40 years old, 40-50 years 

old, and older than 50 years old) and length of study (i.e., 3-6 months, 7-12 months, 

and more than 12 months) were conducted to examine the significant group 

differences. For significant ANOVAs, Bonferroni post hoc multiple comparisons were 

performed to examine exact group differences.  

The GENOVA analyses included: a) a factor-by-rater nested within gender (f x r: 

g) mixed effects G-study; b) two factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for male 

and female raters, respectively; c) a factor-by-rater nested within country of study (f x 

r: c) mixed effects G-study; d) two factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for the 

United Kingdom and the United States, respectively; e) a factor-by-rater nested within 

age (f x r: a) mixed effects G-study; f) three factor-by-rater random effects G-studies 

for younger than 40 years old, 40-50 years old, and older than 50 years old raters, 

respectively; g) a factor-by-rater nested within length of study (f x r: l) mixed effects 

G-study; and h) three factor-by-rater random effects G-studies for participants having 

3-6 months, 7-12 months, and more than 12 months study overseas, respectively.  

In addition, a coding and classifying approach (Gay &Airasian, 2012) was used 

for interview data analysis. Participants‟ responses relevant to research questions #3, 
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#4, and #5 were grouped together and subsequently categorized and analyzed 

according to the recurring themes. 

 

Highlights of the Major Findings 

First, the participants of this study rated the following as the top 15 factors most 

positively impacting their intercultural competence development: a) self-confidence; b) 

foreign language skills or proficiency; c) open-mindedness; d) knowledge about the 

host country/culture; e) experiences with cultural difference; f) interaction confidence; 

g) time spent with international peers; h) curiosity about discovering the host 

country/culture; i) being non-judgemental; j) self-efficacy; k) living with a host family; 

l) family and institution support; m) social skills; n) interaction with peers from 

different cultures; and o) respect for the host country/culture.  

Second, the participants of this study rated the following as the top 15 factors 

least impacting their intercultural competence development: a) financial difficulties, b) 

feeling lonely, c) feeling stressful, d) academic anxiety, e) ethnocentrism, f) previous 

traveling experience, g) prejudice, h) family international experience, i) pre-departure 

preparation, j) having studied language overseas, k) having accompanying spouses 

and children, l) stereotypes, m) first language, n) having prolonged negative 

experiences with international people, and o) previous experience abroad.  

Third, the independent samples t-tests results for the independent variable of sex 

indicate that male participants rated the following factors significantly higher than the 

female participants (p < .05): interaction with peers from different cultures,  

interaction confidence, foreign language skills or proficiency, pre-departure 
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preparation, first language, respect for the host country/culture, open-mindedness,  

experiences with cultural difference, self-efficacy, time spent with their international 

peers, social skills, training and orientation for overseas sojourners, guided reflection,  

previous travelling experience, family international experience, having the goal of 

gaining cultural understanding, past international experiences, family and institution 

support, tolerance of ambiguity, and self-esteem.  

Further, the independent samples t-tests results for the independent variable of 

country of study indicate that participants who studied in the United Kingdom rated 

the following factors significantly higher than participants who studied in the United 

States (p < .05): interaction confidence, time spent with international peers, training 

and orientation for overseas sojourners, having an international perspective, family 

and institution support, and tolerance of ambiguity. However, participants who 

studied in the United States rated the following factors significantly higher than 

participants who studied in the United Kingdom (p < .05): ethnocentrism, having 

accompanying spouses and children, academic anxiety, and having studied language 

overseas.  

Fourth, for the independent variable of age, the one-way ANOVAs results show 

that participants aged above 50 rated the following 19 factors significantly higher than 

participants aged below 40 (p <.05): Cultural differences, foreign language skills or 

proficiency, respect for the host country/culture, open-mindedness, being 

non-judgmental, experiences with cultural difference, self-confidence, self-efficacy,  

time spent with their international peers, training and orientation for overseas 



174 

 

sojourners, guided reflection, previous travelling experience, previous experience 

abroad, family international experience, having the goal of gaining cultural 

understanding, past international experiences, having an international perspective,  

tolerance of ambiguity, and self-esteem.  

Further, participants aged above 50 also assigned significantly higher scores than 

participants aged between 40 and 50 (p <.05): respect for the host country/culture,  

experiences with cultural difference, time spent with their international peers,  

guided reflection, previous travelling experience, family international experience,  

past international experiences, having an international perspective, tolerance of 

ambiguity, and self-esteem.  

Fifth, for the independent variable of length of study, the one-way ANOVAs 

results show that participants who studied abroad for over 12 months rated the 

following factors significantly higher than participants who studied abroad for 7-12 

months (p <.05): prejudice, knowledge about the host country/culture, having an 

international perspective, and self-esteem. Further, participants who studied abroad for 

over 12 months rated the following factors significantly higher than participants who 

studied abroad for 3-6 months (p <.05): financial difficulties, previous travelling 

experience, having an international perspective, and feeling lonely.  

Sixth, the comparison of the G-studies results indicate that the variable sex did 

generate fairly different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of the 

impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development. The variance component of rater was twice larger for male participants 
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than for female participants, indicating that male raters were twice more inconsistent 

than the female raters in rating these factors. Further, there were more unexplained 

variances in the female raters‟ ratings than the male raters‟ ratings. However, the 

G-coefficient obtained for male raters was .94, and the G-coefficient for the female 

raters was .93, suggesting that the male and female raters‟ ratings of the 40 factors in 

terms of their impact on the development of intercultural competence were similar.  

Seventh, the comparison of the above G-studies results indicate that the variable 

country of study did generate some different results in terms of the sources of rating 

variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development. The object of measurement, factor, was almost twice larger 

for UK participants than for US participants. The object of measurement is desired 

variance, indicating all these 40 factors do have different impact on intercultural 

competence development. Further, the UK participants were more consistent than the 

US participants in rating these factors. Finally, there was more unexplained variance 

in the US participants‟ ratings than the UK participants‟ ratings. As a result, the 

G-coefficient obtained for the UK participants was .96, whereas the G-coefficient for 

the US participants was .91, suggesting that UK participants‟ ratings of the 40 factors 

were more reliable than those of the US participants.  

Eighth, the comparison of the above G-studies results indicate that the variable 

age did generate very different results in terms of the sources of rating variation of the 

impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development. The object of measurement, factor, was the largest for participants aged 
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40-50 among all three age groups. Again, the object of measurement is desired 

variance, indicating all these 40 factors do have different impact on intercultural 

competence development. Further, participants aged 40-50 were more consistent than 

participants younger than 40 and over 50 years old. Finally, there was more 

unexplained variance in the younger than 40 participants‟ ratings than the other two 

age groups. As a result, the G-coefficients obtained for participants aged under 40, 

between 40 and 50, and above 50 were .78, .83, and .82, respectively, suggesting that 

the reliabilities of ratings of the 40 factors in terms of their impact on the development 

of Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence across three age groups were 

slightly different. 

Ninth, the comparison of the above G-studies results indicate that the variable 

length of study did generate considerably different results in terms of the sources of 

rating variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence development. The object of measurement, factor, was almost three times 

larger for raters having 3-6 months of study time than raters having 7-12 and over 12 

months of study time. Again, the object of measurement is desired variance, 

indicating all these 40 factors do have different impact on intercultural competence 

development. Further, raters having 3-6 months of study time were over five times 

more consistent than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time in rating 

these factors. Finally, there was less unexplained variance in raters having 3-6 months 

of study time than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time. As a result, 

the G-coefficients obtained for raters having 3-6 months, 7-12 months, and over 12 
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months of study time were .85, .58, and .65, respectively, suggesting that raters having 

3-6 months of study time rated the 40 factors considerably more reliably than raters 

having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time.  

Tenth, the following 15 factors associated with Chinese culture positively affect 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while studying abroad: a) 

Perseverance; b) being friendly and nice; c) being helpful; d) being polite; e) being 

self-confident, f) being hard working; g) being easy to get along with other people; h) 

sharing Chinese culture with American and British people; j) being humble and eager 

to learn; k) being tolerant; l) developing strategies to cope with challenges; m) 

visiting local people and making friends; n) being proud of being a Chinese; o) 

showing mutual respect; p) keeping a positive attitude.  

Eleventh, that the following nine factors associated with Chinese culture 

negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being nervous and anxious; b) being afraid of losing face; c) 

having poor English listening and speaking skills; d) being not active; e) being not 

direct; f) refusing help from strangers; g) having no religious beliefs; and h) being 

together with Chinese people.  

Twelfth, the following six factors associated with American and British cultures 

positively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communication while 

studying abroad: a) Being friendly and helpful; b) being good at communication; c) 

being tolerant; d) being patient; e) being self-confident; and f) showing respect for 

and appreciation of Chinese culture. 
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Thirteenth, the following four factors associated with American and British 

cultures negatively affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural communicat ion 

while studying abroad: a) Using colloquial and slang language; b) stereotyping, c) 

being religious; and d) culture shock.  

Finally, the overall impact of Chinese visiting scholars‟ study abroad experience 

on their interpersonal communication after they have come back to China can be both 

positive and negative. Further, the specific changes they have noticed in their 

interpersonal communication after they have come back to China include: a) 

Becoming a good listener; b) becoming more effective in communication; and c) 

becoming more strategic in communication.  

 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited in the following three ways. First, the 40 factors used in 

the study were all supported in the literature, indicating that their impacts on the 

development of intercultural competence can be either highly positive or highly 

negative. Therefore, there was little variance in terms of their impacts on the 

development of intercultural competence. This limitation might have limited the 

interpretation of the results.  

Second, only 85 Chinese visiting scholars who studied in the United States and 

the United Kingdom were involved in this study. These 85 participants might be 

different from other Chinese visiting scholars who studied in these two countries and 

in other foreign countries. Therefore, the results might not be generalized to other 
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Chinese visiting scholars who studied in the United States and the United Kingdom as 

well as other foreign countries.  

Finally, only ten Chinese visiting scholars were invited for the interviews. Focus 

group interviews with more Chinese visiting scholars might have provided different 

perspectives in terms of the impact of the factors on the development of Chinese 

visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence. Again, this limitation might also have 

limited the interpretation and generalizability of the results.  

 

Conclusion 

In light of the limitations, the following six conclusions were made. First, there 

were significant differences in the ratings of certain factors in terms of their impact on 

the development of intercultural competence as evaluated by the Chinese visiting 

scholars across sex, country of study, age, and length of study.  

Second, the variable sex did generate fairly different results in terms of the 

sources of rating variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development. Male raters were twice more inconsistent than 

the female raters in rating these factors. Further, there was more unexplained variance 

in the female raters‟ ratings than the male raters‟ ratings. Further, the male and female 

raters‟ ratings of the 40 factors in terms of their impact on the development of 

intercultural competence were similar.  

Third, the variable country of study did generate some different results in terms 

of the sources of rating variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development. The object of measurement was 
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almost twice larger for UK participants than for US participants. Further, the UK 

participants were more consistent than the US participants in rating these factors. 

Finally, there was more unexplained variance in the US participants‟ ratings than the 

UK participants‟ ratings. As a result, UK participants‟ ratings of the 40 factors were 

more reliable than those of the US participants.  

Fourth, the variable age did generate very different results in terms of the sources 

of rating variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development. The object of measurement was the largest for 

participants aged 40-50 among all three age groups. Further, participants aged 40-50 

were more consistent than participants younger than 40 and over 50 years old. Finally, 

there was more unexplained variance in the younger than 40 participants‟ ratings than 

the other two age groups. As a result, the reliabilities of ratings of the 40 factors in 

terms of their impact on the development of Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural 

competence across three age groups were slightly different.  

Fifth, the variable length of study did generate considerably different results in 

terms of the sources of rating variation of the impact of the factors on Chinese visiting 

scholars‟ intercultural competence development. The object of measurement was 

almost three times larger for raters having 3-6 months of study time than raters having 

7-12 and over 12 months of study time. Further, raters having 3-6 months of study 

time were over five times more consistent than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months 

of study time in rating these factors. Finally, there was less unexplained variance in 

raters having 3-6 months of study time than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months of 
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study time. As a result, raters having 3-6 months of study time rated the 40 factors 

considerably more reliably than raters having 7-12 and over 12 months of study time.  

Sixth, Chinese culture affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence 

development both positively and negatively while they are studying abroad. Similarly, 

the host country culture (i.e., American culture and British culture) affect their 

intercultural competence development both positively and negatively as well. 

Therefore, Chinese visiting scholars need to be aware that both home culture (i.e., 

Chinese culture) and host country culture affect Chinese visiting scholars‟ 

intercultural competence development both positively and negatively.  

Finally, Chinese visiting scholars‟ study abroad experience continues to impact 

their interpersonal communication both positively and negatively after they have 

come back to China. Positively, they have become more strategic and effective in 

interpersonal communications. Negatively, they are expected to experience reverse 

culture shock. Therefore, they need to develop specific strategies to deal with the 

unexpected reverse culture shock. 

 

Important Educational Implications  

This study was designed to examine Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the 

factors affecting their intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

abroad. The results can provide important educational implications for both Chinese 

visiting scholars and American and British professors and administrators.  

 

First, it is important for Chinese visiting scholars to be aware of the factors 



182 

 

affecting their intercultural competence development positively as well as the factors 

affecting their intercultural competence development negatively before they study 

abroad. It is suggested that they make full preparation for their study abroad; for 

example, they need to make sure that their English proficiency is adequate for their 

study abroad; they also need to make sure they have a good understanding about the 

host country‟s culture.  

Second, it is important for American and British professors to understand 

Chinese visiting scholars‟ educational and cultural backgrounds before they accept 

them as their visiting scholars. It is suggested that American and British professors 

provide their Chinese visiting scholars with specific assis tance and mentoring so that 

they become interculturally competent and academically successful.  

Lastly, it is important for American and British university administrators to 

understand Chinese visiting scholars‟ needs and expectations as soon as they have 

become visiting scholars on campus. It is suggested that American and British 

university administrators provide Chinese visiting scholars with all kinds of supports 

so that they become interculturally proficient and socially comfortable.   

 

Directions for Future Research 

This study provides two directions for future research in the area of intercultural 

competence development of Chinese visiting scholars sojourning abroad. First, future 

studies should expand this area of research to include large-scale data. This study 

involved only 85 Chinese visiting scholars who studied in the United States and the 

United Kingdom. Expanding the study to include more participants who studied in 
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other English speaking countries such as Canada, Australia, and New Zealand would 

improve the reliability, validity, and generalizability of the results.  

Second, using structural equation modeling (SEM) future studies should further 

define the „intercultural competence‟ construct and explore its causal relationships 

with all these factors and other variables. SEM is a type of statistical analysis that 

combines factor analysis and path analysis in order to examine the causal 

relationships that exist between multiple and complex variables (Schumacker & 

Lomax, 2010). SEM studies the relationship among latent constructs and stipulates 

causal relationships among multiple variables. The goal of SEM analysis is to 

determine which theoretical model is best supported by data.  

 

A Final Personal Reflection 

As I mentioned in Chapter 1, my educational background and professional 

experience had enabled me to choose this topic for my thesis. Through the entire 

research process of this thesis, I have understood the factors that affected the 

development of Chinese visiting scholars‟ intercultural competence as well as how 

they overcame the challenges they faced and finally became interculturally competent. 

I have learned a lot from this process. I become more aware of how the host culture 

and the Chinese culture had influenced my own intercultural competence 

development when I studied abroad. I understand that this thesis is only the start of 

my research career, I will continue to research on this topic as soon as I complete my 

doctoral study and try to make contributions to the research community.  
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Appendix A 

 

Letter of Information 

For 

Intercultural Competence Development: 

The Perceptions of Chinese Visiting Scholars Sojourning Abroad 

 

Dear participant: 

 

The project “Intercultural Competence Development: The Perceptions of Chinese 

Visiting Scholars Sojourning Abroad” led by Ling Zhang, a doctoral candidate at the 

School of Education, the University of Nottingham, is inviting you, as a Chinese 

visiting scholar who studied abroad in the United States and/or in the United 

Kingdom, to participate in this study.  

 

The purpose of this study is to examine Chinese visiting scholars‟ perceptions of the 

factors affecting their intercultural competence development during their sojourning 

in the United States and/or in the United Kingdom. You are invited to complete a 

40-item rating form to rate the impact of 40 factors on your intercultural competence 

development during your sojourning abroad. It will take you approximately 10 – 15 

minutes to complete the rating form. Further, you may be randomly selected to 

participate in a 30-minute semi-structured interview with the researcher.  

 

Your participation is entirely voluntary. You are not obliged to answer any questions 

you find objectionable or uncomfortable. You are free to withdraw from the study 

without reasons at any point, and you may request removal of your data. No name is 

required for the rating form. All data will be secured and confidentiality is absolutely 

guaranteed. Access to the data is restricted only to the researcher and her supervisor. 

There are no known or foreseeable risks to participating in this study.  

 

This study may result in publications of various types (e.g., conference presentations, 

journal articles, professional publications, newsletters, or books). Only group data are 

reported. In this way, your personal information will not be attached to any form of 

the data that you provide. A copy of a report from this study will be made available to 

you upon request.  

 

If you have questions, please feel free to contact Ling Zhang, Principal Investigator of 

this study at +8613607451135, or her supervisor Prof. John Morgan at +44 (0)115 

9513717, or her ethics coordinator Prof. Roger Murphy at School of Education, the 

University of Nottingham.  
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Appendix B 

 

Consent Form for 

Intercultural Competence Development: 

The Perceptions of Chinese Visiting Scholars Sojourning Abroad 

 

I agree to participate in the study “Intercultural Competence Development: The 

Perceptions of Chinese Visiting Scholars Sojourning Abroad”.  

 

I have read, understood, and retained a copy of the Letter of Information concerning 

“Intercultural Competence Development: The Perceptions of Chinese Visiting 

Scholars Sojourning Abroad” and the purpose of the study is explained to my 

satisfaction. All my questions regarding the project have been sufficiently answered. I 

am aware of the purposes and data collection procedures in this study.   

 

I have been notified that my participation in this study is entirely voluntary and that I 

may withdraw at any point during the study without any consequences to myself and 

my study at the university. I understand that I can choose not to answer any questions 

that I find objectionable or uncomfortable. I have been told that no name is required 

on the rating form so as to ensure confidentiality of all information. I have also been 

provided with the appropriate contact information in case of questions, concerns, or 

complaints about participation in this study.  

 

Participant‟s Name: 

_____________________________________________________________ 

Signature: 

_____________________________________________________________  

 

Date: _________________________________________________________ 

 

Please write your e-mail or postal address at the bottom of this sheet if you wish to 

receive a copy of the results of the study.  

 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

Ling Zhang 

School of Education 

The University of Nottingham  

Tel: +8613607451135 

Email：1503459279@qq.com  
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Appendix C 

 

Rating Form of Factors Impacting Chinese Visiting Scholars’  

Intercultural Competence Development 

 

Instructions for Participants     

1. Please first choose your answers to the demographic information questions.  

2. Please rate the impact of each factor on your intercultural competence development 

while studying abroad. The higher the number you choose in the box means the 

MORE this factor positively impacts your intercultural competence development. The 

lower the number you choose in the box means the LESS this factor impacts your 

intercultural competence development.  

 

Demographic Information Questions  

Your Gender   Male [     ]    Female [     ] 

Country of Study  United Kingdom [     ]  United States [     ] 

Age     < 30 [     ]    30-40 [     ] 

     40-50 [     ]    > 50 [     ] 

Length of Study  < 3 months [     ]   3-6 months [     ] 

     7-12 months [     ]   > 12 months [     ] 
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Appendix D 

 

Interview Questions 

 

1. Demographic Information Questions  

Your Gender   Male [   ]    Female [   ] 

Country of Study  United Kingdom [   ] United States [   ] 

Age     < 40 [   ]   40-50 [   ]         > 50 [   ] 

Length of Study  3-6 months [   ]    7-12 months [   ]  >12 months [   ] 

 

2. When did you start to study in the United States/United Kingdom as a visiting 

scholar? 

3. When did you finish your study in the United States/United Kingdom as a visiting 

scholar? 

4. What was your major task during your study abroad in the United States/United 

Kingdom? 

5. How did Chinese culture positively affect your intercultural competence 

development during your study abroad in the United States/United Kingdom? 

6. How did Chinese culture negatively affect your intercultural competence 

development during your study abroad in the United States/United Kingdom? 

7. How did the American culture/British culture positively affect your intercultural 

competence development during your study abroad in the United States/United 

Kingdom? 
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8. How did the American culture/British culture negatively affect your intercultural 

competence development during your study abroad in the United States/United 

Kingdom?  

9. What is the overall impact of your study abroad experience on your interpersonal 

communication after you have come back to China? 

10. What specific changes have you noticed in your interpersonal communication 

after you have come back to China? 
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Appendix E 

G-theory Analysis Control Cards 

 

A factor-by-rater nested within gender mixed effects G-study 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - MIXED MODEL - F X R : G DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     G IS FIXED, R IS RANDOM  

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 X 2 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 41 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F   40 0 

EFFECT      + G   02 0 

EFFECT      + R:G 41 0 

FORMAT      (41F2.0) 

PROCESS 

0706050604030506060610080909080707080705060509090708100609100810080509040807050305  

0506050405050605040401040506050506060909080807080706050605100808090105050608010204  

0706060704040503050509050605050607060707070607070607090509080710080709030708070607  

0506070606070605030504040403030304060405060606070707080707050608060405080909040608  

0808070704030605050410060704040505050408060706070601100606070101090708030507070508  

0807080708080803030307030405020504030405040506050507070808050605050703040901070106  

0707080709080605050508060506070608070706070807080710090709101010070608060606090806  

0807080808070809070901030407090506050506050607080807060607090808080109050601010406  

0909090808070809090710080809080706060709090809070710090510101006070808050907060606  

0910090810070807060802050607100708070908080807080707080908080807080207041001020805  

0304030203050605060606060505060604050403050605050504070609100410080808050506090808  

0302030203040304040404050605050505050407060607080605040504050606050104070401010107  

0203040305050505050403040505050606050407040506040504070809080408090908050705091007  

0503040304040508040406050604030403050406050504050505040405040504050608080802060406  

0405040308050506050605050606050404050606050504050502090409090203090809060705040702  

0504050505040505060709050605040505050506050605030505040505040604050905050403090105  

0405060505040404040505050404050405040507040504040501070709070101070909020606030403  

0706050507060705050405060405040403040404050405040404050405050504051005040209100303  

0505070605040605050401040303040504040506040404030301080409050103071008030606100807 

0706050606050605050605060405050404050203020102030504050403030204020505060207050305  

0607060705060405050408060706050704050606060504070509090809070908051009080707080908  

0707060808070807050404040505050506050506050506050507040605090605060406040208041005 

0808070805060607070607070807080809070608070807060710100808081010050809080707060708  

0808080708070709060603070405090605070606060708070707080708080708080308070504031007  

0806070806060305080607070809070707080906080808060710090608051002060908080506020706 
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0807060707070606050703040504080607070707070807060706070708080806070206080405021008  

0910091004050405070504050506050606070808070805040507090709090709071008060808070808  

1009090808070908040304050605090506040606050706070707060706040504060408080408041006 

0706060707090604080606060707080605060708090708060510100809101004081008050608060807  

0708070808070708080803030203080607070807080506070509080807050504050308050709030708  

0807080805060608060705050607060706070707080908070610100809091010070809070507080707 

0808070809070603070707070504090405070605060607080807060807070607070303070504030608  

0809100909080908080907040507080407080608070605080910100909101008080908070507090908  

101009090810070607090908090810080908060708040506070706080906070607010606 0705010706 

0705050404040407050604050605040706060607060606050402080606050203090808070406050405  

0605040507070503050506060704040504050605040506060708070706050603050603070704060104  

0808080904050608060706060506050707060708060709060710080609091005090708050506060 607 

0908070808080805040604050607050504050607060506060607080708070808070105060603010706  

0506060506090604070807060709050508070807080908070810100809091008080709050607050704  

0606050507060509060804050506060705060808070606070906070607070709080109060607010704  

0504050404050405060709070808090505050508090909030610080909091007080908050608090907  

0605040606050407050506050405060506080907080605070608090908040505050107070901010907  

0607050604050605050605050406040505050509090809090807090809090807080608050507080805  

0607060506050605030505040405060504050505040405040606080908070809080305070902030105  

0706050506060404040403050505050505050606050605050508080809080909090609060505070707  

0706070606070605050604050405050405040505060505050706070506040605060205050601020505  

0403040302010202020301010202030503020303020202030201100505090104090809020405050304  

0505040303040504030301010201010201020103040304020203020403030202010104070501010306  

0605050603040404030302030402030306060507050505040310090809091008090708020505070505  

0506050607060502040402030403060304020304030403050605050505040306050202050301020706  

0405050408050607070604050606050404040606050505050504100809100910090409020606020401  

0505040504030408060707050605080605050506050604040505050505060505050708060501070105  

0605060503040907090801010204050507060708090306030201060305080103090909030707010701  

0506050506050603040408080708080706090306080607060607080405010401030803050701080405  

0605070804030404050402030202020402030306030403020101080808080102090808040708080506  

0807050708060503030504040304060504050203010203030303040304020101020303060701030505 

0707070705050505090604050304040404040405050505050607100709080706080808040407020701  

0707070606080703050504060505080908070405040504040505050304060605060403050401040104  

0405050605050506040305040404040405040505050404050407100709090707070807040507020505 

0506050507040504040505060706030504040405040506050406050403040404050204060601020103  

0605060506060404090804050404040504040307080607060510080809101010070808050606060608  

0606050605050606060603040404070808070404040504040408070707050506070306070603030505 

0606050605050405080801060307060406060703050506050610080809101010060808050606020702  

0506050605050505050504040404080807070304050506060505060505060406070405050401040103  

0505050604040505050306050605060406050403050405040501100609100110070809030707070405 

0505040505040607050406050505090607050505060506050505040504040405040604070801060106  

0908091007060607080608050608090809060502050605060501100309100110080807010608030301  

100909100909090607090205060708070607070707060708060304050605040605 0206070809020105 

0404040506070505060505050606070806070804050405060710090709091009070808060606040707  



210 

 

0404040505040505060804040506070605060506070608070506040404050606070405080809041004  

0506060706070404050607060706050605060607070709080910090805091007050609080 706090805 

0606060606070605070703040405060506050606050605050608070706060707080305070810030809  

0504050506050505040504040405060506070807080707070610090709061007050609050507050607  

0305040505050507050504040404040505040505060506050706070806060607080207060703020905 

0304050404030303020301010101010403020303050404010103080508080305040807050708080306  

0704040305040509040303030203030203020101010203030202030505010102010308070501030308  

0605050506040504040503050404040505040505050408070810090608091003041009050706100510  

0405060505050405050505040504030405040504050504050405040506070607080405080501040503  

0304050503040503010102020203030303040504040304050301080808090102060808060507050408  

0703040406050607030303040505010102010202010403020305040304050404030307060701030405  

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for male raters  

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 41 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 41 0 

FORMAT      (41F2.0) 

PROCESS 

0706050604030506060610080909080707080705060509090708100609100810080509040807050305  

0706060704040503050509050605050607060707070607070607090509080710080709030708070607  

0808070704030605050410060704040505050408060706070601100606070101090708030507070508  

0707080709080605050508060506070608070706070807080710090709101010070608060606090806  

0909090808070809090710080809080706060709090809070710090510101006070808050907060606  

0304030203050605060606060505060604050403050605050504070609100410080808050506090808 

0203040305050505050403040505050606050407040506040504070809080408090908050705091007  

0405040308050506050605050606050404050606050504050502090409090203090809060705040702  

0405060505040404040505050404050405040507040504040501070709070101070909020606030403 

0505070605040605050401040303040504040506040404030301080409050103071008030606100807  

0607060705060405050408060706050704050606060504070509090809070908051009080707080908  

0808070805060607070607070807080809070608070807060710100808081010050809080707060708 

0806070806060305080607070809070707080906080808060710090608051002060908080506020706  

0910091004050405070504050506050606070808070805040507090709090709071008060808070808  

0706060707090604080606060707080605060708090708060510100809101004081008050608060807 

0807080805060608060705050607060706070707080908070610100809091010070809070507080707  

0809100909080908080907040507080407080608070605080910100909101008080908070507090908  

0705050404040407050604050605040706060607060606050402080606050 203090808070406050405 

0808080904050608060706060506050707060708060709060710080609091005090708050506060607  

0506060506090604070807060709050508070807080908070810100809091008080709050607050704  

0504050404050405060709070808090505050508090909030610080909091007080908050608090907 

0607050604050605050605050406040505050509090809090807090809090807080608050507080805  

0706050506060404040403050505050505050606050605050508080809080909090609060505070707  

0403040302010202020301010202030503020303020202030201100505090104090809020405050304 

0605050603040404030302030402030306060507050505040310090809091008090708020505070505  

0405050408050607070604050606050404040606050505050504100809100910090409020606020401  

0605060503040907090801010204050507060708090306030201060305080103090909030707010701  

0605070804030404050402030202020402030306030403020101080808080102090808040708080506  

0707070705050505090604050304040404040405050505050607100709080706080808040407020701  

0405050605050506040305040404040405040505050404050407100709090707070807040507020505  

0605060506060404090804050404040504040307080607060510080809101010070808050606060608  

0606050605050405080801060307060406060703050506050610080809101010060808050606020702  



212 

 

0505050604040505050306050605060406050403050405040501100609100110070809030707070405  

0908091007060607080608050608090809060502050605060501100309100110080807010608030301  

0404040506070505060505050606070806070804050405060710090709091009070808060606040707  

0506060706070404050607060706050605060607070709080910090805091007050609080706090805  

0504050506050505040504040405060506070807080707070610090709061007050609050507050607  

0304050404030303020301010101010403020303050404010103080508080305040807050708080306  

0605050506040504040503050404040505040505050408070810090608091003041009050706100510  

0304050503040503010102020203030303040504040304050301080808090102060808060507050408  

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  39 40 41   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for female raters 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 41 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 41 0 

FORMAT      (41F2.0) 

PROCESS 

0506050405050605040401040506050506060909080807080706050605100808090105050608010204 

0506070606070605030504040403030304060405060606070707080707050608060405080909040608  

0807080708080803030307030405020504030405040506050507070808050605050703040901070106  

0807080808070809070901030407090506050506050607080807060607090808080109050601010406 

0910090810070807060802050607100708070908080807080707080908080807080207041001020805  

0302030203040304040404050605050505050407060607080605040504050606050104070401010107  

0503040304040508040406050604030403050406050504050505040405040504050608080802060406 

0504050505040505060709050605040505050506050605030505040505040604050905050403090105  

0706050507060705050405060405040403040404050405040404050405050504051005040209100303  

0706050606050605050605060405050404050203020102030504050403030204020505060207050305 

0707060808070807050404040505050506050506050506050507040605090605060406040208041005  

0808080708070709060603070405090605070606060708070707080708080708080308070504031007  

080706070707060605070304050408060707070707080706070607070808080 6070206080405021008 

1009090808070908040304050605090506040606050706070707060706040504060408080408041006  

0708070808070708080803030203080607070807080506070509080807050504050308050709030708  

0808070809070603070707070504090405070605060607080807060807070607070303 070504030608 

1010090908100706070909080908100809080607080405060707060809060706070106060705010706  

0605040507070503050506060704040504050605040506060708070706050603050603070704060104  

0908070808080805040604050607050504050607060506060607080708070808070105060603010706 

0606050507060509060804050506060705060808070606070906070607070709080109060607010704  

0605040606050407050506050405060506080907080605070608090908040505050107070901010907  

0607060506050605030505040405060504050505040405040606080908070809080305070902030105  

0706070606070605050604050405050405040505060505050706070506040605060205050601020505  

0505040303040504030301010201010201020103040304020203020403030202010104070501010306  

0506050607060502040402030403060304020304030403050605050505040306050202050301020706  

0505040504030408060707050605080605050506050604040505050505060505050708060501070105  

0506050506050603040408080708080706090306080607060607080405010401030803050701080405  

0807050708060503030504040304060504050203010203030303040304020101020303060701030505  

0707070606080703050504060505080908070405040504040505050304060605060403050401040104  

0506050507040504040505060706030504040405040506050406050403040404050204060601020103  

0606050605050606060603040404070808070404040504040408070707050506070306070603030505  

0506050605050505050504040404080807070304050506060505060505060406070405050401040103  



214 

 

0505040505040607050406050505090607050505060506050505040504040405040604070801060106  

1009091009090906070902050607080706070707070607080603040506050406050206070809020105  

0404040505040505060804040506070605060506070608070506040404050606070405080809041004  

0606060606070605070703040405060506050606050605050608070706060707080305070810030809  

0305040505050507050504040404040505040505060506050706070806060607080207060703020905  

0704040305040509040303030203030203020101010203030202030505010102010308070501030308 

0405060505050405050505040504030405040504050504050405040506070607080405080501040503  

0703040406050607030303040505010102010202010403020305040304050404030307060701030405  

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    
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A factor-by-rater nested within country of study mixed effects G-study 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - MIXED MODEL - F X R : C DESIGN  

COMMENT 

COMMENT     C IS FIXED, R IS RANDOM 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 X 2 

COMMENT     # VA LUES PER RECORD = 36 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F   40 0 

EFFECT      + C   02 0 

EFFECT      + R:C 36 0 

FORMAT      (36F2.0) 

PROCESS 

050405040403070807080708070705060506050605091008090708090810050908080603  

050605040706070506050506010405060506060610090909090801050805090108050204  

050304050404060606070706070707070807060707070506070608060709050907090706  

050607060706080607060706040405030304050609060405050604080807090407070608  

030303030403050506050505040508070706070808060506070605050110030601010405 

080708070808050707080808070306050504040310070404050407040907080705080106  

090708090908060607080807070806070607080607070908080708081009090910010908  

080708080707060807080708010306050506050508050506060501050706080106060406  

070607080807070807080606070709070809080908090808070707081009071010010406 

091009080909070908100708020508090708070710080909080802040708080209060805  

040403040305060607080405040603050405060504050506050506050407040904010308  

030203020304050302030403040506050505060506050405070601070808080105080107 

080405040505060504050605040507050404050405060405040504050407080904020710  

050304030203050403040405060505050403040503050405060506080909080607070406  

050605070805040605030405060506050405050505040406050504050209050902030607  

050405050405050403050405090505060505060505060506060509050908090907020105 

050504040504040405040504050407040504050405040505040504050107050901090104  

070605050405060605070607050604040403050405040404040510040709091006030303  

050504060504050102030404050506040504040403040302030304020108050901070208 

070605060505070706060506050606050404040501030203030205060710080506070305  

070506040506070506050405060506070406050605040906070505060909060909080309  

070706080607080607080708040404050506040508070506060504040510090407081005  

090607060506080708070907060708070807080708070807060708081010080810040307 

080808070808070708080707030706070605060707080607060603070508090307081007  

060506070606070807060708090706060708080708080808060706071009060810050107  

080706070806060708070706030403050607060707080709070702080609 080205061008 

080404030405060706070607080708070607080706050405040504060709080907080308  

100909080910070910080709040504050506050404050606060504080710080408081006  

080807080709060506070506070508090809070807080505060504051010080910090708  

070807080706080607080707030306040607060706070807070803050810080306070708 



216 

 

030706070506070607080607070807070608090807080706070607071010030910040407  

080807080807080808090706070706080405070705060607050603070708090305070608  

0607080909080404050607080607080706070608090506070809060710100 60910050809 

101009090809071009081007090809080809090807050607070801060809080105080706  

030505050404070506060606060707080706060706060506050403050208030602040304  

060504050705060504070705060604070504060504060605050406070908080604050104  

050405060405070506060706070608070806070708090708060708071008050910030606 

090807080808050809080808040506080504070506050606070601060907080105070706  

090607080609050606070807080907060708090607080707070809081010090910070207  

060605050506070605070605040506040705080607070809080701060807090106040704 

070506050405050605070505050608080909090908090405030605051008070910010409  

060504060504060504060504060504050506070809080908070801070809080106070907  

050304050405050405040505050609060809080908090708090809080709050908020708  

060706050607070506060506050406050504060505040506050403070806080305050105 

050506060606050505050505060706060705060506050406050505060808050909010207  

070607060706060505060706040504040405040403050505050602050906090205070505  

040302030201050304020302030203030202020403020302030202010110040501010703 

050504030403050403030405010102020201030201020102030401070908090104040306  

020405040304030403050606050607050505050505050403040306051009020910010305  

050605060605070506070605020304040304030202040302040302050907080205050706  

080605070805040604040404060506050505050505050605050505050410080909010704 

050504050405080504040304070506070605060504060506060507060904090706010105  

030403040304050607060706070608070809030405060104030201030106030501010107  

0506050506050606050605060808090707060809010203040608080509090908 07010405 

030304050403040203030203030306030403040304030201020101020108030801010905  

080705070605070708080605040404040504040502020202030103060908080307060505  

030506050505040504040404040505050505050304050606050605060710030907010307  

070707060707050707060807040605050908060704030404050404050808080404010104 

040405050505040506050504050405060505040403040404050404050710040907010105  

050605050405070506070405050605060504030405040404050402060708070205050103  

060606060606050504040404030407080708060707070505060506071008060910030706 

060605060605060605050506030404040808080704040404040403070708080306080505  

050504050505040506060606070503050605050505060604050606071008050910010507  

050605060606050506050505040404050807080701030307040504050608080406020103  

070504040404040506050605040503050405040504050404040505040110040901010204 

050504050505070506050406060505050607030506060505050606070708090607050106  

060708090706080607080906050602030405060506050504060506050110060901090903  

100909100908080910090909020506070706060708060708070702070808070206 010105 

050607080607080608070607080504060405040404050506060706071009050910091007  

040404050404060405050405040405050605050605060506060704080708080406071004  

050708070607060605050506060607080707070706090607080907081009050510100308  

060606060506070607060706030404040506060507070606060503070506090307050809 

070504050605050506050607080707060708070806070606070607081009070910030406  

030504050504080505050505040405050505050404040505050602060506090205070905  
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0904040304030402030303020302030203050405050401010101020103080808030 10203 

070404030304060504050405030303030203030201010101010103070408070307060308  

050506050604050504050504050405050405040506080706070807081009050810010705  

040506050605060505050504050405040405050403040504040504080410090407100503  

070304030304030403020304050304050404030304040504050304030108070801010304 

070304040304050505060506030405030102010102020203020103060608080305080405  

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for the United Kingdom  

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 36 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 36 0 

FORMAT      (36F2.0) 

PROCESS 

050405040403070807080708070705060506050605091008090708090810050908080603 

050304050404060606070706070707070807060707070506070608060709050907090706  

030303030403050506050505040508070706070808060506070605050110030601010405  

090708090908060607080807070806070607080607070908080708081009090910010908  

070607080807070807080606070709070809080908090808070707081009071010010406  

040403040305060607080405040603050405060504050506050506050407040904010308  

080405040505060504050605040507050404050405060405040504050407080904020710  

050605070805040605030405060506050405050505040406050504050209050902030607 

050504040504040405040504050407040504050405040505040504050107050901090104  

050504060504050102030404050506040504040403040302030304020108050901070208  

070506040506070506050405060506070406050605040906070505060909060909080309  

090607060506080708070907060708070807080708070807060708081010080810040307  

060506070606070807060708090706060708080708080808060706071009060810050107  

080404030405060706070607080708070607080706050405040504060709080907080308  

080807080709060506070506070508090809070807080505060504051010080910090708 

030706070506070607080607070807070608090807080706070607071010030910040407  

060708090908040405060708060708070607060809050607080906071010060910050809  

030505050404070506060606060707080706060706060506050403050208030602040304  

050405060405070506060706070608070806070708090708060708071008050910030606  

090607080609050606070807080907060708090607080707070809081010090910070207  

070506050405050605070505050608080909090908090405030605051008070910010409  

050304050405050405040505050609060809080908090708090809080709050908020708 

050506060606050505050505060706060705060506050406050505060808050909010207  

040302030201050304020302030203030202020403020302030202010110040501010703  

020405040304030403050606050607050505050505050403040306051009020910010305  

080605070805040604040404060506050505050505050605050505050410080909010704 

030403040304050607060706070608070809030405060104030201030106030501010107  

030304050403040203030203030306030403040304030201020101020108030801010905  

030506050505040504040404040505050505050304050606050605060710030907010307 

040405050505040506050504050405060505040403040404050404050710040907010105  

060606060606050504040404030407080708060707070505060506071008060910030706  

050504050505040506060606070503050605050505060604050606071008050910010507  

070504040404040506050605040503050405040504050404040505040110040901010204 
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060708090706080607080906050602030405060506050504060506050110060901090903  

050607080607080608070607080504060405040404050506060706071009050910091007  

050708070607060605050506060607080707070706090607080907081009050510100308 

070504050605050506050607080707060708070806070606070607081009070910030406  

090404030403040203030302030203020305040505040101010102010308080803010203  

050506050604050504050504050405050405040506080706070807081009050810010705  

070304030304030403020304050304050404030304040504050304030108070801010304 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  34 35 36   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for the United States  

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 36 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 36 0 

FORMAT      (36F2.0) 

PROCESS 

050605040706070506050506010405060506060610090909090801050805090108050204 

050607060706080607060706040405030304050609060405050604080807090407070608  

080708070808050707080808070306050504040310070404050407040907080705080106  

080708080707060807080708010306050506050508050506060501050706080106060406  

091009080909070908100708020508090708070710080909080802040708080209060805  

030203020304050302030403040506050505060506050405070601070808080105080107  

050304030203050403040405060505050403040503050405060506080909080607070406  

050405050405050403050405090505060505060505060506060509050908090907020105 

070605050405060605070607050604040403050405040404040510040709091006030303  

070605060505070706060506050606050404040501030203030205060710080506070305  

070706080607080607080708040404050506040508070506060504040510090407081005  

080808070808070708080707030706070605060707080607060603070508090307081007  

080706070806060708070706030403050607060707080709070702080609080205061008  

100909080910070910080709040504050506050404050606060504080710080408081006  

070807080706080607080707030306040607060706070807070803050810080306070708 

080807080807080808090706070706080405070705060607050603070708090305070608  

101009090809071009081007090809080809090807050607070801060809080105080706  

060504050705060504070705060604070504060504060605050406070908080604050104  

090807080808050809080808040506080504070506050606070601060907080105070706  

060605050506070605070605040506040705080607070809080701060807090106040704  

060504060504060504060504060504050506070809080908070801070809080106070907  

060706050607070506060506050406050504060505040506050403070806080305050105 

070607060706060505060706040504040405040403050505050602050906090205070505  

050504030403050403030405010102020201030201020102030401070908090104040306  

050605060605070506070605020304040304030202040302040302050907080205050706  

050504050405080504040304070506070605060504060506060507060904090706010105  

050605050605060605060506080809070706080901020304060808050909090807010405  

080705070605070708080605040404040504040502020202030103060908080307060505  

070707060707050707060807040605050908060704030404050404050808080404010104 

050605050405070506070405050605060504030405040404050402060708070205050103  

060605060605060605050506030404040808080704040404040403070708080306080505  

050605060606050506050505040404050807080701030307040504050608080406020103  
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050504050505070506050406060505050607030506060505050606070708090607050106  

100909100908080910090909020506070706060708060708070702070808070206010105  

040404050404060405050405040405050605050605060506060704080708080406071004  

060606060506070607060706030404040506060507070606060503070506090307050809 

030504050504080505050505040405050505050404040505050602060506090205070905  

070404030304060504050405030303030203030201010101010103070408070307060308  

040506050605060505050504050405040405050403040504040504080410090407100503  

070304040304050505060506030405030102010102020203020103060608080305080405  

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  34 35 36   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



222 

 

A factor-by-rater nested within age mixed effects G-study 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - MIXED MODEL - F X R : A DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     A IS FIXED, R IS RANDOM 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 X 3 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 09 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F   40 0 

EFFECT      + A   03 0 

EFFECT      + R:A 09 0 

FORMAT      (09F2.0) 

PROCESS 

050504060609100904 

050306080706050510 

060708080810090803 

050504030406050603 

040405050707070810 

060806080709090706 

080303050407050503 

030304040508080401 

080504050110060105 

080903070605090806 

080805070806070510 

070605081009091008 

090705070808080805 

070707080709080406 

090708071009101006 

030405050505050505 

030506060605040710 

040506060407090408 

050805040305040505 

050504050504050808 

030505040407090410 

050505050506040506 

050506050505050503 

050505040209090207 

070506050304050502 

040405050404050401 

050605040107090104 

070506050403030203 

040404040504030603 

050702040108090108 
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070704050607090608 

060604050506050408 

070805050909090909 

080907050508080808 

070606080707080710 

080706081010081007 

080604040708080708 

060606070707080802 

060607061009081007 

100805050605040606 

040505050707060809 

100705040709090708 

070803030707050505 

070906080508070504 

060808041010091008 

080307040506070707 

060607060808070710 

070806071010091007 

100608080905060707 

080809080708090608 

090708061010091009 

060306040406050507 

050406040707060703 

050604030208060204 

090505070405070705 

050507050607080605 

080506081008091006 

060905060507070805 

070908050906070608 

060707091010091007 

060705050608040505 

060507090609080707 

040608051008091009 

060504050404070805 

040506040609080707 

070704090709090808 

070505050505040606 

060604050705060509 

060606050808090907 

050401010102030102 

020103030204030704 

030504020110050103 

050203030404040502 

050403030605050508 



224 

 

050703061009091005 

050805050506060502 

050506050505050610 

050805050410090904 

050308080602010303 

030408050604050503 

050608010106050107 

080304040402020204 

040304020303040602 

050701010108080105 

070306050803060604 

060506040503040506 

070504050710090707 

050406060404040504 

050503040404030607 

050704040710090705 

060604040804050705 

060608040407070710 

050604061008091006 

050504040703060705 

040508060505050510 

060505061008091007 

050705050706040403 

040403060505040710 

050706050110090104 

100605070606050501 

080606090605060710 

080807060110090103 

040504060506050706 

070705070504040809 

040607061009091007 

060504050607060808 

080706050607060707 

060705071009051008 

030704040504060805 

040505060708060607 

040806071009091006 

070903030301010105 

040303010205050705 

040601020308080303 

040504040504070805 

060405040405060803 

050605071009081005 

070704050202050306 
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040401030303040602 

040501040108080104 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for younger than 30 years old 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 09 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 09 0 

FORMAT      (09F2.0) 

PROCESS 

050504060609100904 

050504030406050603 

080303050407050503 

080903070605090806 

090705070808080805 

030405050505050505 

050805040305040505 

050505050506040506 

070506050304050502 

070506050403030203 

070704050607090608 

080907050508080808 

080604040708080708 

100805050605040606 

070803030707050505 

080307040506070707 

100608080905060707 

060306040406050507 

090505070405070705 

060905060507070805 

060705050608040505 

060504050404070805 

070505050505040606 

050401010102030102 

050203030404040502 

050805050506060502 

050308080602010303 

080304040402020204 

070306050803060604 

050406060404040504 

060604040804050705 

050504040703060705 
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050705050706040403 

100605070606050501 

040504060506050706 

060504050607060808 

030704040504060805 

070903030301010105 

040504040504070805 

070704050202050306 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  07 08 09   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



228 

 

A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for 30-40 years old 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 09 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 09 0 

FORMAT      (09F2.0) 

PROCESS 

050306080706050510 

040405050707070810 

030304040508080401 

080805070806070510 

070707080709080406 

030506060605040710 

050504050504050808 

050506050505050503 

040405050404050401 

040404040504030603 

060604050506050408 

070606080707080710 

060606070707080802 

040505050707060809 

070906080508070504 

060607060808070710 

080809080708090608 

050406040707060703 

050507050607080605 

070908050906070608 

060507090609080707 

040506040609080707 

060604050705060509 

020103030204030704 

050403030605050508 

050506050505050610 

030408050604050503 

040304020303040602 

060506040503040506 

050503040404030607 

060608040407070710 

040508060505050510 
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040403060505040710 

080606090605060710 

070705070504040809 

080706050607060707 

040505060708060607 

040303010205050705 

060405040405060803 

040401030303040602 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  07 08 09   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for 40-50 years old 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 09 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 09 0 

FORMAT      (09F2.0) 

PROCESS 

060708080810090803 

060806080709090706 

080504050110060105 

070605081009091008 

090708071009101006 

040506060407090408 

030505040407090410 

050505040209090207 

050605040107090104 

050702040108090108 

070805050909090909 

080706081010081007 

060607061009081007 

100705040709090708 

060808041010091008 

070806071010091007 

090708061010091009 

050604030208060204 

080506081008091006 

060707091010091007 

040608051008091009 

070704090709090808 

060606050808090907 

030504020110050103 

050703061009091005 

050805050410090904 

050608010106050107 

050701010108080105 

070504050710090707 

050704040710090705 

050604061008091006 

060505061008091007 
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050706050110090104 

080807060110090103 

040607061009091007 

060705071009051008 

040806071009091006 

040601020308080303 

050605071009081005 

040501040108080104 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  07 08 09   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater nested within length of study mixed effects G-study 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - MIXED MODEL - F X R : L DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     L IS FIXED, R IS RANDOM  

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 X 3 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 07 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F   40 0 

EFFECT      + L   03 0 

EFFECT      + R:L 07 0 

FORMAT      (07F2.0) 

PROCESS 

06050608080703 

05060605070801 

07081008060704 

03030505060606 

05070605070804 

06070907070808 

05020506060605 

08070806050507 

05011001040706 

05090506080708 

08070806080801 

06100910090606 

09100908080706 

09080808070702 

07100910040705 

05050606060508 

03020306060601 

06040704030607 

05030504050510 

05030505050406 

06040704070506 

06040505060507 

05030505050409 

04020902060505 

04040405050504 

07050704040410 

04010701010603 

05050504020308 

07060606050405 

05010801020605 
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05050506060509 

07070804050504 

07090909030705 

07090707070707 

08080706070803 

08101010030707 

05080807080707 

08080603070602 

07100910010608 

05090705050508 

10100904070404 

06070907030806 

04080806050508 

07070706050403 

06101010070808 

08090605060607 

08080606080703 

07101010040708 

08100804070909 

10090709070601 

04101010080706 

07040505060404 

06040504070306 

07020802030604 

08050606080706 

09090806060801 

07100810060606 

04060706070807 

06050506090901 

05101010020704 

05060607050609 

06040404060501 

05100810040807 

05060505080808 

06060606060903 

05070908070705 

04050405060507 

07050604070502 

05080809020505 

02010201020203 

05030502020201 

05011001070506 

04060303030305 

05060504060602 
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03100910030506 

07080705050504 

05040406050507 

04041009070605 

07080901040207 

05050609060108 

05010601010705 

04060503010105 

08080504030103 

04010801090805 

05080905060607 

07070705050504 

04071007030704 

06030404040405 

05060505040402 

04071007010703 

04070905050506 

06050604040603 

05100810070605 

05080806040607 

05060504050604 

04100810050603 

05090505040504 

05060605050506 

04011001020706 

07080805040503 

10100906060602 

08011001090805 

05070605060707 

04050505050604 

08100910100604 

04060506070908 

06070604060703 

06100910030609 

05040404060606 

03050505070702 

05100910040705 

03030201010103 

07040503020203 

04030803020808 

04030405060805 

04050405040704 

05100910070603 

03010102040304 
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07050605030403 

03010801030705 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for participants having 3-6 months 

study overseas 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 07 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 07 0 

FORMAT      (07F2.0) 

PROCESS 

06050608080703 

03030505060606 

05020506060605 

05090506080708 

09100908080706 

05050606060508 

05030504050510 

06040505060507 

04040405050504 

05050504020308 

05050506060509 

07090707070707 

05080807080707 

05090705050508 

04080806050508 

08090605060607 

08100804070909 

07040505060404 

08050606080706 

04060706070807 

05060607050609 

05060505080808 

04050405060507 

02010201020203 

04060303030305 

07080705050504 

07080901040207 

04060503010105 

05080905060607 

06030404040405 

04070905050506 
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05080806040607 

05090505040504 

07080805040503 

05070605060707 

04060506070908 

05040404060606 

03030201010103 

04030405060805 

03010102040304 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  05 06 07   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for participants having 7-12 months 

study overseas 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 07 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 07 0 

FORMAT      (07F2.0) 

PROCESS 

05060605070801 

05070605070804 

08070806050507 

08070806080801 

09080808070702 

03020306060601 

05030505050406 

05030505050409 

07050704040410 

07060606050405 

07070804050504 

08080706070803 

08080603070602 

10100904070404 

07070706050403 

08080606080703 

10090709070601 

06040504070306 

09090806060801 

06050506090901 

06040404060501 

06060606060903 

07050604070502 

05030502020201 

05060504060602 

05040406050507 

05050609060108 

08080504030103 

07070705050504 

05060505040402 

06050604040603 
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05060504050604 

05060605050506 

10100906060602 

04050505050604 

06070604060703 

03050505070702 

07040503020203 

04050405040704 

07050605030403 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  05 06 07   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 
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A factor-by-rater random effect G-study for participants having over 12 months 

study overseas 

 

GSTUDY      ZHANG - RANDOM MODEL - F X R DESIGN 

COMMENT 

COMMENT     # RECORDS = 40 

COMMENT     # VALUES PER RECORD = 07 

COMMENT 

OPTIONS     RECORDS ALL CORRELATION 

EFFECT      * F 40 0 

EFFECT      + R 07 0 

FORMAT      (07F2.0) 

PROCESS 

07081008060704 

06070907070808 

05011001040706 

06100910090606 

07100910040705 

06040704030607 

06040704070506 

04020902060505 

04010701010603 

05010801020605 

07090909030705 

08101010030707 

07100910010608 

06070907030806 

06101010070808 

07101010040708 

04101010080706 

07020802030604 

07100810060606 

05101010020704 

05100810040807 

05070908070705 

05080809020505 

05011001070506 

03100910030506 

04041009070605 

05010601010705 

04010801090805 

04071007030704 

04071007010703 

05100810070605 
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04100810050603 

04011001020706 

08011001090805 

08100910100604 

06100910030609 

05100910040705 

04030803020808 

05100910070603 

03010801030705 

DSTUDY      ZHANG F X R DESIGN  

DEFFECT     $ F    

DEFFECT       R  05 06 07   

ENDDSTUDY 

FINISH 

 

 


