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ABSTRACT

PARTICIPATING IN ERASMUS STUDENT MOBILITY PROGRAM AND
CULTURAL INTELLIGENCE

Gokten, Ozge
M.S., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Serap Emil

September 2017, 115 pages

The purpose of this study was to investigate the difference between college students’
cultural intelligence who have participated in Erasmus Student Mobility program and
students’ who have not participated in the program, when their personality trait
“openness to experience” is controlled. Data were collected from 450 students who
are studying in different departments in Middle East Technical University, Ankara.
Data collection instruments were demographic information survey, Cultural
Intelligence Scale, and Openness to Experience subscale of Big Five Inventory Scale.
Cultural Intelligence Scale and Openness to Experience subscale were adapted by the

researcher.

Exploratory Factor Analysis for Turkish version of Cultural Intelligence Scale yielded
four-factor model with reliability coefficients ranging from .77 to .84. Exploratory
Factor Analysis for Turkish version of Openness to Experience subscale confirmed the
appropriateness of the subscale with reliability coefficient .78 indicating good

reliabilities for both scales.

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance results indicated that participating in Erasmus
Student Mobility Program has a statistically significant effect on all sub-dimensions
of cultural intelligence (metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and behavioral), when

openness to experience personality trait is controlled. Moreover, the results showed



that openness to experience personality trait has a statistically significant mediating

effect on metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and behavioral cultural intelligence.

Keywords: cultural intelligence, Erasmus Student Mobility Program, openness to
experience, college students, internationalization
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ERASMUS OGRENIM HAREKETLILIGI PROGRAMINA KATILIM VE
KULTUREL ZEKA

Gokten, Ozge
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Serap Emil

Eylil 2017, 115 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci, kiiltiirel zekdnin Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na
katilan ve katilmayan 6grenciler arasinda farklilik gosterip géstermedigini, “deneyime
aciklik” kisilik 6zelligini kontrol altinda tutarak incelemektir. Calismanin verileri,
Ankara’da Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nde farkli béliimlerde dgrenim goren 450
Ogrencinin katilimiyla toplanmistir. Calismada veri toplama araglari olarak,
demografik bilgiler anketi, arastirmaci tarafindan Tiirk¢eye uyarlanan Kiiltiirel Zeka

Olgegi ve Bes Faktor Kisilik Olgegi — Deneyime Aciklik alt boyutu kullaniimistir.

Kiiltiirel Zeka Olgegi’nin Tiirkge uyarlamasi i¢in yapilan Agimlayict Faktdr Analizi,
6l¢egin dort farkli alt boyutu dl¢tiigiinii, ve alt boyutlarin glivenirlik katsayilarmin .77
ile .87 arasinda degistigini gdstermektedir. Bes Faktor Kisilik Olgegi — Deneyime
Aciklik alt boyutunun Tiirkge uyarlamasi i¢in yapilan Ac¢imlayici Faktor Analizi,
Olcegin kullanima uygunlugunu dogrulamis ve giivenirlik katsayisinin .78 oldugunu

gostermistir.

Cok Degiskenli Kovaryans Analizinin sonuglari, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi
Programi’na katilmanin, deneyime ac¢iklik kisilik ozelligi  kontrol altinda
tutuldugunda, kiiltiirel zekanin tiim alt boyutlar iizerinde (iist-bilis, bilis, motivasyon
ve davranig) istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir etkisi oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica
sonuglar, deneyime aciklik kisilik Ozelliginin, kiiltiirel zekanin iist-bilis, bilis,
motivasyon ve davranig alt boyutlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir aracilik etkisi

oldugunu gostermistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter is comprised of four parts: The first part, background to the study,
provides a theoretical frame for the study. In part two, purpose of the study is provided
to help the readers familiarize themselves with the context since it has a major role in
gaining an in-depth understanding of what this study aims to reveal. In part three, the
research question of the study, which shapes the research is given. Hypothesis is
presented in part four. In part five, the significance of the study is explained in order
to justify the need for the study. Finally, in part six, operational definitions are

presented.

1.1. Background to the Study

Every person holds different motives of behavior, feelings, beliefs, and ideas. These
motives are learned through a lifetime; from childhood to adulthood via family
relations, school, friends, workplace, social life, personal experiences, etc. This
unconscious learning happens throughout person’s life, and it is a “mental
programming” of the mind. As a child grows up, s/he eventually becomes an adult who
contains different patterns of beliefs and behaviors in his/herself. While growing up,
as a person experiences new things, s/he must unlearn what and how s/he used to
believe, feel, or act, which is more difficult than learning them in the first place. That
is why conflicts between different people, groups, and nations are difficult to resolve
when they occur. However, overcoming these conflicts in cooperation with other
people, groups, and nations is critical to be more effective and permanent (Hofstede &
Hofstede, 2005, pp. 1-3).

As people acquire different “mental programs”, “intercultural communication” cannot

be narrowed down just to various countries, religions, or races. The grounds of “mental

1



programming” lie, first, within the family context and personal experiences where a
person grows up, and then it expands to social and work life. As the analogy “mental
programming” refers to various patterns of believing, feeling, and behaving;
differences between generations, races, religions, regions, sexual orientations, and
disabilities should be taken into consideration while defining intercultural

communication.

The term “culture” has lots of variant definitions that come from the word’s Latin
source, which refers to “the tilling of the soil”. In a narrow sense, culture means
“civilization” which is the result of education, art, and literature. However, throughout
this study, it was referred in its broader sense, which is not only the result of
civilization coming from art and literature, but it is everything that at least partly shared
by some group of people. As Hofstede and Hofstede (2005, pp. 3-4) state “the
collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or
category of people from others”. By adopting this definition, culture, for us, becomes
both the activities that civilize the mind, and every ordinary thing that is shared by a
group of people, such as ways of speaking, eating, problem solving, communicating,
expressing feelings, etc.

In the past, the only people having intercultural interactions were those who travel
abroad or live in metropolitans; however, as the world becomes more globalized due
to technological developments in the 21% century, more people than ever are having
cross-cultural experiences in their social and professional lives. This situation makes
it more important for people to be capable of carrying out those intercultural
interactions (Lopes-Murphy, 2014). As a reflection of the globalized world, business
organizations are also becoming more diverse, and employers look for employee
candidates who are more competent and effective in intercultural contexts (Kennedy,
2012). Going global also mean that distance between countries, regions, and people
are becoming smaller, interaction between different people from various cultures and
countries are becoming more possible than ever (Raikhan, Moldakhmet, Ryskeldy, &
Alua, 2014). Those people who interact may even live in the same neighborhood, and

speak the same language; however, it does not necessarily mean that they really
2



“understand” each other. Understanding, tolerating, and being respectful to others who
are different take more than just being present in a certain place together or being very
fluent in the same language. Cultural intelligence (CQ) is the phenomenon that is
regarded as one of the essential skills that is mentioned. In general terms, cultural
intelligence is the “ability to make oneself understood and the ability to create a fruitful
collaboration in situations where cultural differences play a role” (Plum, 2007); in
other words it is a person’s “capability to function effectively in situations

characterized by cultural diversity” (Earley & Ang, 2008).

Moreover, in order to experience cultural diversity, living in another country or
working in an international business organization is not mandatory. People are exposed
to cultural diversity in their own countries, and even in their neighborhoods, which
they spend their whole lives. Pedersen (1991), while defining multiculturalism,
includes ethnographic variables such as race, ethnicity, language, and religion;
demographic variables such as age, gender, and the place that individuals live; and
status related variables such as educational background, and social and economic
status. Recent studies (Dines & Humez, 2011; Ponterotto, Casas, Suzuki, & Alexander,
2010) have also considered multiculturalism as a phenomenon that includes race,

ethnicity, social class, religion, age, and sexual orientation.

Additionally, cultural diversity refers to the differences between cultures that can be
found in societies in a specific region, or in the world as a whole (Ahmadi,
Shahmohammadi, & Araghi, 2011). In light of these, each relationship even in a single
society can be considered as a multicultural organization. Disputes in such a diverse
world is inevitable; however, trying to overcome contradictions is crucial. While
coping with disputes, cultural intelligence can be benefitted from. Individuals who
have higher level of CQ tend to be more effective in multicultural interactions; they
are more likely to form cooperative relationships, and be more agreeable and flexible
(Groves, Feyerherm, & Gu, 2015).

One of the reasons that this study adopted the broad definition of culture by Hofstede

(2005) is that, cultural intelligence is not accepted as it only exists in multicultural
3



workplaces due to globalization, but it was taken as a set of skills to effectively
“understand” a diverse group of people with various patterns of beliefs, ideas, or
people with disabilities, different sexual orientations, political views, and ethnicities.
Using culture in its broad sense is also important because it is “a system of relations
between (visible) thing in the environment of people and their (invisible) significances,

shared by a social group” (Matsumoto, 2010, p. 4).

Culture, since it is shaped by social environment, is hard to realize when individuals
stay in their own environment through childhood to adulthood. When a person grows
up in a neighborhood, interacts with same family members and friends, goes to school
and then starts to work in that neighborhood, probably s/he cannot see how other
people value differences or how they react in a unique way in similar situations. When
we are away from our cultural settings, we start to see other people’s views, values,

and beliefs.

During 21% century, globalization has started to show its impact on higher education
institutes, as well as on other aspects of everyday life. With the effect of globalization,
including economic, political, and societal forces, higher education is being pushed
towards a greater international involvement. Moreover, policies and implementations
made by academic institutions, or even by individuals, in order to compete in global
academic environment is described as internationalization, and in that sense it is
different from globalization (Altbach & Knight, 2007). As globalization creates a mass
demand in higher education, internationalization gives higher education institutes
various opportunities to develop policies and implement those policies in order to
benefit from this new world, where there are now more cross-cultural interactions than
ever. Internationalization of higher education is highly extensive, and there are lots of
ways to achieve it: branch campuses, study abroad programs, cross-border agreements,
international student programs, English-medium instruction, and so on are just a few
of these initiatives (Altbach & Knight, 2007). One of these initiatives in the European
context is Erasmus (European Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students)
Student Mobility Program started in 1987 (Arkali Olcay & Nasir, 2016). The main

purposes of the program were to increase student and academic mobility between
4



European countries, and to increase economic and political integration; however, it is
seen that it leads to increasing quality of higher education, as well (Altbach & Knight,
2007). Moreover, as Bologna process harmonizes the academic systems, and with fast
developing technology, students who study abroad drastically increased in recent
years. Only during last four years (from 2013 to 2017), 11.341 college students in
Turkey have studied abroad, and 13.649 international students have come to Turkey

to study within the scope of Erasmus Program (YOK, n.d.).

While defining cultural intelligence, it was mentioned that it contains some skills and
knowledge in order to maintain effective communication in different cultural settings.
As it will be questioned in detail later, it is a fact that living in different places where
people are from unfamiliar cultural backgrounds enhance one’s cultural intelligence.
Because living abroad presents some challenges to college students, they start to
question their own beliefs, values, and behaviors, and they try to understand others’,

as well.

Another factor affecting living abroad experiences is the individuals’ personality.
Personality is unique to every individual; whether people are from the same country
or same family, personality traits can be different. A person’s family, genes, culture,
relationships, upbringing, education, and life experiences can form his/her personality
altogether. Culture plays a big role on affecting personality. Power distance,
individualism vs. collectivism, masculinity vs. femininity, and uncertainty avoidance
differ from culture to culture. Those factors also affect individuals’ personality; and
when a college student leaves to study abroad, his/her ability to adopt himself/herself
subjectifies whole experience. That is why, while correlating cultural intelligence with
studying abroad experiences, personality traits must be considered, as well. Evaluating
personality can be tricky since there are lots of tests that measure personality traits,
listing hundreds of traits (Hofstede & Hosftede, 2005). However, since 1990s, it has
been widely accepted that there are five major personality dimensions that are listed
as “Big Five Personality Traits”, and this study benefited from those (Hofstede &

Hosftede, 2005, pp. 93-94). These dimensions are openness to experience,



conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism, and they will be

discussed in detail in Chapter 2.

While it is certain that all personality traits play an important role on determining
cultural intelligence, previous research showed that all four factors of cultural
intelligence, which are cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, and behavioral CQ, are
significantly related only to openness to experience (Ang, Van Dyne, & Koh, 2006).
In the light of this, “openness to experience” are considered in this study. Therefore,
the purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program on cultural intelligence by controlling the mediating effect of
personality trait openness to experience.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

As indicated above, engaging in intercultural interactions is inevitable. Individuals’
cultural intelligence and personality traits play a big role in determining the
effectiveness of those interactions. Although cultural intelligence attracts significant
attention, there are limited research studies investigating its relationship to personality
traits and intercultural immersion experience. However, intercultural immersion
experience is found to be one of the most effective ways to enhance one’s global
mindfulness, cultural awareness, and personal development (Black & Duhon, 2006;
Tuleja, 2014).

Cultural intelligence (CQ) contains the abilities that college graduates must have to be
socially and academically efficient throughout their lives. Because, according to
research, cultural intelligence is highly positively related to enhancement in task
performance, effective decision-making, interpersonal trust in multicultural teams, and
effective social interactions (Keung, 2011). Moreover, as mentioned before, each
relationship in society is a potential for multicultural interaction; differences in race,
ethnicity, age, gender, sexual orientation, political view, social status, disabilities,
religion, and more, makes CQ crucial for maintaining peace and mutual tolerance in

societies.



CQ consists of some knowledge, skills, and qualities that individuals can develop in
time. Also, in order to examine college students’ cultural intelligence, there is an aspect
that should be taken into consideration, which is personality. As previous research
indicated, individual differences and personality traits play a significant role in
predicting various behavior (Keung, 2011). So, we cannot separate students’

subjective studying abroad experiences from their personality.

In the light of these, the purpose of this study is to investigate the difference between
students who have participated in Erasmus Student Mobility Program and students
who have not participated in the program on cultural intelligence when their

personality trait “openness to experience” is controlled.

Additionally, we know that students’ personality will affect their living abroad
experiences. That is why, making sure that students know that their experiences will
be subjective, colleges can prepare students in terms of what to expect from the
Erasmus experience. Possible setbacks can be identified in advance, and precautions
can be taken for students who are at risk groups (less open to experience, more

introvert, etc.).

Another aspect is that mobility programs are crucial in terms of enhancing
communication among countries and creating a collective consciousness of being
“global” or “European”. In a document prepared by European Commission (2014), it
is stated that Erasmus Program, indeed, aims to enhance college students’
opportunities, targets to include young adults to European workforce and democratic
life, and also aims to increase intercultural dialogue and unity. In spite of increasing
political tension, contradictions, and imbalance, mobility programs such as Erasmus
Program are becoming more important in order to create that feeling of solidarity and
maintaining peace and tolerance among different cultures and countries. This study
also aims to increase the importance given to study abroad programs such as Erasmus
program, since they significantly increase cultural awareness, and decrease

ethnocentrism among young adults.



1.3. Research Question

The research question of this study is:

1. What is the difference between college students who have participated in
Erasmus Student Mobility Program and students who have never studied abroad on
their cultural intelligence when personality trait “openness to experience” is

controlled?

1.4. Hypothesis

The null hypothesis of this study is:

Ho: There is no statistically significant difference between college students who have
participated in Erasmus Student Mobility Program and students who have never
studied abroad in terms of cultural intelligence when personality trait “openness to
experience” is controlled.

H1: There is statistically significant difference between students who attended Erasmus
Student Mobility Program and those who did not in terms of their cultural intelligence

when personality trait “openness to experience” is controlled.

1.5. Significance of the Study

With globalization, as the borders to business, travel, and immigration are eliminated,
sharing information and other interactions are becoming easier; however, cultural
borders are not that easy to eliminate. According to Huntington (1993) there are eight
cultural domains in the world now, which are Western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic,
Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American, and African, and these cultural domains are
now the reasons of conflicts. According to Huntington (1993), global conflicts will no
longer be related to political or economic reasons, but the cultural. These cultural

conflicts, he states, may be caused by the language differences (linguistic), by
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increasing interactions between people who are from different cultures (less tolerance
for differences), by extremist people such as terrorist whose local cultures and
traditions were destroyed by modernization and social changes, and by differences in
values of these domains. Another thing that causes culture clash is ethnocentrism.
Ethnocentrism is the belief that one’s own culture is better than or superior to other
cultures (Machida, 2012). Ethnocentrism provides people a feeling of belonging or
identity; however, when it becomes excessive, it can even cause violence (Hamburg,
1986).

Failures in graduating competent college students will cause ineffectiveness in lots of
areas; college graduates who are not effective in intercultural contexts will be
incompetent in academic arenas, in governmental and nongovernmental organizations,
in their professional lives, and more importantly in their social lives. Bringing up
college graduates whose cultural intelligence level is high is very important due to
globalization and increasing diversity, as well as to the complex structure of society

that includes a wide range of diversity.

Building cultural intelligence in college students is crucial in order to enhance their
interpersonal skills and personal development. Guiding and helping students for their
personal development in college years is very important, because research shows that
individuals’ personality is dependent on genes during childhood years; however, as the
individuals experience things in the environment, and come in contact with other
individuals, the significant changes in personality occur during early adulthood years.
In those years, environmental factors play a much bigger role on personality formation,
rather than genes (Plomin & Nesselroade, 1990). Moreover, the genes that individuals
possess, which were hidden before, may become apparent, after individuals experience
certain events (Gottlieb, 2003). As personality traits tend to take their final form in
those ages; starting from 18 years of age (Feist & Feist, 2006), enhancing college

students’ CQ is very critical.

As college graduates become more culturally intelligent, they also become more

tolerant to differences in society, and they become more culturally empathetic.
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Cultural empathy, as defined by Ruben (1976), is “the capacity to clearly project an
interest in others, as well as to obtain and to reflect a reasonably complete and accurate
sense of another’s thought, feelings, and/or experiences”. This ability, as research
suggests, is strongly related to individuals’ personality traits (Van der Zee & Van
Oudenhoven, 2000). The more college students” CQ level is increased, the more they
become empathetic and tolerant toward differences in behaviors, feelings, and attitudes

of members of other cultural groups in their own society, or in other parts of the world.

The lack of research on cultural intelligence of college students, concentrating on their
studying abroad experiences makes this study significant, because it fills the literature
gap in terms of whether young adults’ cultural intelligence may or may not be affected
by international immersion experiences. In addition, taking participants’ personality
into consideration increases this study’s reliability, since literature claim that cultural
intelligence is significantly related to personality of people (Ang, Dyne, & Koh, 2006).
The results demonstrate how young adults enhance their abilities of CQ, when exposed

to a different culture, and how their personality subjectifies this experience.

Moreover, the outcomes of this study are for the benefit for college students who seek
to enhance their CQ, and wants to participate in Erasmus Student Mobility program.
With the help of this study’s and other related studies’ results, the universities can
conduct orientation programs for outgoing and incoming students, and orientation
programs that already exist can be further developed. The concepts such as cultural
intelligence, cultural tolerance, and culture shock can be presented to students; and the
cultures that they will live in for a certain time can be introduced to these students. The
legal systems, social relationships, individualism vs. collectivism, power distance,
familial relationships, verbal and nonverbal codes can be introduced to students at
these orientations. Students can be warned on how to become more tolerant to
differences regarding religion, historical background, sexual orientation, disabilities,

ethnicities, political views, etc.

This study is also for the benefit of whole society, not only for college students;

because increasing the cultural intelligence leads to easier conflict resolution, problem
10



solving, and tolerance between different groups in society. By understanding the
importance of cultural intelligence, further studies can be developed to investigate the
ways of increasing CQ level of individuals to prevent disputes between people from
different ethnicities, genders, sexual orientations, religions, and languages, as well as
between different countries. Moreover, increasing awareness towards the importance
of cultural intelligence, student mobility programs, notably Erasmus Student Mobility
Program, may be further developed in terms of its grants, intended populations, and

institutions.

1.6. Operational Definitions

Throughout this study, several basic concepts are discussed; culture, cultural
intelligence, personality, and Erasmus Student Mobility Program. The definitions of
these terms are presented below.

Culture: “... complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law,
custom and any other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of society.”
(Tylor, 1974)

Cultural Intelligence (CQ): “A person’s capability to function effectively in

situations characterized by cultural diversity” (Earley & Ang, 2008).

Erasmus Student Mobility Program: “is the EU's program for boosting skills and
employability through education, training, youth, and sport.” (European Commission,
n.d.).

Personality: “is a pattern of relatively permanent traits and unique characteristics that

give both consistency and individuality to a person’s behavior.” (Feist & Feist, 2006,
p. 4).
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The review of the literature part for this study is divided into five main sections. In the
first section, the definition of culture and its elements are discussed. The second
section is based upon cultural intelligence, its emergence and related factors
(metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and behavioral). Moreover, related pervious
research are mentioned in this section. The third section presents a general framework
for Erasmus Student Mobility Program. The fourth section briefly discusses the
definition of personality, and focuses on Big Five Personality theory, which provides
a framework for this study. Personality development in college students is also
presented in this section. Lastly, the fifth section presents some examples of previous

literature related to cultural intelligence and personality.

2.1. Culture

In order to understand cultural intelligence, we first need to look at culture itself. Early
definition of “culture” comes from the Latin word “cultura”, meaning literally
“agriculture, a cultivating”, and figuratively “care, culture, an honoring”. It literally
means the “tilling of a land”. During mid-15" century, the word had started to be
associated with education, and during 1800s, it started to be used as the “intellectual
side of civilization” (Online Etymology Dictionary, n.d.). Although some people
associate culture with intellectuality, when we look from a broader perspective, we see
that culture is not only a product of education and civilization in that sense. Culture is
so encompassing that everyone; from the highly educated and sophisticated people, to

most illiterate and ignorant, each member of a society is part of a culture (Thio, 2008).

By our definition, culture is something that is acquired throughout a person’s life; from
childhood to adulthood by the social environment. Therefore, it is learned, not innate.

Hofstede and Hofstede (2005, pp. 4-5) argued that culture is not engraved in a child’s
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genes; thus, it should be differentiated from “human nature”, which is innate and
universal to all humankind. Human nature includes biological reactions like sleeping,
hunger, etc. Another thing that should not be mixed with culture is “personality”. The
personality of people who belong in the same social environment can be different. It
consists of an individual’s genetic make-up and personal experiences, and it makes
every individual unique. The culture has an effect on personality in a way that it
modifies personal experiences’ outcomes and its effect on the person. Figure 1.1 below

demonstrates these three levels.

especific to individual
einherited and learned

especific to groups
elearned

euniversal
einherited

Figure 2.1 Three level of uniqueness in mental programming, Hofstede & Hofstede.
(2005), p.4

It is not easy to define culture; however, we certainly can understand it, when we are
away from our own culture. Culture consists of “beliefs and values that people can use
to interpret their experiences and behaviors individually or in groups”. Behaviors and
values that are significant to a culture may not be to another. When an individual is
away from his/her own culture, and exposed to another one, the cultural differences
and similarities become more observable (Isfahani, Jooneghani, & Azar, 2013).
Another definition of culture is that it is a “collection of ideas, values, practices, and
material objects that mean a great deal to a group of people, even an entire society, and
that allow them to carry out their collective lives in relative order and harmony”
(Ritzer, 2015). If we look at culture in a broad sense, most of other definitions of
culture are similar, as well. Thio (2008) defines it as “a design for living, or, more

precisely, a complex whole consisting of objects, values, and other characteristics that
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people acquire as members of a society.” Another definition includes “social norms,
beliefs, and values that are learned overtime, and that provide both a worldview and a
way of living” (Guerra & Knox, 2008). Moreover, Zhou and Griffiths (2011) define
culture as “any of the practices which distinguishes one group of people from others”.
According to Byram (1989), on one hand, an individual’s way of living; including food
choices and clothing, composes the culture’s surface level; on the other hand,

traditions, customs, values, and beliefs compose the culture at a deeper level.

As these definitions remark, culture has some core components, which are universal.
People can be from various countries, race, ethnicities, generations, religions, sexual
orientations, social and educational backgrounds, and they may be a part of a different
culture; however, all these diverse backgrounds have some components in common.
Some of these components are material such as physical objects produced by the
members of the culture, and some of them are nonmaterial such as values, beliefs,
norms, symbols, and language. Material culture includes all concrete objects; these can
be clothes, plates, ceramics, houses, weapons, etc. On the other hand, nonmaterial
culture is much broader. It conveys symbolic things like norms, rules, and language
(Thio, 2008). In this study, we are more interested in nonmaterial culture, because it
reflects how people interact and communicate, and also it represents the different

relationships in various cultures.

One of these symbols is beliefs. Beliefs are highly subjective. Unlike a proven idea,
beliefs are not demonstrable. To or not to believe in God is an example of a belief.
Unlike a knowledge like “Earth is round”, “There is a God” or “There is no God” is
not something that can be proven. Another component of culture is values. Values
describe what is desirable, what is good for a certain group of people. Although they
determine what is good and important, one thing that matters to group may be totally
wrong or unimportant for another one. Values are not directly observable; however,
they can be inferred from the way people live and what care about. Values are also the
basis of norms. Norms are the unwritten, social rules that specify what people should
do in certain situations. Norms also differ from one culture to another. Although

violating these informal rules are not like violating laws, it is still culturally not
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appropriate. Neighbor relations, talking on the phone while travelling on a bus, what
to do during religious holidays, etc. can be given as examples to norms. Other
components of nonmaterial culture are symbols and language. Symbols can be
considered as gestures, mimics, or anything that represent another thing. Language
definitely represents, transfers, develops, and stores a culture. It makes communication
possible. Some scientists even argue that language determines or at least influences
how we think and how we see the world (Sapir-Whorf hypothesis) (Ritzer, 2015; Thio,
2008).

Cultural differences extend back a long time, and culture clashes are almost inevitable.
However, in order to overcome conflicts sprouting from cultural differences,
individuals need to understand cultures, develop a cultural relativism and cultural
intelligence. In the following section, cultural intelligence, its components, and related
studies are presented.

2.2. Cultural Intelligence

When explaining Multiple Intelligences theory, Gardner gives an example by asking
“what constitutes intelligence?”; he wants his readers to think about which of the
following is evaluated as “intelligent”; a brilliant chess player, the world-class
violinist, and the champion athlete. He argues that all these people have different
abilities and talents; however, standardized 1Q tests done with paper and pencil are
insufficient to identify those. He states that 1Q tests maybe usually correct on
predicting school achievement, but they lack “explaining large areas of human
endeavor”. According to Gardner, individuals’ cognitive competence should be
identified as a set of abilities, talents, or mental skills, which are called “intelligences”.
This Multiple Intelligences theory contradicts with the traditional view of intelligence,
and identifies at least seven distinct intelligences; which are logical-mathematical,
linguistic, spatial, bodily-kinesthetic, musical, interpersonal, and intrapersonal
(Gardner, 2006, pp. 5-6).
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As Multiple Intelligences theory argues, there cannot be a fixed intelligence; but there
are lots of different ones as people have different abilities, talents, and skills. Another
intelligence model “Emotional Intelligence” (EQ) had gained popularity by David
Goleman’s book Emotional Intelligence (1995). Mayer, Roberts, & Barsade (2008),
identified EQ as “the ability to carry out accurate reasoning focused on emotions and
the ability to use emotions and emotional knowledge to enhance thought.” Moreover,
Goleman (2008, p. 317) described EQ as “the capacity for recognizing our own
feelings and those of others, for motivating ourselves, and for managing emotions well
in ourselves and in our relationships.” Goleman (2000) also stated that the “brain’s

decision-making center is directly connected to emotions, then to logic”.

Cultural intelligence (CQ), is related to and further explains other intelligences;
especially emotional intelligence. Cultural intelligence is defined as “a person’s
capability to function effectively in situations characterized by cultural diversity”, and
it “has relevance to groups, teams, organizations, and even nations” (Earley & Ang,
2008). Its main difference from EQ is that CQ emphasizes intercultural contexts, and
how individuals handle these specific contexts differently (Schlagel & Sarstedt, 2016).
Ang and Van Dyne (2008), clarified the concept of CQ by stating that:

... just as EQ complements IQ, in that both are important for an
individual to find success at work and in personal relationships in an
increasingly interdependent world (Earley & Gibson, 2002), we
suggest that CQ is another complementary form of intelligence that
can explain variability in coping with diversity and functioning in new
cultural settings.

Van Dyne & Ang (2008) proposed a nomological network to further explain CQ and
its relevance to other factors. As shown in Figure 2.1, the nomological network first
includes distal factors like individual differences (e.g. Big Five Personality,
ethnocentrism, etc.). Second, the four factors of CQ find their place in the figure, which
affect a host of intermediate or intervening variables. These variables include
individuals’ subjective perceptions of cross-cultural interactions, their perception of

uncertainty, their anxiety, and their willingness to or not to participate in cross-cultural
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activities. Moreover, the network also recognizes the possible effects of other
correlates, which are individuals’ cognitive (IQ), social, and emotional abilities (EQ)
that may affect the individual outcomes in cross-cultural contexts. Finally, the network
addresses the importance of situational factors or context that may affect the
intermediate outcomes. For example, in a strong situation where the task is well
structured, CQ may play a reduced role, because the difficulties caused by intercultural
situations are minimized. On the other hand, in weak situations where the task is
unclear and unstructured, abilities related to CQ play a more important role; creating
situations where individuals need to rely on their intercultural abilities more. Another
situational factor is distance, implying that if individuals share more common values
and norms in terms of their culture, the perceived distance is low, and CQ plays a

reduced importance in that context.

To summarize, distal factors (personality, demographics, ethnocentrism, etc.), four
factors of CQ, other mental and social abilities, motivation, anxiety, and situational
factors play a major role on individual and interpersonal outcomes, such as
intercultural leadership, communication effectiveness, task performance, multicultural
team functioning, cultural adaptation, work adjustment, etc. This network is beneficial
for this study, because it shows the contribution of personality, situational factors
(where Erasmus Student Mobility Program’s effect can be recognized), and four

factors of CQ, on task performance and effective communication.
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Other Correlates
General mental ability
Emotional intelligence
Social intelligence
I Individual & Interpersonal
Intermediate / Outcomes _
Distal Factors Cultu_ral Intervening Intercultu_ral _Ieadershlp
T Intelligence Constructs Communication
Big Five Metacognitive Anxiety effectiveness
personallty_ | Cognitive > Uncertainty | Task performance
Ethnocentr|§m Motivational Participation in Multicultural team
Demographics Behavioral cultural functioning
activities Cultural adaptation
Work adjustment

Situational Factors
Strong/Weak
Structured/Unstructured
Low/High distance

Figure 2.2. The nomological network of Cultural Intelligence. Van Dyne & Ang
(2008).

As the world becomes more globalized, so do people: students, employees, customers,
managers, and indeed everyone is somehow interacting with people from other
cultures: as workers, tourists, and as members of social networks and communities. As
Thomas and Inkson (2017) argues, “the globalization of culturally different people
creates a major challenge” since cultural differences are invisible and difficult to
detect, unlike laws or written rules. These multicultural encounters bring up possible

misunderstandings and intolerances.

Thomas and Inkson (2017) suggest that few of intercultural failures are caused by
being unaware of cultural biases (towards one’s own culture by others, and towards
other cultures by oneself), feeling threatened while interacting with people from other
cultures (consciously or unconsciously), not being able to make sense of others’ way
of acting, not being able to realize one’s culture’s effect on one’s behavior, and
experiencing culture shock to a certain extent. To prevent these failures, they suggest
that understanding cultural differences and developing cultural intelligence is a must.

In order to develop cultural intelligence, one should first develop an understanding of
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cultures: What is it?, How culture varies?, and How it affects behavior? Then,
individuals need to pay attention to one’s knowledge and emotions; and practice
mindfulness. And finally, the skills needed to become competent in cross-cultural

interactions should be developed.

Cultural intelligence has four main factors, which are cognitive, metacognitive,
motivational, and behavioral. In general, cognitive cultural intelligence is knowing
about the cultures, norms, practices, and values. It is related to the appreciation of the
differences and of similarities between different cultures. Individuals who have a high
level of cognitive CQ possess a certain amount of knowledge of other cultures’
political and economic systems, languages, values, religions, etc. They can evaluate

the similarities and differences between cultures (Brislin, Worthley, & Macnab, 2006).

Metacognitive cultural intelligence is associated with awareness, planning, and
monitoring. It involves making sense of one’s diverse cultural experiences, and the
level of conscious cultural awareness during cross-cultural interactions. It is also
defined as the “conscious cultural awareness of an individual’s own culturally related
assumptions and knowledge”. High level of metacognitive CQ enables people “to
develop more appropriate heuristics and rules for social interactions in new cultural
situations.” (Erez, Lisak, Harush, Glikson, Nouri, & Shokef, 2013).

Motivational cultural intelligence is basically the desire to learn about other cultures.
It determines the energy that individuals are willing to direct towards intercultural
interactions. Self-efficacy beliefs play an important role in motivational cultural
intelligence. As people’s self-efficacy beliefs increase, they become more open to new
experiences in intercultural contexts. Individuals with high level of motivational CQ
tend to be interested in adapting to cultural differences, and they are mostly willing to

adapt their cultural knowledge and skills to intercultural interactions.

Lastly, behavioral cultural intelligence is related to adjusting one’s verbal and
nonverbal behavior in various contexts which involve people from disparate cultures.

(Dyne, Ang, & Livermore, 2009; Keung, 2011). Individuals with high level of
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behavioral CQ tend to demonstrate culturally appropriate gestures, facial expressions,
and use appropriate verbal communication. Figure 2.2, below, demonstrates these four

factors of cultural intelligence.

Knowing about the

— Cognitive CQ cuitures
[ Metacognitive Awareness towards
CQ cultural interactions

Desire to learn about

— Motivational CQ other cultures

Factors of CQ
I

Adjusting verbal and

—| Behavioral CQ nonverbal behaviors

Figure 2.3. Figure showing the four factors of cultural intelligence

A study conducted with participation of migrant workers in Australia investigated the
relationship between cognitive cultural intelligence level of migrant workers and their
life satisfaction (Le, Jiang, & Nielsen, 2016). Researchers argued that life satisfaction
is related to one’s cognitive appraisal of one’s overall quality of life, and it is affected
by intrinsic and extrinsic factors such as health, longevity, psychological well-being,
job satisfaction, and self-esteem. Moreover, they argued that cultural intelligence plays
a role on determining life satisfaction, because it refers to migrant workers’ ability to
adapt to a new work place. The study focused on cognitive cultural intelligence of
workers since the knowledge about a new culture is the first required competency in a
new environment. The results showed that cognitive cultural intelligence is positively

related to life satisfaction.
Another study investigated the effect of motivational cultural intelligence on cross-

cultural adjustment (Templer, Tay, & Chandrasekar, 2006). The results indicated that

motivational cultural intelligence is highly effective on cross-cultural adjustment:
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especially in terms of adjusting to a new work place, adjusting to the new culture in

general, and adjusting while intercultural interactions occur.

Another study conducted with participation of MBA students found that students who
have higher levels of cultural intelligence are more likely to adapt their behavior
according to the new culture’s norms leading to more effective intercultural
communication. Moreover, the researchers argued that cognitive and behavioral
cultural intelligence are the two most important predictors of cross-cultural interaction
effectiveness (Groves, Feyerherm, & Gu. 2015). On the other hand, as the study
conducted by Racicot and Ferry (2016) indicated, motivational and metacognitive
cultural intelligence levels of students who are going to study abroad are important
predictors of experiential behavior of students while studying abroad, and their future

interest in working and studying abroad.

A study conducted by Presbitero (2017), investigated the task performance of
employees in call centers, where lots of cross-cultural communication occur. The
researcher argued that increased motivational cultural intelligence may affect one’s
cultural knowledge and strategies in a way that leading to appropriate behavior in
cross-cultural engagements. The results of the study indicated that language
competency of employees is directly and highly related to task performance; however,
when motivational cultural intelligence is included, the relationship between language
competency and task performance becomes insignificant. Although the context of this
mentioned study and the present study is different in terms of the participants (call
center workers and college students), it is important to mention this study, as well,
since it emphasizes the importance of cultural intelligence, specifically motivational
cultural intelligence as a predictor of task performance and effective cross-cultural

engagements.

A study conducted with 787 employees from Adriatic countries (“i.e. Albania, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Croatia, Greece, Italy, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia”) found
that metacognitive and motivational cultural intelligence is highly related to creativity

in multicultural work places (Bogilovic & Skerlavaj, 2016). The researchers argued
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that in order to increase task performance and creativity in diverse work environments,
employers need to create opportunities for employees to develop their cultural

intelligence.

The study conducted by Peng, Van Dyne, and Oh (2015), found that cultural
effectiveness is highly affected by motivational cultural intelligence. They argued that
when initial cross-cultural effectiveness is controlled, higher levels of initial
motivational cultural intelligence led to substantial increases in cultural effectiveness

based on cross-cultural study abroad programs.

As cultural intelligence becomes more important in various fields such as business and
education, there are several research studies investigated the relationship between
cultural intelligence and leadership. These studies suggested that culturally intelligent
people are more effective leaders (Alon & Higgins, 2005; Ang & Inkpen, 2008; Deng
& Gibson, 2009; Ismail, Reza, & Mahdi, 2012). Since being culturally intelligent is
very important in professional life, it is significant to improve young adults’ cultural

intelligence level in preparation for life after college.

To graduate more competent, effective, and culturally intelligent individuals, colleges
need to incorporate strategies that help students develop their cultural intelligence.
This can be done by various classroom strategies, materials, and curricula. However,
just learning about the other cultures cannot be enough to be culturally intelligent. As
mentioned before, learning about cultures develop students’ cognitive cultural
intelligence; however, in order to be effective in intercultural situations, one needs to
develop all four factors of cultural intelligence. That is why, colleges and educators
must provide opportunities for students to gain personal experiences. A study done in
Colombia with undergraduate students demonstrated that among students, second
language proficiency and extracurricular activities caused a significant difference in
cultural intelligence. According to the study, knowing a foreign language and
participating in extracurricular activities significantly enhanced CQ (Robledo-Ardila,
Aguilar-Barrientos, & Roman-Calderon, 2016).
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One of the most effective ways to improve an individual’s cultural intelligence is to
create international immersion experiences (Black & Duhon, 2006; Gullekson &
Tucker, 2013). Research showed that in order to be “culturally intelligent” and
competent, people need to develop some behaviors, skills, and qualities that can be
enhanced. And one of the most effective ways to do it is to engage in face-to-face
interactions with people who represent different cultures, beliefs, and values (Zapata,
2011). Living in different cultures allows individuals to build cultural consciousness,
awareness, and knowledge. By being exposed to different cultures, individuals get
various chances to assess their own cultural assumptions; they recognize their thinking
and communicating processes, and they get a chance to appreciate the similarities and
differences between cultures. A research study that was conducted with military
personnel indicated that a six-month international assignment had a significant effect

on developing cultural intelligence (Sahin, Giirbiiz, & Kdoksal, 2014).

Tarique and Takeuchi (2008) argued that international non-work related experiences,
such as study abroad programs or internships, enable students to develop skills that
help them perform more effectively in different intercultural contexts. Studying abroad
or even short visits to foreign countries may increase individuals’ ability to learn
necessary skills and behaviors that are crucial for living or working in different cultural
contexts. Moreover, another study conducted by Engle and Crowne (2014, as cited in
Robledo-Ardila, Aguilar-Barrientos, & Roman-Calderon, 2016), demonstrated that
even a short-term international experience increases all four factors of CQ of

undergraduate students from a variety of majors.

2.3. Erasmus Student Mobility Program

Enders (2004) argues that most higher education policies are affected by domestic —
national level — policies, since there always been some core purposes of higher
education institutions such as transmitting cultural identity and ideologies.
Nevertheless, he also states that internationalization was present to some extent even
during Renaissance; arguing that the university “always has been, and always will be,

an international institution”. Moreover, although there always been
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internationalization and cooperation between higher education institutions, today it is
much more effective than before. Internationalization “have begun to challenge the
predominance of the nation state as the main determinant of the character of
universities and colleges, and of the experiences of their students, their graduates, and
those who work in them”. As stated in Enders (2004), today there are lots of
international cooperation between institutions, cooperative research activities, foreign

language teaching, and student and staff mobility.

Since 1980s, higher education institutes in Turkey and all over the world are focusing
on international student mobility, and they are continuously developing policies
related to it. In fact, student mobility is one of the important topics of
internationalization in higher education (Arkali Olcay & Nasir, 2016). Statistics and
ratings have begun to be used as criterions for measuring the universities’ performance
in international arenas. Universities are trying to attract international students, and
trying to conduct double degree or dual diploma programs for achieving

internationalization (Teichler, 2007, as cited in Tekin & Hi¢ Gencer, 2013).

One of the biggest opportunities for college students to encounter in face-to-face
interaction with people represent other cultures is to participate in student exchange
programs. In Turkish context, Erasmus Program is one of the most extensive and
effective student exchange programs. This program enables higher education
institutions, especially the ones in Europe, to exchange students for a certain period of
time. Erasmus Programs are basically life-long learning programs among the higher
education institutions within European Union member or prospective member
countries. 33 countries are included in the programs that involves short-term student
mobility, personnel mobility, and internship opportunities (Ulusal Ajans, 2012). The
programs started in Europe in 1988, and in Turkey in 2003. By the end of 2013, more
than 90,000 people have participated in Erasmus programs (Orer, 2014).

As stated by the Turkish National Agency (n.d.), the missions of the program are to be
more active in international arena, becoming familiar with different cultures while

promoting ours, improving personal, educational, and social skills, and having
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intercultural experiences. Various research indicate that participants of Erasmus
program benefit from the experience in several aspects; such as personal, social, and
academic (Kasapoglu, Onder, & Balci, 2010; Tekin & Gencer, 2013). Students who
participate in the program have a chance to live abroad for a certain period of time,

and experience another culture in its authentic environment.

This study concentrated on the Erasmus Student Mobility Program, which creates
short-term studying abroad opportunity for college students; in undergraduate and
graduate level. The mobility duration changes between 3 to 12 months, and students
who are qualified receives a certain amount of grant depending on the country that will
be visited. In Turkey, by the end of 2012, 83% of the higher education institutions
meet the requirement for participating in Erasmus programs. Moreover,
226,973,968.30 Euros have been assigned in total for Erasmus programs’ grants

(Ulusal Ajans, 2012).

According to the last activity report published by Turkish National Agency (Ulusal
Ajans, 2012), by the year 2012, approximately 53,960 students have visited a European
country within the scope of Erasmus Program. Table 2.2, below, demonstrates the
number of students who benefitted from the program according to years. Among other
European countries, by 2012, Turkey is listed as the 5 country that sends most student
abroad. According to data provided by the Turkish National Agency (2012), of all
outgoing students from Turkey; 20% of the students have visited Germany, 12% of the
students Poland, 9% Italy, 7% Spain, 7% Holland, 6% France, and the rest have visited

other European countries such as Belgium, Hungary, or Denmark.
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Table 2.1.

Student and Personnel Mobility for Erasmus Program

Year Outgoing Incoming Outgoing Incoming
student student personnel personnel
number number number number

2003-2004  |128 17 - -

2004-2005 1,142 299 339 218

2005-2006  |2,852 828 581 440

2006-2007 | 4,438 1,321 1,378 666

2007-2008 |7,119 1,982 1,905 932

2008-2009 |7,794 2,658 1,595 1,184

2009-2010 8,758 3,336 1,740 1,321

2010-2011 10,065 4,320 2,166 1,645

2011-2012* |11,664 4,700 2,204 1,900

Total 53,960 19,461 11,908 8,306

* Estimated numbers.

Ulusal Ajans 2012 yil1 faaliyet raporu. (2012). Erasmus Programi Ogrenci ve Personel
Hareketliligi, p. 43.

Several studies examining the motives of students for participating Erasmus Student
Mobility Program found these factors, in particular: the desire to learn a new language,
the desire to get to know a new culture and new people, the curiosity related to living
and education systems of other countries, the need for professional training in another
country, and the need to meet with other cultures (Dolga, Filipescu, Popescu-Mitroi,
& Mazilescu, 2015; Fombona, Rodrigues, & Sevillano, 2013).

Another study conducted with 360 Erasmus students from 26 different European
countries stated that the key motivators for students to participate in the program
include learning a new language, to experience different cultures, to gain self-
confidence, to travel, to meet new people, to get to know different world views, and to
grow as a person. According to this study, the students rank these motives as follows:
“experiencing something new” as the most important motive, “to grow personally” as
the second most important motive, “to learn about different cultures” as the third one,
and “to meet new people” as the fourth most important motive (Lesjak, Juvan, Ineson,
Yap, & Podovsovnik Axelsson, 2015).
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Another qualitative study included interviews with the Erasmus Student Mobility
Program participants who were different in terms of their nationality, Erasmus country,
age, and gender (Krzaklewska, 2008). The study found that main motivation for these
students to study abroad could be categorized in four main factors: academic (to study
in a different educational system, expecting that studying abroad is valuable for future
work opportunities), linguistic (increasing foreign language competency), cultural
(living in a different country and experiencing new cultures), and personal (having

new experiences and meeting new people).

According to METU International Cooperation Office student satisfaction survey,
done with outgoing Erasmus students, 92% of the students state that participating in
the program have contributed their personal development; and 91% of the students
indicate that the second biggest gain of participating the program is to learn how to
adapt a new culture (METU ICO, n.d.).

Another study conducted with participants who returned from studying abroad found
that studying abroad experience drastically increases employability, since when
students have returned to their home country, they become more self-confident, they
are better at job interviews, they are more adaptable to new situations, and they are
more used to deal with different people (King, Findlay, & Ahrens, 2010). The results
of the study implicated that studying abroad experience had an impact on cultural
intelligence, too, since the participants referred to being more adaptable and flexible
in different situations in the host country. Moreover, 98% of the interviewees also
stated that this study abroad experience helped them develop cultural awareness, and
75% of them stated that their employer would be more likely to hire someone who had
studied abroad.

The UK and France are two of the countries, which are highly preferred for studying
abroad for Erasmus students. The language of the country or the language of the host
institution play a big role on host country choice. Students usually tend to go to their
neighboring countries because of cultural similarity between two countries and

because of the advantage of their language competency, which they probably have
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learned in their high school years. Moreover, when study abroad students are
interviewed, European students whose native country is outside of European Union,
51% of the students stated that their reason for choosing France is the country’s

“cultural benefits” (Europe Education Formation France Agency & Campus France

Study, 2014).

A study analyzed student mobility flow with a multi-origin multi-destination
framework found that, in general, the academic offerings along with the cost of living
in the host country are very significant, regardless of tuition fees of the institute, most
probably because tuition fees are covered by grants (Beine, Noel, & Ragot, 2013).

On the other hand, the study conducted by Papatsiba (2006), found that study abroad
students first experience a culture shock upon arrival to the host country, and this
feeling of homesickness and difficulties in adaptation are enlarged when the cultural
distance between the home country and the host country is bigger. This finding may
help explaining why study abroad students prefer certain countries over others: cultural
distance or proximity. Students may be choosing host countries that their native
language is spoken in or countries that has cultural proximity to students’ culture, in

order to avoid facing possible difficulties.

To develop cultural intelligence, experiencing other cultures is vital; however, living
in another culture may not be as easy as it sounds, because there are several barriers to
international communication, let alone other possible undesirable experiences. As
Keles’s (2013) study suggests, several barriers to international communication
includes anxiety, assuming similarity instead of difference (to behave as one would in
his or her own culture), ethnocentrism, stereotypes and prejudice (unfounded opinions
and beliefs), nonverbal communication (gestures, proximity, use of touch, eye
contact), and language. When these undesirable events occur, misunderstandings
become inevitable, and a message may come across in a way that is different from

what it is intended.
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To eliminate cultural barriers, international communication needs to be ensured.
Again, Erasmus Student Mobility Program seems to be effective when it comes to
make young adults more competent in intercultural contexts. According to Papatsiba’s
(2015, as cited in Yagci, Ekinci, Burgaz, Kelecioglu, & Ergene, 2007) study,
participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program enabled students to overcome
difficulties in intercultural contexts, and to tolerate ambiguities and uncertainties
easily. Moreover, the study indicated that those students’ awareness related to cultural
and social issues have been increased after participating in the program. Benefits of
cross-cultural education programs such as enhanced “cross-cultural awareness” and
“intercultural sensitivity” were also demonstrated in various research (Anderson,
Lawton, Rexeisen, & Hubbard, 2006; Back & Duhon, 2006; Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004,
as cited in Peng, van Dyne, & Oh, 2015).

Several research have argued that participating in the Erasmus Student Mobility
Program made students more employable in international context, because those
students’ language abilities have developed, their self-confidence have increased, and
their adaptability to change have increased. Additionally, the participant students
reported that this experience developed their understanding of people who come from
other cultures or ethnic groups, and helped them to change their attitude positively
(Dolga, Filipescu, Popescu-Mitroi, & Mazilescu 2015; Otero & McCoshan, 2006).

A qualitative study conducted with outgoing Turkish students indicated the positive
effects of participating in the program emphasizing the importance of living together
with people from other cultures, and facing everything together. According to the
research, the participants reported that their “prejudices are minimized”, “self-
confidence is increased”, and they have started to “behave in a more conscious way’.
Moreover, participants reported that they “do not feel Turkish anymore ... started

feeling like someone cosmopolitan” (Tekin & Hi¢ Gencer, 2013).

A study compared key skills required by employers and key skills developed through
international mobility found that skills in both group are very similar. From this wide

range study, it is clear that studying abroad contributes to students’ self-awareness,
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personal growth, and intercultural competence (EAIE, 2012). Some of these skills are

presented in Table 2.3. below.

Table 2.2.

Key Skills Requested by Employers and Key Skills Developed through International

Mobility

Key Skills Requested by Employers

Key Skills Developed through International
Mobility

Self-awareness

Self-awareness, self-confidence, personal
identity, sense of identity

Initiative and enterprise

Being informed, greater interest in global
affairs and cross-cultural perspectives

Willingness to learn

Organizational skills, decision-making,
creativity, taking on responsibility

Planning and organizing

Vision, independence, experience, broader
outlook and attitude

Integrity

Problem-solving, coping strategies

Commitment / motivation

Patience, flexibility, adaptability, open-
mindedness and humanity

Problem-solving

Team work and team leadership skills

Flexibility

Fluency, accuracy, and appropriateness of
language competence

Self-management

Mediation skills, conflict resolution

Team work

Challenge to personal stereotypes, cultural
relativism

Communication skills

Enhanced intercultural communication

Foreign languages

Cultural empathy

Networking

Non-judgmental observation

Leadership

Cultural understandings

Customer service

Ways of thinking and adaptation to
complex cultural environments

Interpersonal skills

Intercultural skills

Adapted from Employability internationalization and employability: Are we missing a trick? How do
employers value international experience? Prepare your students for the global job market EAIE Dublin
2012 Conference Report, 2012, EAIE

Supporting the findings of previously mentioned research, a study conducted by
Papatsiba (2005), suggested that the outcomes of participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program can be classified under three main categories: academic, linguistic,
& intellectual outcomes, socio-cultural & relational outcomes, and personal outcomes
or outcomes related to self-perception. During the study, Papatsiba (2005) collected
self-reports from 80 students who have participated in Erasmus Program. Academic,

linguistic, and intellectual outcomes indicated that students have enhanced their
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knowledge of subject matter and of second language. Students even indicated that they
are more proficient in the target language, and thank to this program, they felt more
adapted, and seeking for jobs in related country. In terms of socio-cultural and
relational outcomes, students have written that study abroad experience resulted in an
intense “cultural enrichment”, allowing them to appreciate “coexistence” more. And
for personal outcomes, students have emphasized the impact of studying abroad in
terms of taking responsibility, increased autonomy and maturity, and to become more

adaptable.

Another study conducted in the U.S. investigated the identity change in American
study abroad students after 12 weeks of studying abroad experience (Angulo, 2008).
The results indicated that students who lived with a host family, after 12 weeks, started
to have fewer conversations with other Americans and more conversations with people
from host country; they started to spend more time talking in the native language of
the host country; and they started to eat less American food and more food from the
host country. These results indicated that studying abroad may lead to identity change
in students, which emphasizes the “fluidity of identity change” through social
interactions making students adopt the culture of the host country and become

connected to it.

2.4. Personality

But why are some people already better in intercultural interactions? Why are some
better at problem solving in diverse contexts? Recent research has indicated a strong

relationship between individuals’ cultural intelligence level and personality traits

(Ang, Dyne, & Koh, 2006).

Personality has always been a topic of curiosity for people. As a term, it refers to
individuals’ subjective experience and behavior patterns, which is actually more
complex than it seems. These subjective experiences and behavior patterns include
both conscious and habitual behaviors, experiences from self and the external world,

habits, and fears, as well as the unconscious behaviors and experiences. All these
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experiences and behavior patterns affect each other, and create a complex,
sophisticated entity that form a person’s personality (Kernberg, 2016). Individual
differences, such as self-esteem, self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, flexibility,
willingness to communicate, attitudes towards social relationships, etc., build up a

person’s personality.

When we look at personality traits, Ang and Van Dyne (2008) group individual
differences into two, which are trait-like and state-like constructs. Trait-like constructs
are ones that are not affected by external changes, and are stable over time and place.
Personality characteristics are trait-like constructs, since they do not change from
situation to situation. On the other hand, state-like constructs are the ones that change
over time and place. Anxiety can be given as an example to state-like constructs (as
cited in Nel, Nel, Adams, & de Beer, 2015).

Although there are lots of ways to measure people’s personality traits, one of the
widely used ones is “Five Factor Theory”. Evidence of this theory has been growing
for more than 50 years, beginning with the research of D. W. Fiske (1949) and later
expanded upon by other researchers including Norman (1967), Smith (1967),
Goldberg (1981), and McCrae and Costa (1987) (Cherry, 2016). Unlike some of the
early theories that were listing up to 4,000 personality traits; “Big Five Personality
Traits” has five major dimensions. These dimensions “represent personality at the
broadest level of abstraction, and each dimension includes a large number of distinct,

more specific personality characteristic” (as cited in Oz, 2014).

The five broad dimensions of Big Five Personality Traits are conscientiousness,
agreeableness, neuroticism, extraversion, and openness to experience. Table 2.4,
(Costa & McCrae, 1992) below, shows the factors, and the characteristics of high and

low scorers for those factors.
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Table 2.3.

The Big Five Trait Factors and Illustrative Scales

Characteristics of the
high scorer

Trait scales

Characteristics of
the low scorer

NEUROTICISM (N)

Worrying, nervous, emotional,

insecure, inadequate,
hypochondriacal

EXTRAVERSION (E)

Sociable, active, talkative,
person-oriented, optimistic
Fun-loving, affectionate

OPENNESS (O)

Curious, broad interests,
creative, orginal, imaginative,
untraditional

AGREEABLENESS (A)

Soft-hearted, good-natured,
trusting, helpful, forgiving,
gullible, straightforward

CONSCIENTIOUSNESS (C)

Organized, reliable, hard-
working, self-disciplined,
punctual, neat, ambitious,
persevering, scrupulous

Assesses adjustment

vs. emotional instability
Identifies individuals
prone to psychological
distress, unrealistic ideas,
excessive cravings or
urges, and maladaptive
coping responses

Assesses quantity and
intensity of

interpersonal interaction
activity level; need for
stimulation; and capacity
for joy.

Assesses proactive seeking
and appreciation of
experience for its own
sake; toleration for and
and exploration of the
unfamiliar

Assesses the quality of
one’s interpersonal
orientation along a
continuum from compassion
to antagonism in thoughts,
feelings, and actions

Assesses the individual’s
degree of organization,
persistence, and motivation
in goal-directed behavior.
contrasts dependable,
fastidious people with those
who are lackadaisical and

sloppy

Calm, relaxed,
unemotional,
hardy, secure,
self-satisfied

Reserved, sober,
unexuberant,
retiring, quiet,
aloof, task-
oriented

Conventional,
down-to-earth,
narrow interests,
unartistic,
unanalytical

Cynical, rude,
suspicious,
uncooperative,
vengeful, irritable
manipulative,
ruthless

Aimless, lazy,
careless, lax,
unreliable,
weak-willed,
hedonistic,
negligent

Costa, P. T. & McCrag, R. R. (1992). NEO-PIR: Professional Manuel. Odessa, FL:

Psychological Assessment Resources, p.2, as cited in, Cervone and Pervin 2008.
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According to the table, people who are high in neuroticism tend to be nervous,
stressful, and insecure; while those who are low tend to be calm, self-satisfied, and
secure. People who are high in extraversion are more likely to be sociable, active, and
talkative, while low scorers are quiet and reserved. People who are high in openness
are found to be more curious, untraditional, and imaginative, while others who are low
are more unartistic, conventional, and down-to-earth. High scorers in agreeableness
tend to be forgiving, helpful, and good-natured, while low scorers tend to be rude,
manipulative, and suspicious. Lastly, people who are high in conscientiousness are
more likely to be organized, reliable, and punctual, while who are low are more likely

to be aimless and careless.

Objective Biography
Emotional reactions
Midcareer shifts

Behavior

Biological Bases

/'

Basic Tendencies

Characteristic Adaptations
Neuroticism Culturally conditioned phenomena
Extraversion |_»| Personal strivings External
Openness Attitudes Influences
Agreeableness Cultural norms
Conscientiousness Life events

Self-concept
Self-schemas
Personal myths

Figure 2.4. A representation of the Five Factor Theory Personality System. Costa and
McCrae. (1996), as cited in Feist, J. and Feist, G. J. (2006). Theories of personality,
6" ed. McGraw Hill International Ed.

Figure 2.3, represents the Five Factor Theory Personality system, and in the figure,
core components are illustrated in rectangles, while interfacing components are shown
in ellipses. Basic tendencies are neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness,

and conscientiousness, and they tend to be stable. They are influenced by biological
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bases such as genes, hormones, and brain structures. Unlike basic tendencies,
characteristic adaptations are mostly affected by external influences like skills and
knowledge acquired by the individual, habits, attitudes, and relationships. Self-concept
can be considered under the characteristic adaptations, but it is really important, that’s
why itis listed separately. Self-concept “consists of knowledge, views, and evaluations
of the self, ranging from miscellaneous facts of personal history to the identity that
gives a sense of purpose and coherence to life.” Self-concept may influence individuals
in a way that affects how one behaves in different situations. Other components of the
figure are objective biography (everything that an individual does, thinks, and feels
during his or her life), and external influences (how an individual responds to
opportunities and demands of the situations) (Feist & Feist, 2006. pp. 420-421).

One of the reasons that Big Five Personality Traits is used in this study is that previous
research have supported that Big Five Personality Traits successfully predict human
behavior in different contexts, times, and cultures. Caligiuri (2000) emphasizes “the
use of Big Five taxonomy in classifying personality traits, due to the representation
being a universal adaptive mechanism, allowing individuals to deal with and meet the

demands of physical, social, and cultural environments”.

Five Factor Personality Traits can be used as the predictor of various things in many
fields, such as the predictor of academic success, job satisfaction, adaptation to new
environments, etc. Research reveals that individuals’ personality traits indicate a high
level of stability as they advance from about 30 years of age to the old age. Especially
between 18 and 30 years of age, people tend to adopt a stable configuration of
personality traits (Feist & Feist, 2006). The measurement of Five Factor Personality
Traits can be very effective for college students who are young adults, as their
personality is still being formed during these ages, and there are several research that
investigates their adjustment to college life, academic achievement, or academic
motivation (Komarraju, Karau, & Schmeck, 2009; Puher, 2009).

Since research claims that only “openness to experience” is significantly related to all

four factors of cultural intelligence, a more detailed look to it is provided following.
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Costa and McCrae (1992), while describing openness argue that “Open individuals are
curious about both inner and outer worlds, and their lives are experientially richer.”
Moreover, they claim that “Open individuals are unconventional, willing to question
authority, and prepared to entertain new ethical, social, and political ideas”. According
to Piedmont (1998), people who are more open to experiences seek and appreciate
different experiences for its own sake, and they have a higher toleration for the
unfamiliar. People who are low on openness tend to be conventional, unanalytical,
unartistic, and narrow in interests; while high scorers tend to be creative, innovative,
untraditional, reflective, and imaginative. McCrae (1987) also argues that openness to
experience is positively related to intelligence, particularly creativity (Smith, 2013).

2.4.1. Personality Development in College Students

Attending to college, with no doubt, contributes to each student’s social and personal
development. According to Trent and Medsker’s (1956 — 1963) study conducted by
investigating the paths of 10,000 high school graduates, it was founded that the
individuals who pursue a college education became "less stereotyped and prejudiced
in their judgments, more critical in their thinking, and more tolerant, flexible, and
autonomous in attitude" (pp. 129-130).

According to Feldman and Newcomb (1969), the outcomes of attending college can
be summarized in several points. Some of the findings are as follows: Starting from
freshman year, by the end of senior year, college students’ experience “declining
‘authoritarianism,' dogmatism, and prejudice, together with decreasingly conservative
attitudes toward public issues and growing sensitivity to aesthetic experiences™ (p.
326). Students’ personality subjectifies the college experience; however, some traits

like openness to experience and motivation may enhance the experience.

In Bowen’s (1977) study, a framework is provided concerning the outcomes of college
education, which includes three main aspects: cognitive learning outcomes (verbal
skills, intellectual tolerance, creativity, aesthetic sensibility, wisdom), emotional and

moral development (self-discovery, human understanding, values and morals), and
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practical competence (leadership, productivity, citizenship). He also emphasizes that
college years help individuals finding their identity, enhancing their tolerance towards
different ethnic and cultural groups, and towards people who basically have different

opinions on anything.

Pascarella and Terenzini’s (1991; as cited in College and its Effect on Students - Early
Work on the Impact of College, Nine Generalizations, Later Studies, Pascarella &
Terenzini, n.d.) work, which examines more than 2,600 studies over a period of fifty
years, came up with ten outcomes related to college education. These outcomes
include: a) enhancements in subject knowledge, b) intellectual development, c)
changes of identity, self-concept, and self-esteem, d) changes in relating to others and
external world, e) changes in attitudes and values, f) moral development, )
educational attainment, h) career development, i) economic benefits, and j) quality life
after college. In their work, Pascarella and Terenzini also concluded that college
students become more tolerant to different opinions in the society by adopting non-

authoritarian thinking skills, and becoming less ethnocentric.

As mentioned studies also suggest, it is clear that college experience is not made up
only of subject matter learning; rather, it is related to personal development of young
adults. As personality tends to develop after childhood, and it gets affected by the
external environment and surroundings during early adulthood, between the ages 20
to 30, college education is a great opportunity for students to find themselves, and to
develop their identity. College experience helps students to get in contact with other
people who represent different cultures, to develop intellectually, and to get a

foundation for adult psychosocial development (Skoe & von der Lippe, 1998, p.6).

As mentioned in earlier chapters, Erasmus Student Mobility Program is one of the
most effective ways for experiencing a new culture for a college student. Living in a
different country for a certain period of time helps young adults to really see their own
culture, to find the similarities and differences between other cultures, to meet new
people who represent different cultural and social backgrounds, religions, ethnicities,

etc., and to become more tolerant to differences and less ethnocentric.
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A study conducted regarding the experiences of Turkish teacher candidates during
their Erasmus experiences found that this experience helped teacher candidates form
positive perceptions about other’s cultures. Moreover, these teacher candidates stated
that overcoming problems root from differences in ethnicity, language, culture, and
prejudice become easier, since those individuals experience these problems on their
own, and have a chance to raise their awareness towards cultural differences (Ersoy,
2013).

2.5. Cultural Intelligence and Personality

When we consider the relationship between cultural intelligence and personality traits;
we see an association between those two. Five factor personality traits are
demonstrated as determinants of cultural intelligence (Ang et al., 2006). Individuals’
personality impacts how they perceive a different culture apart from their own, and it
affects their inferences about the “new” environment that they are experiencing. Thus,
personality play a big role on how individuals internalize the cross-cultural
experiences that lead to developing their cultural intelligence (Sahin, Giirbliz, &
Koksal, 2014).

As argued in Barbuto Jr., Beenen, and Tran (2015), individual differences along with
motivational factors should be taken into consideration while study abroad programs’
success is being measured. In their study, the researchers found that students’ self-
evaluation and their level of ethnocentrism have significant positive and negative
effect, respectively, on study abroad success. They argued that students with high self-
evaluation tend to be more motivated to enjoy local cultures and to engage in cross-
cultural interactions; while students with high ethnocentrism tend to have less interest
in getting to know different cultures. Moreover, the results of the study also indicated
that self-evaluation and ethnocentrism is directly related to motivational cultural

intelligence, positively and negatively, respectively.

Moreover, knowing students’ personality traits and individual differences, even in

general, before they go abroad enables program administrators or schools to take
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precautions regarding these differences; and furthermore, students at risk may be
identified in advance to help them make their study abroad experience more
successful. This makes the study abroad programs more successful for each student,

and likewise as a whole.

When five factor personality traits are examined individually, it is argued that
conscientiousness is related to being responsible, planful, organized, dependable, and
disciplined. This dimension is associated with metacognitive cultural intelligence,
because metacognitive CQ is about an individual’s cultural consciousness and
awareness during intercultural interactions. Those people who are high in
conscientiousness are tend to pay attention to cultural differences, planning and

questioning cultural assumptions and norms, etc. (Ang, Dyne, & Koh, 2006).

The second dimension, agreeableness, is related to being friendly, helpful, flexible,
and open-minded. People who are high in agreeableness are generally more likeable,
supportive, and easy-going when compared to those who are low. In terms of CQ,
agreeableness is associated with behavioral CQ; because, they are both related to
verbal and nonverbal actions in different social contexts. People who are high in
agreeableness are more flexible in different cultural environments (Ang, Dyne, & Koh,
2006).

Another dimension is related to emotional expression, and there are two opposite sides:
emotional stability and neuroticism. People who are emotionally stable tend to be more
even-tempered and calm, while neurotic people are generally more depressed, angry,
embarrassed, worried, and anxious, etc. Just as agreeableness, emotional stability is
associated with behavioral CQ, since emotionally more stable people tend to handle

culturally diverse situations better (Ang, Dyne, & Koh, 2006).

Next dimension is extraversion, and it is related to being sociable, active, energetic,
and talkative. It is associated with behavioral and motivational CQ. People who are
high in extraversion tend to be high in motivational CQ, as well, because they are more

sociable and more self-confident (Ang, Dyne, & Koh, 2006).
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And the last dimension, which is openness to experience, is broadly related to being
imaginative, creative, open-minded, and intelligent. Openness to experience is
associated with all four factors of CQ; because, people who are high in openness to
experience tend to think about thinking (metacognitive CQ), they are cultured, open-
minded, and they know about specific norms and practices (cognitive CQ), they are
also curious about other people and cultures (motivational CQ), and they are successful
at altering their behaviors in different situations to fit in (behavioral CQ) (Ang, Dyne,
& Koh, 2006).

According to previous research, all four factors of cultural intelligence, which are
cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, and behavioral CQ, are directly and
significantly related to openness to experience (Ang et al, 2006; Triandis, 2006).
Previous studies have claimed that openness to experience moderates creativity
(Leung, Maddux, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008); and it “clearly shapes behavior and
interactions in multicultural settings”. According to their study, college students’ study
abroad experience ensured a significant increase in knowledge of new cultures and

openness to experience.

“Openness to experience” personality trait also has a strong relationship with study
abroad experiences. A study conducted by Martin, Katz-Buonincontro, and Livert
(2015), argued that a 3 month study abroad experience increased students’ openness
to new experiences and cultural understanding. Moreover, the results of the study
indicated that students who were less open to experiences before going abroad

benefitted most from the experience.

Caligiuri (2000), argued that people living in host countries and who are high in
openness to experience are more likely to have successful interactions with other
people since they tend to actively develop these relationships, to learn new cultural

norms and appropriate behavior.

Another study conducted to investigate the job satisfaction of expatriates in relation to

cultural intelligence and openness to experience personality trait found that when
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expatriates are high in openness to experience also have cultural intelligence, they are

satisfied with their jobs in another culture (Lie, Suyasa, & Wijaya, 2016).

A research study by Sahin, Giirbiiz, and Koksal (2014) examined how international
assignment affects cultural intelligence, and personality was taken as a moderator.
According to the results, a 6-month of living abroad significantly changed cultural
intelligence level of the participants. Moreover, personality has an important role on
the development of CQ. Results indicated that all four factors of CQ developed in this
time period. And individuals who are higher in extraversion tend to develop more
behavioral and metacognitive CQ, due to their flexible behavior and enjoyment of
interpersonal interactions. Also, individuals who are higher in openness to experience

tend to develop motivational CQ.

2.6. Summary

The purpose of this study was to investigate the difference between college students’
cultural intelligence who studied abroad within the scope of Erasmus Student Mobility
Program and who have never studied abroad, when their personality trait “openness to

experience” is controlled.

In this chapter, related literature were presented. The first section covered the
definition of culture; how it differs from “human nature” and “personality” (Hofstede
& Hofstede, 2005). It was highlighted that culture includes various beliefs, values,
ideas, and symbols (Thio, 2008); thus, cultural differences between countries, nations,
and even between small groups of people are inevitable. In the second section, the
definition of cultural intelligence (CQ) was provided. It was emphasized that cultural
intelligence is the ability to communicate effectively in multicultural contexts, and it
has four sub-dimensions, which are metacognitive CQ, cognitive CQ, motivational
CQ, and behavioral CQ (Earley & Ang, 2008). Moreover, in this section, previous
studies related to the importance of cultural intelligence were provided: how cultural
intelligence plays a role on cross-cultural adjustment (Templer, Tay, & Chandrasekar,
2006); how cultural intelligence affects intercultural behavior (Groves, Feyerherm, &

Gu, 2015); and how it affects task performance (Presbitero, 2017), and creativity
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(Bogilovic & Skerlavaj, 2016). It was emphasized that one of the ways to develop
cultural intelligence is to create international immersion experiences (Black & Duhon,
2006; Gullekson & Tucker, 2013).

Moving forward, Erasmus Student Mobility Program was mentioned in the following
section in this chapter. The emergence of the program in Europe and in Turkey,
number of students who participated in the program, and several research studies
related to the outcomes of the program were presented in this section. It was presented
that participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program enabled college students to be
more self-confident, more flexible, more adaptive to change (King, Findlay, & Ahrens,
2010), and more employable in international arena (Dolga, Filipescu, Popescu-Mitroi,
& Mazilescu, 2015).

In the next section, how personality, especially openness to experience trait, is related
to the present study was discussed; Big Five Personality Traits (Costa & McCrae,
1992) were presented. Next, openness to experience trait and its relationship to cultural
intelligence were discussed. Several previous research studies were presented in order
to clarify the need to control for the openness to experience personality trait in this
study. It was discussed that only openness to experience personality trait is directly
and strongly related to all sub-dimensions of cultural intelligence (Ang, van Dyne, &
Koh, 2006); and moreover that it is related to study abroad experiences (Martin, Katz-
Buonincontro, & Livert, 2015).

This chapter presented the related previous literature to the present study. The next

chapter, Methodology, presents the design of the study.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, methodological procedures are presented. The major topics are overall
design of the study, population and sample, variables of the study, data collection
instruments, data collection procedure, ethical permission, data analysis, internal and

external validity, and limitations of the study, respectively.

This study was designed as a quantitative research with a causal comparative design.
The reason this method was used is because an already existing difference of cultural
intelligence levels between college students who studied abroad and who have not was
investigated; no manipulations were made. The target population of this study was
college students, and the sample was drown from Middle East Technical University
students.

3.1. Design of the Study

This quantitative research was designed as a causal comparative research. Causal
comparative studies aim to determine the cause or consequences of differences that
already exist between or among groups. In these types of studies, independent
variables are not manipulated, and generally, one group possesses a characteristic that
the other does not (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2011). In this study, the aim was to
determine an already existing difference, which is the difference in cultural
intelligence, between two groups; one has Erasmus Student Mobility experience, and
one has not. And the mediating effect of college students’ personality trait openness

to experience on these variables was taken into consideration.

This study was a “retrospective causal comparative research”, in which there was a
particular research question investigating an effect that has already occurred before the
research has started. In this study, one group did not participate in Erasmus exchange

program, and the other group has already studied abroad and returned to their home
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country, and the effect of participating has already affected, their cultural intelligence.

Figure 3.1, below, demonstrates the study’s structure in general.

3 months to 1 year

Erasmus experience
> Cultural intelligence

No Erasmus experience

Effect of personality trait
“openness to experience”

\ ]
\ J y \ v ,

Independgnt variables Mediator variable Dependent variable

Figure 3.1. Demonstration of research structure

3.2. Population and Sample

The population in this study was all college students in Turkey, and the study took
place in the capital city of Turkey, Ankara. In Turkey, most young adults leave their
own cities for college education. As this study conducted in Middle East Technical
University, it is appropriate to mention the university’s student population. According
to student placements in university entrance exam, 3,029 students who come from 77
different cities were placed to METU in 2016 (METU, 2016).

The target population in this research were college students. Sample was drown from
Middle East Technical University. As the study aimed to examine cultural intelligence
of students who have attended the Erasmus Student Mobility Program and who did
not, with respect to their personality trait, for convenience reasons students in METU
were reached out. The first group consisted of students who participated in the
program. These students were those who returned to Turkey after 3 to 12 months
period of studying abroad. The students were selected from different departments who
participated in Erasmus program in last three years (2016-2015, 2015-2014, or 2014-
2015). The second group consisted of students who did not participate in Erasmus

Student Mobility Program, and who have not been abroad for educational purposes.
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3.3. Variables of the Study

The operational definitions of the variables investigated in this study are presented in

this part.

Participating Erasmus Student Mobility Program: Participating Erasmus Student
Mobility Program or not participating, in this study, is an independent variable,
categorical and nominal in terms of its characteristics, that assesses whether
participants had international immersion experiences, or not. This assessment is
basically done by asking participants if they participated in the student exchange

program in last 3 years, or not.

Cultural intelligence: Cultural intelligence is a dependent variable in this study that
assesses participant’s ability to function effectively in contexts that is defined by
cultural differences. The assessment is done on a 7- point rating scale (1=strongly
disagree, and 7=strongly agree). Metacognitive cultural intelligence part has 4 items,
cognitive cultural intelligence part has 6 items, motivational cultural intelligence part
has 5 items, and behavioral cultural intelligence part has 5 items. Some of the items of
cultural intelligence scale are: “I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent, tone) when
a cross-cultural interaction requires it”, and “I know the arts and crafts of other
cultures”. During the analyses metacognitive CQ, cognitive CQ, motivational CQ, and
behavioral CQ are measured as four dependent variables, which are continuous and

interval in terms of their characteristics.

Personality traits: Personality is the covariate in this study that assesses participant’s
pattern of “relatively permanent traits and unique characteristics that give both
consistency and individuality to a person’s behavior”. The assessment is done on a 5-
point rating scale (1=strongly disagree, and 5=strongly agree). The Big Five
Personality scale has 5 factors and 44 questions in total; however, in this study only
“openness to experience” scores are taken into account for the sake of this research.
Openness to experience part of the scale has 10 items. Some of the items of the scale

include: “I see myself as someone who is talkative”, “I see myself as someone who is
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original, comes up with new ideas”, and “I see myself as someone who is curious about

many different things”.

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

Data were collected with an instrument consists of three sections: Demographic
information, cultural intelligence scale, and big five inventory scale. Of these scales,
cultural intelligence and big five inventory scales are pre-developed scales. The

following sections cover a detailed explanation about instrumentation of the study.

3.4.1. Demographic Information

This part consisted of ten questions to examine the characteristics of the participants
in detail. The categorical variables were gender, department (their major), grade (what
year of their undergraduate/ graduate study), cumulative grade point average (CGPA),
and whether they have participated in Erasmus Student Mobility Program, or not. If
the participant went abroad within the scope of Erasmus Student Mobility Program,
then s/he indicated when s/he participated in the program (which academic year).

Moreover, the continuous variable was age.

3.4.2. Cultural Intelligence Scale

In order to analyze cultural intelligence, Cultural Intelligence Scale was used (Cultural
Intelligence Center, 2005). The scale has 20 items, and it aims to measure participants’
cultural intelligence in terms of cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, and behavioral
cultural intelligence. The adaptation of the scale into Turkish was done by other
researchers before (Ilhan & Cetin, 2014); however, since the context of this study was
different, the adaptation of the scale into Turkish was made by the researcher. In order
to adapt the scale, English — Turkish and Turkish — English translations and back

translations were made, and two other experts were consulted.
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Sample items from the scale include “Diger kiiltiirlerin dini inanglarin1 ve kiiltiirel
degerlerini bilirim. / I know the cultural values and religious beliefs of other cultures”,
“Sozel olmayan davraniglarimi kiltlirleraras1  etkilesimin  gereklerine gore
degistirebilirim / I change my non-verbal behavior when a cross-cultural interaction
requires it”, and “Kiiltlirleraras1 etkilesimlerde kullandigim kiiltiirel bilgimin
farkindayim / I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with

people with different cultural backgrounds”.

3.4.2.1. Pilot Study for the Cultural Intelligence Scale

The pilot study was conducted to provide validity and reliability evidence for the
Cultural Intelligence scale. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed through
SPSS 23 to discover the factor structures of the scale. For data collection, students who
are studying at different departments and grades were chosen. The scale was
administered to total 297 METU students (52 freshmen, 19 sophomore, 27 junior, 153
senior, and 46 graduate level students). Among the participants, 194 of them (65.3%)
were female, 97 of them (32.7%) were male, and 6 students (2%) did not indicate their
sex. The age range for the participants were between 18 and 34. 148 of the students
(50%) have participated in the Erasmus Student Mobility program, and 149 of them
(50%) have not.

Metric variables, correlations above .30, Barlett’s Test of Sphericity, Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) value, absence of outliers and multivariate normality are assumptions of
EFA (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). Since the Cultural Intelligence is
continuous, the scores were obtained from the 7-point Cultural Intelligence scale
confirm the metric variable assumption. Based on the criteria of Tabachnick and Fidell
(2013), standardized scores should not exceed the value of 3.29; therefore, outliers
were detected and removed. For the normality assumption, first, the univariate
normality was checked through skewness and kurtosis values, Kolmogorov-Smirnov
and Shapiro-Wilk statistical tests, histograms, and Q-Q plots. Although Kolmogorov-
Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests were significant indicating non-normality of data,
other values were examined as these tests are too sensitive, and finding significant

results even from small deviations is inevitable if the sample size is large as the biggest
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limitation of these tests (Field, 2009). Skewness and kurtosis values were close to zero,
within the boundaries of -3.0 and 3.0. Histograms and Q-Q plots did not display serious
concern for non-normality. Consequently, multivariate normality was checked with
Mardia’s Test through SPSS Macro. The Mardia’s result for (b2p = 529.44, p< .001)
was significant showing that multivariate normality assumption was violated.
Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) extraction method with Direct Oblimin rotation was
used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) assuming that the expected factors would be
correlated to each other (Costello & Osborne, 2005).

Results showed that there were no items that correlated with other items with a value
below .30 or above .90 for each scale, except item B2 (Behavioral Cultural Intelligence
2) and C2 (Coginitive Cultural Intelligence 2), and are indicated in Table 3.1 below.
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity result was significant (y2 (190) = 2193.20, p <.05). KMO
value (1974; as cited in Field, 2009) should be minimum .50 while values within the
boundary of .50 -.70, .70 -.80, .80 -.90, and above .90 to reflect mediocre, good, great,

and superb aspect of the sample size adequacy, respectively. KMO value was .86.

Table 3.1.
Intercorrelations for Items of the Cultural Intelligence Scale

ftem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

MC1 1

MC2 41 1

MC3 .73 391

MC4 .48 34 431

Ci1 37 17 37 221

c2 .15 .03 .18 .14 16 1

C3 .38 .22 .36 .29 52 311

C4 21 18 29 17 46 19 521

C5 .21 .08 .26 .30 .43 .21 50 551

C6 .20 .19 .24 22 35 .25 43 39 491

M1 19 13 27 .29 .17 29 21 17 22 251

M2 26 .15 .34 .20 .25 .17 .27 21 .18 28 551

M3 .25 .13 .32 .19 .33 .14 31 31 .23 .27 43 59 1

M4 .09 .01 .16 .19 .24 22 28 .25 .26 .34 .50 45 611

MS 25 13 24 22 27 24 33 27 26 31 44 45 57 611

Bl .25 .19 .32 .29 .17 .22 .35 .29 .27 .32 31 .28 .27 .25 34 1

B2 -01 .21 .03 .10-.06-.01-01.01-.06 .01-.07-12-01.00 .06 .15 1

B3 .18 .20 .18 .25 .15 .10 .20 .13 .13 .20 .23 .23 .20 .12 .21 39 101

B4 27 23 .25 .39 .25 .15 29 21 24 28 34 31 .33 .37 44 38 18 451
B5 .27 .27 25 .28 .27 .10 .33 .21 .19 .33 .27 .26 .24 24 32 40 .13 44 76 1

*MC: Metacognitive, C: Cognitive, M: Motivational, B: Behavioral
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Catell’s Scree test and eigenvalue criterion were examined to determine the retained
number of factors. The breakpoint of the plot reflects five-factor dimension in Figure
3.2. Table 3.2 shows the eigenvalues, percentages of variance, and cumulative

percentages for the scale.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 &5 & F7 8 8 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Factor Number
Figure 3.2. Scree plot for Cultural Intelligence Scale
Table 3.2.

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for the Cultural

Intelligence scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 6.21 31.07 31.07
2 191 9.53 40.60
3 1.78 8.90 49.50
4 1.41 7.04 56.54
5 1.02 5.08 61.62
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Table 3.3.

Factor Loadings of the Cultural Intelligence Scale

Item

Factor Loading

3

4

MC 1
MC 2
MC 3
MC 4
C1
Cc2
C3
C4
C5
Co6
M1
M 2
M3
M4
M5
B1
B2
B3
B4
B5

.89
A7
81
45

.53
27
.66
71
.79
.55

-.62
-.69
-.78
-.76
-.63

27
22
.46
.79
.86

*MC: Metacognitive, C: Cognitive, M: Motivational, B: Behavioral

When the factor loadings are inspected, as shown in Table 3.3., some items were
detected with very low factor loadings. And although the scree plot and eigenvalues
indicated 5 factors, when we look at Table 3.3. above, it is seen that the fifth factor has
no items. Therefore, item C 2 (Cognitive Cultural Intelligence 2) and item B 2
(Behavioral Cultural Intelligence 2) were removed from the scale, and the analysis was

run one more time. Below, Table 3.4. indicates intercorrelations for the remaining

items, and Figure 3.3. shows the scree plot.
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Table 3.4.

Intercorrelations for Items of the Cultural Intelligence Scale

tem 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 18 19 20

M1 1

M2 41 1

M3 73 391

M4 48 34 431

Cl 37 .17 .36 .22 1

C3 38 .21 .35 .30 53 1

C4 22 .18 .29 .18 47 531

C5 21 .08 .25 .31 44 .51 56 1

C6 20 .18 .23 .23 37 45 .40 501

M1 20 .12 .26 .31 19 24 19 24 271

M2 27 14 34 21 27 .30 .23 .20 .30 56 1

M3 25 .12 .32 .20 35 .34 .33 .26 .30 45 611

M4 .09 .01 .16 .19 .24 .29 .26 .27 .35 .50 .46 .62 1

M5 25 12 .24 24 28 .36 .29 28 .34 46 47 59 611

Bl .26 .19 .31 .30 .19 .38 .31 .29 .34 .34 .30 .30 26 37 1

B3 18 .20 .18 .24 .15 .18 .12 .12 .19 .21 22 .19 .11 .20 38 1
B4 28 .23 .25 40 .26 .31 .22 .25 .30 .36 .32 .35 .37 45 39 44 1
B5 27 .27 .24 30 .27 .34 22 .20 .34 29 .27 .25 24 33 41 44761

*MC: Metacognitive, C: Cognitive, M: Motivational, B: Behavioral

Scree Plot

5

4

Eigenvalue

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 3 [ 7 8 9 10 1M 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Factor Number

Figure 3.3. Scree plot for Cultural Intelligence Scale
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After two items were deleted, the eigenvalue suggested four factors, in compliance
with the original scale. Table 3.5. shows eigenvalues, percentages of variance and

cumulative percentages, and Table 3.6. shows factor loadings.

Table 3.5.
Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for the Cultural

Intelligence scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 6.23 34.62 34.62

2 1.88 10.44 45.06

3 1.66 9.24 54.30

4 1.36 7.57 61.87

Table 3.6.

Factor Loadings of the Cultural Intelligence Scale

Item Factor Loading
1 2 3 4

MC 1 87

MC 2 45

MC 3 .80

MC 4 42

C1 -.56

C3 -.67

C4 -.76

C5 -79

Cb6 -.53

M1 .63

M 2 .70

M3 .79

M 4 .78

M5 .65

B1 34
B3 .52
B4 .80
B5 .85

*MC: Metacognitive, C: Cognitive, M: Motivational, B: Behavioral

Besides, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for internal consistency

estimates. The values for Metacognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and
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Behavioral CQ were found to be .77, .83, .84, and .79, respectively indicating good

reliability for the scale.

3.4.3. Big Five Inventory Scale

The second scale used is the Big Five Inventory (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991;
John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008), and the scale was adapted and translated to Turkish
before by another researcher (Alkan, 2007). However, since the context of this study
was different, the translation of the scale into Turkish was made by the researcher
again. In order to adapt the scale, English — Turkish and Turkish — English translations
and back translations were made, and two other experts were consulted. This scale has
44 statements where participants decide whether they agree or not about themselves,
and it is a 5 Likert type scale. In this study; however, only “openness to experience”
trait scores are taken into account. In openness to experience part, there are 10

questions.

Sample items from the scale include “Orijinal biriyim, yeni fikirler tiretirim / I see
myself as someone who is original, comes up with new ideas”, “Sanatsal ve estetik
seyler benim i¢in 6nemlidir / I see myself as someone who values artistic, aesthetic
experiences”, and “Fikirlerle oynamayi, benim i¢in ne anlama geldikleri iizerinde

diistinmeyi severim / | see myself as someone who likes to reflect, play with ideas”.

3.4.3.1. Pilot Study for the Big Five Inventory Scale

The pilot study was conducted to provide validity and reliability evidence for the Big
Five Inventory scale’s Openness to Experience factor. Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) was performed through SPSS 23. The scale was administered to total 297
METU students (52 freshmen, 19 sophomore, 27 junior, 153 senior, and 46 graduate
level students). Among the participants, 194 of them (65.3%) were female, 97 of them
(32.7%) were male, and 6 students (2%) did not indicate their sex. The age range for
the participants were between 18 and 34. 148 of the students (50%) have participated
in the Erasmus Student Mobility program, and 149 of them (50%) have not.
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Metric variables, correlations above .30, Barlett’s Test of Sphericity, Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) value, absence of outliers and multivariate normality are assumptions of
EFA (Hair et al., 2010). Since the Openness to Experience is continuous, the scores
obtained from the 5-point scale confirm the metric variable assumption. Based on the
criteria of Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), standardized scores should not exceed the
value of 3.29; therefore, outliers were detected and removed. For the normality
assumption, first, the univariate normality was checked through skewness and kurtosis
values, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk statistical tests, histograms, and Q-Q
plots. According to the results, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests were
significant indicating non-normality of data. Skewness and kurtosis values were very
close to zero. Histograms and Q-Q plots also displayed concern for normality.
Consequently, multivariate normality was checked with Mardia’s Test through SPSS
Macro. The Mardia’s result for (b2p =144.98, p< .001) was significant showing that
multivariate normality assumption was violated. Principal Axis Factoring (PAF)

extraction method with Direct Oblimin rotation was used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).

Since the factor analysis was exercised on one existing factor (Openness to
Experience), number of factors were fixed to one. Table 3.7. below shows eigenvalues,
percentages of variance, and cumulative percentages for the factors. Additionally,
Table 3.8. presents the correlations for the items, and Figure 3.4 shows the scree plot.
When the factor loadings are inspected, as shown in Table 3.9. some items were
detected with very low factor loadings. Therefore, item 10 and 35 were removed from
the scale. Barlett’s Test of Sphericity result was significant (x%(45)=884.44, p<.05).
KMO value was .79.

Table 3.7.

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Openness to
Experience

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %

1 3.49 34.94 34.94
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Table 3.8.
Intercorrelations for the Items of the Openness to Experience

Item 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 41 44
5 1
10 21 1
15 49 19 1
20 44 16 .29 1
25 .62 18 45 .64 1
30 19 .18 A1 19 22 1
35 A7 A2 A3 .20 .20 21 1
40 37 27 .30 31 .32 .26 A5 1
41 18 A7 .09 A2 19 .62 .32 A3 1
44 A9 25 A5 A9 .20 .69 .20 .33 .56 1
Table 3.9.
Factor Loadings of the Openness to Experience
Item Factor Loading
1
5 .64
10 .35
15 .48
20 .56
25 .68
30 .56
35 34
40 51
41 .50
44 .58
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Figure 3.4. Scree Plot for Openness to Experience Factor

After the items 10 and 35 are removed from the scale, EFA was run one more time.
Table 3.10. shows eigenvalues, percentages of variance, and cumulative percentages
for the factor; Table 3.11. presents intercorrelations for the items, and Table 3.12.
presents factor loadings for the items. Additionally, Figure 3.5. shows scree plot for
the factor. Barlett’s Test of Sphericity result was significant (x*(28)=817.318, p<.05).
KMO value was .77.

Table 3.10
Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance, and Cumulative Percentages for Openness to
Experience

Factor Eigenvalue % of variance Cumulative %
1 3.23 40.38 40.38
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Table 3.11.

Inter-correlations for the Items of the Openness to Experience

Item 5 15 20 25 30 40 41
5 1
15 49 1
20 44 .29 1
25 .62 45 .64 1
30 A9 A1 A9 22 1
40 37 .30 31 32 .26 1
41 A7 .09 A2 A9 .62 A2 1
44 A9 16 18 A9 .69 .33 58
Table 3.12.
Factor Loadings of the Openness to Experience
Item Factor Loading
1
5 .66
15 49
20 .58
25 71
30 54
40 51
41 45
44 54
Scree Plot
o
5
hEJ’

T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 3 [

1
-

Factor Number

Figure 3.5. Scree Plot for Openness to Experience Factor
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Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for internal consistency
estimates. The value for Openness to experience found to be .78 indicating good

reliability for the scale.

3.5. Data Collection Procedures

The data collection for the pilot study lasted for a month in the Fall semester of 2016-
2017 academic year. 300 students were reached by the researcher by going to randomly
selected classrooms and with the help of METU International Cooperations Office in
order to identify students who had participated in the Erasmus program. When the data
collection took place in the classrooms, the professors were informed about the
research and asked their consent; and then the surveys were distributed to the students
based on their volunteering. The same survey was used throughout the study:
demographic information form, cultural intelligence scale, and openness to experience
scale, by the researcher in order to eliminate data collector characteristics. The
participants were notified that their information and results will be confidential, and
they will not be shared with anybody else, but the researcher. No questions asked to
participants that can reveal their identity. Approximately 15 minutes were needed for
participants to fill in the survey.

The data collection procedure for the main study lasted for two months in the Spring

semester of 2016-2017 academic year.

3.6. Ethical Permission

Before starting to collect the data, the permission required from the Middle East
Technical University Human Subjects Ethics Committee (Appendix A) was received.
Confidentiality of the present research data was guaranteed as not stating the name of
the participants. Participants were informed that they have the right to withdraw from

the study whenever they wanted.
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3.7. Data Analysis

The main data analyses: descriptive and inferential analyses were conducted by using
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 23 program in order to analyze data and
interpret the results. The data were analyzed to examine if the differences between
groups are statistically significant or if they have occurred coincidentally. For this
purpose, descriptive statistics: mean, median, standard deviation (SD), skewness and
kurtosis were calculated; assumptions of MANCOVA were checked; and inferential

statistics: results of MANCOVA and follow-up analyses were performed.

The reason to use MANCOVA for the data analysis was to investigate the difference
between participating and not participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program on
cultural intelligence level of college students under the control of the effect of
personality trait “openness to experience” as the covariate.

3.8. Internal Validity

Controlling or being aware of possible internal threats is very important in order to
increase internal validity of the research study. The biggest internal threat in this study
is subject characteristics. As this study took place in Middle East Technical University,
the participants were students in the university. As the medium of instruction is
English in METU, and METU is highly multicultural in terms of student and teacher
backgrounds, the students, even the ones who have never been abroad, come into
contact with people from other cultures on a daily basis, and they have a good mastery
of English language. Because of this educational context, it is very important to
recognize this limitation. However, in terms of participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program, its effect is more observable on students in a sense that they are
experiencing every aspect of another culture in its authentic place, rather than coming

into contact with representatives of another culture.

The second threat to internal validity is that this study was a retrospective study: it

lacked assessing students’ cultural intelligence levels before and after they went
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abroad for Erasmus Student Mobility Program. Doing pre and post-test would be more
interpretive in terms of explaining the increase in college students’ cultural intelligence

levels due to the period they have spent abroad.

3.9. External Validity

The target population in this study were college students in Turkey. Random sampling
method could not be used in this study, since some students have already studied
abroad, and some have never gone abroad. For convenience reasons, Middle East
Technical University was selected to conduct the research. There are approximately
30.000 students in METU; however, there were 599 students who participated in
Erasmus Student Mobility Program during last three academic years. The sample in
this study was 450 students; 128 of them have studied abroad and 322 of them have
not studied abroad. Since the data from 148 students who have participated in Erasmus
program were used during pilot study, and 128 other students who have participated
in Erasmus program, it can be concluded that 46% of the accessible population were
included in the study. Although this is a very good ratio, the generalizability of the
results to Turkey can be discussed, because it can be argued that METU students’
cultural intelligence level is already high regardless of studying abroad experiences,
since the medium of instruction is English and there are a serious number of

international students compared to other higher education institutions.

3.10. Limitations of the Study

This was a causal comparative study that only includes quantitative data for the
analysis. In order to examine the underlying reasons for the differences in behavior,
student motivation, and other variables, a qualitative follow-up study could be
included. Carrying out interviews with students who participated in the Erasmus
Student Mobility Program may lead to a deeper understanding of the phenomenon

cultural intelligence.
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Present study took place in Middle East Technical University, Ankara, and the
participants were undergraduate or graduate level students studying in various
departments. Since METU is an English medium institution, and one of the colleges
in Turkey, which has a high number of incoming international students,
generalizability of the current study can be problematic. Because METU students are
more likely to interact with other students from a variety of cultures regardless of
participating in the Erasmus Student Mobility Program, all participants’ cultural

intelligence scores could be relatively approximate compared to other colleges.

This study included two separate groups of students: the ones who studied abroad
within the scope of Erasmus Student Mobility Program and the ones who did not. In
order to examine the increase that studying abroad caused, pre-test post-test method
could be used. However, because the research idea had appeared after the start of the
term, by the time this research took place, the students were already gone abroad or

returned back.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this section, the findings of the study are presented. Descriptive statistics, data
analyses, and results are discussed in detail, respectively.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

In this part, descriptive statistics are represented to better understand and summarize
the data. First, descriptive analyses were conducted by using SPSS 23. Data were
analyzed regarding number of participants (N), minimum and maximum, mean, and
standard deviation (SD).

A total number of 450 students were participated in the main study. 256 of the students
(56.9%) were female, 187 (41.6) were male, and 5 students (1.1%) identified
themselves as ‘other’ or they did not indicate sex. Participants’ age ranged from 18 to
34, with a mean of 22. 3 students (.7%) were in their freshman year, 219 (48.7%) were
sophomores, 83 (18.4%) were juniors, 105 (23.3%) were seniors, and finally 40 (8.9%)
were graduate level students. 19 (4.2%) students’ CGPA were between 0.00-.1.99, 167
(37.1%) students’ were between 2.00-2.99, 143 (32%) students’ were between 3.00-
3.49, and 120 (26.7%) students’ were between 3.50-4.00. Moreover, 128 (28.4%) of
the participants have participated in Erasmus Student Mobility Program during last
three academic years and 322 (71.6%) of them have not participated in the program.
Table 4.1. shows the valid and missing values for the data, and Table 4.2. represents

the descriptive statistics.
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Table 4.1.
Valid and Missing Values for the Data

Valid Missing
N Percent N Percent
Sex 448 99.6% 2 4%
Grade 450 100.0% 0 0%
CGPA 449 99.8% 1 2%
Erasmus experience 450 100.0% 0 0%

Table 4.2.

Descriptive Statistics for the Sample

N % Percentage
Sex
Female 256 56.9%
Male 187 41.6%
Other 5 1.1%
Grade
Freshmen 3 1%
Sophomore 219 48.7%
Junior 83 18.4%
Senior 105 23.3%
Graduate level 40 8.9%
CGPA
0.00-1.99 19 4.2%
2.00-2.99 167 37.1%
3.00-3.49 143 32%
3.50-4.00 120 26.7%
Departments
Fac. of architecture 12 2.7%
Fac. of arts and sciences 68 15.1%
Fac. of economic and administrative sciences 113 25.1%
Faculty of education 114 25.3%
Faculty of engineering 107 23.8%
Graduate school of social sciences 23 5.1%
Graduate school of natural and applied sciences 8 1.8%
Graduate school of informatics 3 1%
Have they participated in Erasmus?
Yes 128 28.4%
No 322 71.6%
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As the purpose of the study was to investigate the difference between Cultural
Intelligence levels of college students who have and have not participated in Erasmus
Student Mobility Program while controlling for the personality trait openness to

experience, descriptive statistics for these variables are presented below (Table 4.3.).

Cultural intelligence is the dependent variable in this study measured with Cultural
Intelligence Scale, which has 4 main factors (metacognitive CQ, cognitive CQ,
motivational CQ, and behavioral CQ). Moreover, openness to experience variable is a

factor of the scale Big Five Inventory Scale.

Table 4.3.

Descriptive Statistics for Cultural Intelligence Factors and Openness to Experience

N Min. Max. Mean SD
Metacognitive CQ 449 2.00 7.00 5.54 1.05
Cognitive CQ 450 1.00 7.00 4.38 1.06
Motivational CQ 450 1.00 7.00 5.64 1.15
Behavioral CQ 450 1.00 7.00 5.03 1.25
Openness to experience 450 1.00 5.00 4.00 .59

4.2. Inferential Statistics

Inferential statistics were conducted to better understand the data and draw
conclusions. In this part, assumptions of MANCOVA and the results of MANCOVA

are presented.

4.2.1. Assumptions of MANCOVA

In this part, assumptions of MANCOVA are presented, since to perform the analysis,
all assumptions should be satisfied. These assumptions of MANCOVA are the level
of both dependent and independent variables, sample size, independence of
observation, normality, outliers, linearity, and homogeneity of regression,

multicollinearity and singularity, and homogeneity of variance- covariance matrices.
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4.2.1.1. Level of Dependent and Independent Variables

The independent variables must be categorical with minimum two groups, and the
dependent variables must be interval or ratio (Mayers, 2013). In this study, the
independent variable, participating or not participating in Erasmus Student Mobility
Program is categorical and has two groups: yes or no. Moreover, the dependent
variable, cultural intelligence, which has four factors, is interval. This shows that the
assumption of level of dependent and independent variables is validated.

4.2.1.2. Sample Size

Sample size is the assumption stating that it needs to be more participants in each cell

than the number of dependent variables. And this assumption is also validated.

4.2.1.3. Independence of Observation

Pallant (2005) states that each individual must respond to tests individually, and the
responses of the participants must not affect each other. This assumption is validated,
because the participants responded to the survey individually in classrooms under the
observance of the researcher, and there were no pre-test post-test that could affect the

participants’ responses.

4.2.1.4. Normality

In order to continue with MANCOVA, both univariate and multivariate normality
assumption must be validated. Univariate normality was checked with statistical and
graphical methods. First, skewness and kurtosis values for metacognitive CQ,
cognitive CQ, motivational CQ, behavioral CQ, and openness to experience are
examined (Table 4. 4). Theoretically, these values should be zero; however, as long as
they are in the range between -2 and +2, it can be counted as a normal distribution
(Field, 2009). According to the results, skewness and kurtosis values were between the
boundaries of -2 and +2, validating the univariate normality assumption. In addition

to statistical methods, histograms and Q-Q plots were checked to provide further
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evidence (Figures 4.1. and 4.2.). Although some of the histograms and Q-Q plots were

skewed indicating the non-normality of the data, as the sample size is large, it was

decided to continue with the analysis.

Table 4.4.

Skewness and Kurtosis Values for the Variables

Frequency
g

Skewness Kurtosis
Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Metacognitive CQ -.908 115 1.099 230
Cognitive CQ -.329 115 1.121 230
Motivational CQ -1.198 115 1.679 230
Behavioral CQ -.497 115 .025 230
Openness to experience =127 115 1.210 230
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Figure 4.1. Histograms showing normality distribution of metacognitive CQ,

cognitive CQ, motivational CQ, behavioral CQ, and openness to experience
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Figure 4.2. Q-Q Plots of metacognitive CQ, cognitive CQ, motivational CQ,
behavioral CQ, and openness to experience

For the multivariate normality assumption, Mardia’s test results were checked. The

results of the test showed that the assumption was violated (b2p=867.58, p<.05);
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however, as the Mardia’s test can be effected by the sample size, this statistical result
should not be significant. Multivariate normality is suggested to be met if there are
more than 20 cases in each cell (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 279). Since each cell

includes more than 20 cases, multivariate normality assumption seems to be assured.

4.2.1.5. Outliers

To continue with the MANCOVA, univariate and multivariate outliers assumption
must be satisfied. The univariate outliers were detected with the use of standardized
scores (z scores). In order to do this, all continuous variables’ data were transformed
into z scores, and the scores higher than +3.29 and the ones lower than -3.29 were
detected as potential outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 73), and removed from
the dataset. In Table 4.5. below, minimum and maximum z scores of the data can be

seen.

Table 4.5.

Minimum and Maximum z Scores

Minimum Maximum
Metacognitive CQ -3.625 1.039
Cognitive CQ -.3.103 2.121
Motivational CQ -4.317 1.150
Behavioral CQ -2.960 1.454
Openness to Experience -3.972 1.485

For the multivariate outliers, Mahalanobis distance was calculated with the use of
regression menu in SPSS 23. The results showed that the Mahalanobis distance
maximum value was 26.547 (Table 4.6.). Moreover, the critical value to compare this
value was found to be 18.467. The critical value was found by using the chi-square
table with the number of dependent variables, which is four, as the degrees of freedom
(df), and the alpha value that was used is .001. Therefore, The Mahalanobis distance
maximum value (26.547) was greater than the critical chi-square value (df=4, 18.467).
This indicated that there were multivariate outliers. In order to detect these multivariate
outliers, MAH_1 column in data set, which was created by SPSS after conducting the

regression analysis, was rearranged from largest to smallest value. These outliers were
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participant ID=109 with a value of 26.547, ID=349 with a value of 24.466, ID=69 with
a value of 23.352, ID=404 with a value of 22.92, ID=81 with a value of 22.653, and
ID=235 with a value of 20.417. When these participants are excluded from the data, it
did not affect the analysis negatively, and the results obtained were approximately the
same. That is why, these participants were decided to remain in the analysis, verifying

the multivariate outliers assumption.

Table 4.6.
Residual Statistics

Minimum  Maximum Mean SD N
Predicted Value 156.741 320.209 225.062 20.583 449
Std. Predicted Value -3.319 4.623 .000 1.000 449
Std. Error of Predicted 6.396 31.936 12.830 4.490 449
Value
Adjusted Predicted 146.753 315.484 225.099 20.670 449
Value
Residual -245.229 262.259 .000 128.219 449
Std. Residual -1.904 2.036 .000 .996 449
Stud. Residual -1.922 2.075 .000 1.001 449
Deleted Residual -249.845 272.247 -.037 129.656 449
Mabhal. Distance 107 26.547 3.991 3.925 449
Cook’s Distance .000 .033 .002 .003 449
Centered Leverage .000 .059 .009 .009 449
Value

4.2.1.6. Linearity

The assumption of linearity was checked through SPSS’s graphical methods using
matrix of scatterplots between each pair of the variables for all groups (Figure 4.3.).
Although the matrix of scatterplots indicated some non-linearity, it did not display
serious concern for the violation of the assumption; therefore, it was decided to

continue with the analysis.
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Figure 4.3. Matrix of scatterplots showing the linearity

4.2.1.7. Multicollinearity and Singularity

The assumption of multicollinearity and singularity were tested by using the linear
regression menu in SPSS 23. To check the assumption, the correlation between
variables and the Variance Influence Factor (VIF) values were examined. According
to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), the correlation between variables must be lower than
0.9. The correlation values for this study are represented in Table 4.7. below. The
results showed that the correlation is not greater than 0.9, and the assumption was

validated.
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Table 4.7.

Pearson Correlations among Variables

MC CQ Cog. CQ Mot. CQ Beh.CQ  Openness
MC CQ 1
Cog. CQ 52* 1
Mot. CQ .63* 42* 1
Beh. CQ 51* 44* .62* 1
Openness .36* .26* 32* 30* 1

*. Correlation is significant at the .001 level (2-tailed).

Secondly, VIF values were examined; according to Montgomery (2001) and
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), VIF values must not exceed 5 or 10 and tolerance values
should be greater than .20. Table 4.8. below represents the values for this study. The

results showed that there is no evidence of multicollinearity, validating the assumption.

Table 4.8.

Analysis of Multicollinearity for the Dependent Variables

Collinearity Statistics

Model Tolerance VIF
Metacognitive CQ 52 1.93
Cognitive CQ .69 1.44
Motivational CQ 49 2.06
Behavioral CQ 57 1.74

4.2.1.8. Homogeneity of Regression

To test if there is an interaction between the covariate and the treatment groups, a
customized MANCOVA should be run (Pallant, 2005). In this study, the interaction
between Erasmus experience and openness to experience was checked through the
customized MANCOVA, and the results showed that (Table 4.9.) there is no
statistically significant interaction between those, implying that the assumption was

verified.

72



Table 4.9.
A multivariate test of homogeneity of regression for the interaction between the

independent variable and the covariate

Effect Value F Hypothesisdf  Error df Sig.
Erasmus Pillai’s Trace .01 1.07°  4.00 442.00 .369
experience *  Wilk’s Lambda .99 1.07°  4.00 442.00 .369
Openness to  Hotelling’s Trace .01 1.07°  4.00 442.00 .369
Experience  Roy’s Largest Root .01 1.07°  4.00 442.00 .369

b Exact statistic.

4.2.1.8. Homogeneity of Variance

In order to check homogeneity of variances Box’s Test of Equality of Covariances
Matrices was used. Table 4.10. below represents the Box’s Test results, showing that
the covariance matrices are not approximately equal to each other for this study. As
the p value was lower than .05, Pillai’s Trace, instead of Wilk’s Lambda was taken as

reference.

Table 4.10.

Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices

Box’s M 46.642

F 4.61

dfl 10

df2 281940.83
Sig. .000

Another way to check homogeneity of variances is to use Levene’s Test. If the results
of the Levene’s test indicates p values lower than .05, it implies that the variances of
groups are not equal. Table 4.11. presents the values for this study, and it shows that
the values for Metacognitive CQ and Behavioral CQ are greater than .05; however, for
Cognitive CQ and Motivational CQ, the p values are lower than .05. This may lead to
Type | error, violating the assumption. Therefore, alpha levels were reset to a more
stringent value by using Bonferroni corrections. The conventional alpha level .05 was

divided by the number of dependent variables, which is four, and the new alpha level
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was found to be .05/4= .0125. In other words, it was decided that the results of the

analysis were statistically significant if the alpha level was smaller than .0125.

Table 4.11.

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances

F dfl df2 Sig.
Metacognitive CQ 2.71 1 447 100
Cognitive CQ 11.70 1 447 .001
Motivational CQ 9.62 1 447 .002
Behavioral CQ 3.27 1 447 071

4.3. Interpretations of MANCOVA Results

In order to examine the effect of participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program
on cultural intelligence of college students when openness to experience personality
trait is taken as a covariate, Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was
performed.

The null hypothesis stated that there is no statistically significant mean difference
between cultural intelligence levels of students who have participated in Erasmus
Student Mobility Program and students who have not participated in the program when
openness to experience is controlled. SPSS 23 was used to test the hypothesis, and

interpret the results with evidence.

MANCOVA was performed by four dependent variables (Metacognitive CQ,
Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and Behavioral CQ), one independent variable with
two groups (Erasmus Student Mobility Program participation), and one covariate
(openness to experience). The number of participants who studied abroad within the
scope of Erasmus Student Mobility Program was 128, and the number of participants

who have not studied abroad was 321.

The results of the multivariate tests are shown in Table 4.12. In this study, Pillai’s
Trace was used because the Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices’ values

indicated a significant result (p<.05). This table indicated that participating in Erasmus
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Student Mobility Program has a statistically significant effect on the combination of
dependent variables, when we control for the covariate: openness to experience
(p<.05).

Table 4.12.
The Relationship between Participating in Erasmus Program and Cultural

Intelligence and the Mediating Effect of Personality Factor

Effect Pillai’s F  Hypothesis df Error df Sig.  Partial Eta
Trace Squared

Intercept .266 40.136 4.000 443.000  .000 .266

Openness to

experience 149 19.320 4.000 443.000  .000 149

Erasmus

experience 125 15.768 4.000 443.000 .000 125

After reporting a significant result in multivariate test of results, the next table in
MANCOVA output was Tests of Between-Subject Effects table. This table indicated
the relationship between the independent variable (Erasmus participation) and each
dependent variable (Metacognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and
Behavioral CQ), controlling for the covariate (openness to experience). The results are

presented in Table 4.13. below.
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Table 4.13.

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects Table

Source Dependent Type I1l Sum df Mean F Sig. Partial
Variable of Squares Square Eta Squared
Openness Metacognitive CQ  55.526 1 55526 60.784 .000 120
to experience Cognitive CQ 26.596 1 26596 27.720 .000 .059
Motivational CQ 49.506 1 49.506 47.582 .000 .096
Behavioral CQ 51.003 1 51.003 39.030 .000 .080
Erasmus Metacognitive CQ 21.662 1 21.662 23.713 .000 .050
experience  Cognitive CQ 33.581 1 33581 35.000 .000 073
Motivational CQ 43.376 1 43376 41.690 .000 .085
Behavioral CQ 46.534 1 46.534 35.611 .000 074

The results indicated that, the main effect of participating in Erasmus Student Mobility
Program on students’ Metacognitive CQ (F(1)=23.713, p=.000, p<.0125 with the
effect size .050), Cognitive CQ (F(1)=35.000, p=.000, p<.0125 with the effect size
.073), Motivational CQ (F(1)=43.376, p=.000, p<.0125 with the effect size .085), and
Behavioral CQ (F(1)=46.534, p=.000, p<.0125 with the effect size .074) were

statistically significant.

Moreover, the results show that, openness to experience personality trait has a
statistically significant effect on Metacognitive CQ (F(1)=60.784, p=.000, p<.0125
with the effect size .120), Cognitive CQ (F(1)=27.720, p=.000, p<.0125 with the effect
size .059), Motivational CQ (F(1)=47.582, p=.000, p<.0125 with the effect size .096),
and Behavioral CQ (F(1)=39.030, p=.000, p<.0125 with the effect size .080).

Table 4.14. below demonstrates the mean differences of cultural intelligence levels of

students who have participated in Erasmus Student Mobility Program and students

who have not, after adjusted for the covariate: openness to experience.
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Table 4.14.
Mean Differences of Cultural Intelligence Sub-dimensions

95% Confidence Interval

Dependent Erasmus Mean Standard Lower Upper
Variable Experience Error Bound Bound
Metacognitive CQ  Yes 5.89* .085 5.724 6.058
No 5.40* .053 5.296 5.506
Cognitive CQ Yes 4.82* .087 4.651 4.993
No 4.21* .055 4.103 4.319
Motivational CQ  Yes 6.15* 091 5.967 6.323
No 5.45* .057 5.339 5.563
Behavioral CQ Yes 5.55* 102 5.355 5.754
No 4.84* .064 4.710 4.961

*. Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Openness
to experience=4.0012.

The overall results showed that participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program
has statistically significant effect on all sub-dimensions of Cultural Intelligence. The
mean differences between students who have participated in Erasmus Program and
who have not are M1=5.89, M>=5.40; M1=4.82, M»=4.21; M1=6.15, M»=5.45; and
M1=5.55, M»=4.84 for Metacognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ, and

Behavioral CQ, respectively.

The means of metacognitive cultural intelligence scores indicated that the participants
who have studied abroad developed their metacognitive abilities more than the
participants who have not studied abroad. Since metacognitive cultural intelligence is
related to cultural awareness during intercultural interactions, it can be argued that the
more individuals spend time engaging in intercultural communication, the more they
develop their metacognitive abilities, such as making sense of their own culture, and

being aware of differences and similarities between other cultures.
The means of cognitive cultural intelligence scores indicated that the participants who

have studied abroad developed their cognitive abilities more than the participants who

have not studied abroad. This result indicated that, living in a different culture and
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engaging in intercultural interactions is one of the effective ways to learn about other

cultures: language, norms, beliefs, etc.

When we look at the means of cultural intelligence scores, we see that motivational
cultural intelligence has the greatest mean for students who have studied abroad. As
students did the survey after they have returned from abroad, this may mean that
Erasmus Student Mobility Program is successful in terms of increasing students’

motivation to learn about other cultures and engaging in cross-cultural interactions.

Moreover, the means of behavioral cultural intelligence scores indicated that the
participants who have studied abroad developed their behavioral abilities more than
the participants who have not studied abroad. From this result, it can be argued that
living in another culture for a certain period of time enables individuals to really
understand another culture’s behavioral norms, and enable individuals to adapt their

verbal and nonverbal behavior.

Since the results indicated that participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program
significantly increased college students’ cultural intelligence (metacognitive,
cognitive, motivational, and behavioral), it can be deduced that the whole experience
of living in a different culture and being present in multicultural contexts enable
individuals to really think about the similarities and differences between cultures, to
question what they used to think about other cultures; to learn other cultures’ norms,
symbols, and languages; to increase their cultural awareness and develop an
understanding towards diversity; to increase their motivation to learn about other
cultures while being more enthusiastic about engaging in multicultural interactions;
and to adapt their verbal and non-verbal behavior as a result of understanding others

and developing tolerance towards differences.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

In this chapter, the discussion of the results, implications, and recommendations for

future research are presented.

5.1. Discussion

This section presents discussion of the findings of the study and the possible reasons
behind it. It provides discussion on how participating or not participating in Erasmus
Student Mobility Program affects college students’ cultural intelligence and how
personality trait openness to experience plays a role on the study abroad experience

and cultural intelligence.

The first significant result of the present study is that students who participated in
Erasmus Student Mobility Program had significantly higher scores for all sub-
dimensions of cultural intelligence, compared to the students who have never studied
abroad, when personality trait openness to experience is controlled. Considering the
participants of the study, some arguments can be made: the participants of this study
were college students studying at Middle East Technical University, which has a great
number of international students living in the campus. This indicates that most of
students are experiencing intercultural interactions to a certain degree in their daily
lives: in campus, during classes or during daily events in the campus. Moreover, the
medium of instruction of the university is English, meaning that all students studying
in METU, regardless of studying abroad experiences have a certain level of linguistic

competence in a foreign language.

As METU can be considered as an internationalized institution and most of students
have engaged in cross-cultural interactions at least several times, it was expected that
students who have not studied abroad would also develop cultural intelligence skills

to a certain extent. Since students take courses in English, and a great number of
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students are taking a second foreign language class, students’ knowledge about foreign
languages is really good. Moreover, they are engaging in face-to-face interactions with
international students on a daily basis: they get the chance to learn about other cultures’
norms, beliefs, and parts of their daily lives. It was expected that these engagements
lead to increased levels of cognitive (knowledge of other cultures), metacognitive
(thinking about similarities and differences between cultures), motivational (the desire
to learn about other cultures), and behavioral cultural intelligence (adapting one’s
behavior). The results of the present study, indeed, revealed that students who have
never studied abroad still have a certain level of cultural intelligence. However, the
results showed that, the students who have participated in the Erasmus Student

Mobility Program had significantly much higher levels of cultural intelligence.

Considering that, even in an institution that is considered as international in terms of
their students and academic personnel, students who have studied abroad for one or
two semester had develop their cultural intelligence significantly more, it can be
argued that this result leads us to the effectiveness of Erasmus Student Mobility
Program. The reason that study abroad students have developed their cultural
intelligence more can be related to several reasons. First of all, students who participate
in the mobility program usually goes to another country alone, meaning that he/she is
required to interact with local people all the time on his/her own. However, when
students are in their own country and city, even though they engage in cross-cultural
interactions, it only takes a certain time of their daily life. Moreover, study abroad
students experience cultural differences all the time for at least 3 months during the
mobility. Since study abroad program lasts at least one semester, it should be
differentiated from visiting another country for touristic purposes. As the duration of
the stay increases, study abroad students get to adapt themselves in another culture.

A study conducted by Thomas & Inkson (2017) argued, three of the reasons for
intercultural failures are caused by being unaware of cultural biases, not making sense
of one’s behavior, and experiencing culture shock. Their study may help understanding
why Erasmus program is more effective for cultural intelligence. It is clear that upon

the first contact with people from another culture, experiencing culture shock is
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possible. However, after a certain period of time, as people get to know the other
culture, they start to learn similarities and differences between cultures, cultural and
behavioral norms; and the effect of culture shock steadily decreases. This may explain
why students who had returned from Erasmus program gave higher scores to
themselves in the present study for cultural intelligence self-reports: because the
Erasmus experience lasted for at least 3 months, students got to really “live” another
culture. Even though they faced difficulties at first, upon their return, their motivation
to learn other cultures are still very high. This may also be related to the structure of
the study abroad program. As students continue their education in a host institution,
take courses with local students, shop in local markets, and live in houses or
dormitories with local students, they really see how others behave, interact, and more

importantly, they get to understand “why” they behave or speak in that way.

The study conducted by Papatsiba (2015) stated that as Erasmus students increase their
cultural awareness during study abroad experience, they are more likely to overcome
difficulties easily in intercultural contexts. The present study also indicated that
students who have participated in the program had significantly higher metacognitive
cultural intelligence signaling that the time spent abroad have increased their cultural
awareness. Moreover, upon their return, their behavioral cultural intelligence scores
are also significantly higher than students who have not studied abroad. Although it is
mentioned that students who have not studied abroad are having intercultural
interactions in campus, too, these results indicate the positive effect of Erasmus

program.

The results of the present study are partially in line with Zapata’s (2011) study,
suggesting that one of the most effective ways to develop intercultural abilities is to
engage in face to face interactions with people from other cultures. Because, it is clear
that to develop cultural intelligence skills face-to-face interactions is necessary, the
quality of these interactions are also important. Since the participants in present study,
even the ones who have not participated in the Erasmus program, have the chance to
interact with people from other cultures, it did not necessarily increased their cultural

intelligence as it did for the students who participated in the Erasmus program. It can
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be argued that the duration and the content of face-to-face interactions are important
determinants in terms of developing cultural intelligence. It is implicated that just
casually talking to a person from another culture may not be enough to learn their
cultural norms or to understand behavior patterns. Rather, experiencing another culture
and having face-to-face interactions in an authentic context actually leads to increasing

metacognitive and behavioral skills.

Another study conducted by Sahin, Gilirbiliz, and Koksal (2014) presented that a 6
month international assignment increased military personnel’s cultural intelligence
skills. Moreover, they argued that personality traits have a big role on determining
cultural intelligence. Although this present study lacked comparing students’ cultural
intelligence levels before and after they have studied abroad, both studies’ result
implicate similar outcomes: an average of 6 months international experience has a
significant effect on cultural intelligence. Moreover, present study’s results also
similarly indicated that personality traits play an important role on determining the
effect of international experience. What is different between these studies that, in
Sahin, Gilirbiliz, and Kdksal’s (2014) study, the participants were military personnel,
whereas in the present study, the participants are college students. However, as the
results are in line, it can be argued that regardless of the purpose of being present
abroad, the experience alone significantly contributes to development of cultural

intelligence.

The present study’s results are also in line with Tarique and Takeuchi’s (2008) study,
which argues that international non-work related experiences, even for a short time,
enable students to develop skills and abilities to perform more effectively in
intercultural contexts. It can be deduced that the present study is parallel with previous
research, because the results showed that students who participated in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program have higher levels of cultural intelligence compared to students who
have never studied abroad. Especially, as their behavioral cultural intelligence scores
are significantly higher, it can be argued that, participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program helped students to develop skills and abilities to communicate more

effectively in multicultural contexts.
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In Keles’s (2013) study, it is suggested that there are some barriers to intercultural
communication such as anxiety, stereotypes, and prejudices. Since the present study
was a quantitative research study, the students did not get to share their subjective
experiences related to intercultural communication barriers. However, as students with
study abroad experiences have higher levels of motivational and behavioral cultural
intelligence compared to students with no study abroad experience, it can be argued
that participating in Erasmus Student Mobility Program contributes overcoming these
barriers. Indeed, Papatsiba’s (2015) study found that participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program enabled students overcoming before mentioned difficulties, and led
to more effective intercultural communication opportunities eliminating stereotypes

and prejudices.

Ang, et al.’s (2006) study stating that personality trait “openness to experience” is
related to all four factors of cultural intelligence (metacognitive, cognitive,
motivational, and behavioral) is in line with the present study’s results. As mentioned
in results, openness to experience personality trait has a statistically significant effect

on metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and behavioral cultural intelligence.

The results of the present study implicated that participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility program, living in another culture, increased students’ behavioral skills. In
that sense, the results are in line with King, Findlay, & Ahrens (2010) study indicating
that Erasmus students are more adaptable to new situations, and they are more used to
deal with people from other cultures. The present study also found that students who
have returned from the Erasmus mobility are more likely to adapt their verbal and non-

verbal behavior according to the requirements of the multicultural contexts.

Another significant finding of the present study is that openness to experience
personality trait is a significant mediator for study abroad experience and cultural
intelligence. Previous studies also indicated that individuals who are more open to
experiences are more likely to carry out successful interactions with others (Caligiuri,
2000), and it is also an important indicator for life and job satisfaction (Lie, Suyasa, &
Wijaya, 2016). Moreover, Martin, Katz-Buonincontro, and Livert (2015) stated that
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individuals who are less open to experiences benefit the most from study abroad
experiences. From these results, it can be argued that while higher education institutes
are sending students to study abroad, their personality traits, especially openness to
experience, must be considered. As living abroad experience is highly subjective, it
cannot be expected that students who are low and high in terms of openness will feel

the same about the living abroad experience.

5.2. Implications

The results that this study have found are parallel to previous research. The findings
indicate that international immersion experience, specifically Erasmus Student
Mobility Program here, develop all four factors of cultural intelligence (Kasapoglu,
Onder, & Balc1, 2010; Sahin, Giirbiiz, & Koksal, 2014; Tarique & Takeuchi, 2008).

Moreover, some studies lacked integrating students’ personality to their study, which
may cause misconceptions. For example, motivation for participating in Erasmus
Student Mobility Program may be directly affected by a student’s personality (e.g.
social anxiety, introversion, etc.). Because students who are motivated to study abroad
are usually more open to new experiences, eliminating the effect of personality may
lead to different conclusions. In terms of considering the effect of personality, as well,

this study recognizes the importance of individual differences.

The results indicate that the positive effect of participating in Erasmus Student
Mobility Program on college students’ cultural intelligence is beyond doubt. As
developing cultural intelligence leads to tolerance and understanding among different
cultures, higher education institutions must create opportunities and financial sources
to support such study abroad programs. As the flow of outgoing and incoming students
increases, there will be more chances for young adults to develop their intercultural
communication skills, to increase their language abilities, to increase their chances at
finding a job in international arena, to becoming a global citizen, and more importantly

to live in a more peaceful and tolerant society.
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Another implication may be related directly to higher education institutions, where
Erasmus Student Mobility Program is present. The results of the study show that
personality has an effect on cultural intelligence, and possibly has an effect on the
decision of whether to participate in Erasmus program, or not, as well. To recognize
this effect, International Cooperation Offices (like in METU) can be established; and
in those offices, students may be informed on what to expect from study abroad
experience. According to country they will visit, information can be given to students
about the culture of the country, how to approach people, the norms of the culture, etc.
These may maximize the positive effects of the study abroad experience because it
would decrease the possibility of homesickness and culture shock.

5.3. Recommendations for Future Research

According to the results of the current study, these recommendations can be made for

future research:

e Pre-test post-test method can be used to directly observe the increase or
decrease in cultural intelligence level before and after studying abroad.

e Further research can be performed in other higher education institutions to
investigate the same research questions. As mentioned in limitations of the
study, in this study, participants were studying in a college that has a high
number of international students, and the medium of instruction is English.

e A mixed method study can be designed to investigate the research questions
deeper. Interviews can be conducted with participants who have studied
abroad, asking them to explain their feelings and experiences while being

abroad.
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B. Consent Form for Data Collection

Bu ¢alisma, ODTU Egitim Yonetimi ve Planlamas1 Béliimii yiiksek lisans 6grencisi
Ozge Gokten tarafindan, Yrd. Dog. Dr. Serap Emil’in danismanlhiginda vyiiriitiilen bir

yiiksek lisans tez caligmasidir.

Arastirmanin  amaci, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi degisim programinin,
ogrencilerin kisilik 6zellikleri g6z onilinde bulundurularak, 6grencilerin kiiltiirel
zekalarmi nasil etkiledigini incelemektir. Calismaya katilim tamamen goniilliiliik
temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden kimlik belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir.
Cevaplariniz gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir;

elde edilecek bilgiler bilimsel amaglarla kullanilacaktir.

Kiiltiirel zeka, kiginin, farkli kiiltiirlerden insanlarla etkilesime gectiginde, s6z konusu
ortama adapte olabilme yetenegidir. Adapte olmak ile kastedilen, kiiltiirlerarasi
farkliliklarin bilincinde olma, bu ortama uyum saglamak i¢in motive olma ve sozlii
ve/veya sozsiiz iletisimde ortamin gerektirdigi esnekligi gostermedir. Asagida kiiltiirel
zeka ve kisilik ozelliklerine dair toplam 26 ifade bulunmaktadir. Liitfen, her bir
maddeyi okuyarak size en uygun secenegi isaretleyiniz. Anket, genel olarak kisisel
rahatsizlik verecek sorular igermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da
herhangi baska bir nedenden o&tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini

yarida birakmakta serbestsiniz.

Anket sonunda, bu c¢aligmayla ilgili sorulariiz cevaplanacaktir. Bu c¢alismaya
katildigimiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
i¢in Ozge Gokten (Tel: 0312 210 71 13; E-posta: ogokten@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim

kurabilirsiniz.
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C. Demographic Data Form

Kullanic1 Adimiz: (Gergek ismini vermek istemeyen katilimcilar igin)

Cinsiyetiniz:

Yasmz:

Boliimiiniiz:

Simifimiz:
[] tsmf []2.Smf [ ]3.Smf [ _]4 Simf [ ] Lisansiistii
Not ortalamamz (CGPA):
[ ] 000-199 1 200-299 []300-349 [] 3.50 — 4.00
Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi disinda bir kez ya da daha fazla yurt disinda
bulundunuz mu?:

Evet |:| Hayir
Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programina Katildimiz nmi?:

|:| Evet |:| Hayir

Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programina katildiysaniz;

Bu boliimii Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programina katildiysaniz doldurunuz.

Ogrenci degisim programina katildigimz akademik yil:
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D. Tiirkce Ozet (Turkish Summary)

ERASMUS OGRENIM HAREKETLILiGi PROGRAMINA KATILIM VE
KULTUREL ZEKA

Giris
Arastirmanin Amaci ve Onemi

Bu arastirma, kiiltiirel zekdnin Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilan ve
katilmayan iniversite Ogrencileri arasinda farklilik gosterip gostermedigini,
“deneyime aciklik” kisilik 6zelligini kontrol altinda tutarak incelemek amaciyla
yapilmigtir. Ogrencilerin kiiltiirel zekalarini ve deneyime agikliklarini 6lgmek
amactyla, Kiiltiirel Zeka Olgegi (Cultural Intelligence Center, 2005) ve Bes Faktor
Kisilik Olcegi — Deneyime Aciklik alt boyutu (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991; John,

Naumann, & Soto, 2008), arastirma kapsaminda Tiirk¢eye uyarlanmistir.

Toplumlardaki her birey farkli bir kiiltiirlin par¢asidir ve ayn1 zamanda her birey farkli
inaniglara, fikirlere ve davraniglara sahiptir. Bir kisi, hayatt boyunca ailesinden,
yetistigi c¢evreden, i¢inde bulundugu oldugu kiiltiirel etmenlerden, okul ve is
hayatindaki deneyimlerinden etkilenerek kendine 6zgii diisiince, inanis ve davranis
bicimleri gelistirir. “Kiiltiir”’, dar anlamiyla bakildiginda, sanat, egitim ve edebiyatin
bir sonucu olarak insanlarin medenilesmesi anlamina gelmektedir (Online Etymology
Dictionary, n.d.); ancak, genis anlami ile ele alindiginda kiiltiir, bir grup insan
tarafindan paylasilan her seyi kapsamaktadir (inanglar, normlar, kiyafetler, yasam

tarzi, vb.) (Thio, 2008).

Bu bilgilerin 1s181nda, bu calismada, “kiiltiir” genis anlamiyla kullanilarak cinsiyet,
din, dil, irk, etnik koken, cinsel yonelim ve e8itimin yani sira, toplumlardaki konusma
sekilleri, davranis sekilleri, yazili olmayan kurallar, giinliik yasam gibi normlar1 da
kapsamaktadir. Bu sebeple, “kiiltiirlerarasi iletisim” de sadece farkli tilke vatandaslari

arasindaki iletisime indirgenmekten ziyade, bireyler arasindaki farkliliklar da goz
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Oniine alinarak; jenerasyon, yas, cinsiyet, cinsel yonelim, din, dil, irk, etnik koken gibi

farkliliklar1 da dahil ederek ele alinmistir (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005).

Globallesmenin ve teknolojik gelismelerin de etkisiyle, son yillarda, cok daha fazla
insan kiiltiirleraras1 etkilesime maruz kalmaktadir. Ayni zamanda, kiiltiirii genis
anlamiyla ele aldigimizda, sadece yurt disina seyahat edenlerin ya da ¢ok uluslu
sirketlerde calisan kisilerin degil, ayn1 zamanda toplumdaki her bir etkilesimin aslinda
potansiyel bir kiiltiirleraras1 etkilesim oldugu goriilmektedir. Bireyler arasindaki bu
farkliliklar ~ gozetildiginde, etkilesimler sirasinda anlagsmazliklar  yasamak
kacinilmazdir; ancak bu anlagsmazliklarin iistesinden gelmeye ¢alismak da bir o kadar
onemlidir (Lopes-Murphy, 2014). Bu baglamda, “kiiltiirel zekd” oldukca 6nemli bir

kavram olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Kiiltiirel zeka, kiiltiirel farkliliklarin rol oynadigr durumlarda bireyler arasindaki
etkilesimi verimli bir sekilde siirdiirme yetisidir (Earley & Ang, 2008). Bir diger
deyisle, farkli kiiltiirlerden bireylerin bulundugu ortamlarda, bireylerin karsilarindaki
kisileri dogru bir bicimde anlama, kendini anlatma ve etkili bir sekilde iletisimi

stirdiirebilme kapasitesidir (Plum, 2007).

Globallesme, 21. ylizyilda, giinliik hayatin her alaninda oldugu gibi, yliksekdgrenimde
de etkisini gostermeye baslamistir. Ayrica, “uluslararasilasma” anlayis1 dahilinde de
yiiksekogrenim kurumlari tarafindan gelistirilen uygulamalar ve ¢ikarilan kanunlarla
kurumlar global akademik ¢evrede de rekabet halindedir (Altbach & Knight, 2007).
Yiiksekogrenim kurumlarinin uluslararasilagsmast ¢ok yonlii olup, 6gretim dilinin
Ingilizce olarak belirlenmesi, yurt dis1 kampiislerinin kurulmasi, 6gretim gorevlisi
degisim anlagsmalar1 ve 6grenci degisim programlar1 bunlardan birkagidir (Altbach &
Knight, 2007). Bu girisimlerden Avrupa kapsaminda oldukga etkili olan biri de 1987
yilindan baslatilan Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programidir (Arkali Olcay & Nasir,
2016). Sadece 2013 - 2017 yillar1 arasinda, 11.341 6grenci Tirkiye’den baska bir
Avrupa lilkesine 6grenim gérmeye gitmis ve 13.649 uluslararas1 6grenci Tiirkiye’ye

ogrenim gormeye gelmistir (YOK, n.d.).
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Bu baglamda yiiksekogrenimde olduk¢a yogun bir 6grenci degisimi sirkiilasyonu
bulunmakta ve geng yetiskinler kiiltiirleraras1 etkilesimde bulunmaktadir; bu sebeple
de tiniversite 6grencilerinin kiiltiirel zekalarinin gelistirilmesi olduk¢a 6nemli bir
konudur. Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketlili§i Programu ile yurt disinda egitim goren
Ogrencilerin deneyimlerini etkileyecek bir husus da 6grencilerin kisilik 6zellikleridir.
Kisilik 6zellikleri her bir bireye 6zgiidiir ve genlerden, yetistirilme tarzindan, insan
iliskilerinden ve kisisel deneyimlerden etkilenmektedir. Bu sebeple iiniversite
Ogrencilerinin kiiltiirel zekalar1 ve yurt dis1 egitim deneyimleri incelenirken, kisilik
ozellikleri de dikkate alinmalidir. Kisilik 6zelliklerini 6lgen ¢ok fazla 6lgek oldugu ve
yiizlerce kisilik o6zelligi listelenebilecegi igin, kisilik 6zellikleri ile ilgili ¢aligmak
olduk¢a karmasik olabilmektedir; ancak 1990lardan beri kullanilan Bes Faktor Kisilik
Olgegi, bes adet ana boyut listelemektedir ve diger arastirmacilar tarafindan da
kullanilmaktadir (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Bu bes alt boyut: deneyime agiklik,

disa doniikliikk, uyumluluk, sorumluluk ve duygusal denge olarak belirlenmistir.

Yapilan arastirmalar, bes kisilik boyutundan sadece deneyime agiklik kisilik
ozelliginin kiiltiirel zekanin tim alt boyutlariyla (list-bilis, bilis, motivasyon ve
davrams) iliskili oldugunu gosterdiginden, bu calismada, Erasmus Ogrenim
Hareketliligi Programina katilan ve katilmayan iiniversite Ogrencilerinin kiiltiirel

zekalar1, deneyime aciklik kisilik 6zelligi kontrol edilerek incelenmistir.

Giliniimiizde akademik yasamda, is hayatinda ve hatta giinliikk hayatta ¢okkiiltiirlii
etkilesimlerde bulunmak kaginilmazdir. Bu anlamda {iniversite 6grencilerinin kiiltiirel
zekalarimi gelistirmeleri oldukga 6nemlidir. Yapilan calismalar, kiiltiirel zekas1 yiiksek
bireylerin farkliliklar1 daha kolay tolere edebildigini, daha fazla empati
yapabildiklerini ve daha az etnomerkezci olduklarini gostermistir (Van Dyne & Ang,

2008; Van Dyne, Ang, & Livermore, 2009).

Bunlara ek olarak, {liniversite 0grencilerinin kiiltiirel zekalarina ve 6grenci degisim
programlarina dair gegmiste yapilan ¢alismalar oldukc¢a kisitli oldugundan, mevcut

caligma, iiniversite 6grencileri i¢in yurt diginda egitim gérmenin ya da gérmemenin
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kiiltiirel zekalarinda yarattig1 degisimi ve kisilik 6zelliklerinin bu durumu etkileyip

etkilemedigini gostermesi agisindan olduk¢a 6nemlidir.

Ayn1 zamanda, bu ¢aligma kiiltiirel zekasi gelistirmek isteyen ve Erasmus Ogrenim
Hareketliligi Programina katilmak isteyen Ogrenciler agisindan da onemlidir. Bu
calismanin sonuglarindan faydalanarak ve yeni ¢calismalar da yiiriitiilerek, yurt disinda
egitim gorecek ogrenciler i¢in yiiksekdgretim kurumlarinda oryantasyon programlari
diizenlenebilir; 6grenim goriilecek iilkenin kiiltiirel 6zellikleri, normlari, yasam
tarzlar1 6grencilere 6nceden tanitilabilir; dgrencilerin kisilik 6zellikleri ve kiiltiirel
zekalar1 Onceden Olgiilerek risk grubundaki 6grencilere gerekli destek saglanabilir
(kiiltiir soku, etnomerkezcilik, kiiltiirel tolerans vb. kavramlar O6grencilere

anlatilabilir).

Arastirma Sorusu

Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programma katilan ve katilmayan {iniversite
ogrencilerinin, “deneyime agiklik” kisilik 6zelligi kontrol altinda tutuldugunda,

kiiltiirel zekalar: farklilik géstermekte midir?

Literatiir Taramasi

Kiiltirel zeka, kiiltiirel farkliliklarin rol oynadigi durumlarda bireyler arasindaki
etkilesimi verimli bir sekilde siirdliirme yetisidir (Earley & Ang, 2008) ve dort alt
boyutu bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan “iist-bilis” kiiltiirel zeka, kiiltiirel farkliliklar ve
benzerlikler hakkinda diisiinme ve bilingli kiiltiirel farkindalik ile ilgilidir (Erez, Lisak,
Harush, Glikson, Nouri, & Shokef, 2013). Bireylerin, yasadiklar1 kiiltiirlerarasi
etkilesimlere dair deneyimleri {izerine diistinmeleri, farkl kiiltiirlere dair sahip
olduklar1 6nyargi ya da varsayimlarin farkinda olmalar ist-bilis ile ilgilidir. “Bilis”
alt boyutu, genel olarak kiiltiirler hakkindaki bilgileri temsil etmektedir; normlar,
degerler, inaniglar, diller, vb. (Brislin, Worthley, & Macnab, 2006). Bilis kiiltiirel
zekas yiiksek olan bireyler, farkli kiiltiirlerin sosyal, kiiltiirel, ekonomik yapilarina ve

yasal sistemlerine dair daha ¢ok bilgiye sahiptirler. “Motivasyon™ alt boyutu, farkli
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kiiltiirleri deneyimlemeyi ve farkli kiiltiirlerden bireylerle etkilesime girme istegini
temsil etmektedir. Bireylerin 6zgiliveni bu motivasyon {izerinde 6nemli bir etkiye
sahiptir. Ozgiiveni daha yiiksek olan bireyler, ¢okkiiltiirli ortamlarda yeni
deneyimlere daha acik ve kiiltiirlerarasi iletisime girmeye daha hevesli olurlar. Son
olarak ‘“davranis” alt boyutu, bireylerin sozlii ve s6zli olmayan davranislarini
kiltlirleraras: iletisimin gerekliliklerine gore adapte edebilmesini agiklamaktadir
(Dyne, Ang, & Livermore, 2009). Davranis kiiltiirel zekas1 yiiksek olan bireyler,
cokkiiltiirlii ortamlarda, etkilesimin gerekliliklerine gore jest ve mimiklerini daha 1yi

kullanirlar ve kendilerini s6zlii olarak da daha dogru ve etkili bir sekilde ifade ederler.

Yapilan caligmalar, kiiltiirel zekanin yasam doyum seviyesi (Le, Jiang, & Nielsen,
2016); farkl kiiltiirlere adapte olabilme yetenegi (Templer, Tay, & Chandrasekar,
2006); gorev performansi (Presbitero, 2017) ve is hayatinda yaraticilik (Bogilovic &
Skerlavaj, 2016) ile dogru orantili oldugunu gostermistir. Ayni zamanda, liniversite
Ogrencilerinin Kiiltiirel Zekalarini gelistirmesi i¢in en biiyiik firsatlardan birinin farkli
kiiltiirlerden bireylerle yiiz yiize iletisimde bulunmak oldugu onerilmistir (Zapata,
2011). Tirkiye’de oOgrenim gormekte olan {iniversite 6grencileri i¢in, farkli
kiiltiirlerden bireylerle etkilesime girmenin en etkili yollarindan biri de Erasmus
Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi kapsaminda belirli bir siire i¢in yurt disinda egitimine

devam etmektir.

Calismanin bir diger degiskeni olan Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi, 1988
yilindan beri Avrupa’da ve 2003 yilindan beri Tiirkiye’de 33 Avrupa iilkesinin
katilimiyla aktif olarak devam etmektedir. Bu program kapsaminda iiniversite
Ogrencileri Avrupa Birligi iiye ya da aday tiye iilkelerde bir ya da iki akademik donem
boyunca egitim gdrmektedir (Ulusal Ajans, 2012; Orer, 2014). Erasmus Ogrenim
Hareketliligi Programi’ndan lisans ya da lisansiistii 6grencileri 3 aydan 12 aya kadar
yararlanabilmektedir ve gerekli kosullar1 saglayan Ogrenciler hibe kazanarak yurt
disinda egitim alabilmektedirler. 2012 yilinin sonunda, Tiirkiye’deki {iniversitelerin
%83’li Erasmus Program’ina katilabilmek i¢in gerekli sartlar1 yerine getirmistir

(Ulusal Ajans, 2012).
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Yapilan ¢aligmalar, liniversite 6grencilerinin, “yeni deneyimler kazanmak™, “kisisel
gelisimine katki saglamasi”, “diger kiiltiirleri deneyimlemek” ve “yeni insanlarla
tanismak” gibi amaglarla Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programina katilmak
istediklerini gostermistir (Lesjak, Juvan, Ineson, Yap, & Podovsovnik Axelsson,
2015). Krzaklewska (2008) tarafindan farkli iilkelerden gelen farkli cinsiyet ve yastaki
Ogrencilerle yapilan nicel bir calisma, iiniversite 6grencilerinin 68renci degisim
programlarina katilmalarinin ardindaki motivasyonlarini dort ana baslikta toplamistir:
akademik (farkli bir egitim sistemine dahil olmak, is imkéanlarin1 artirmak), dilsel
(yabanci dil hakimiyetini artirmak), kiiltiirel (farkli bir iilkede yasama deneyimi
edinmek ve yeni kiiltiirler tanimak), ve kisisel (yeni deneyimler kazanmak ve yeni

insanlarla tanigmak).

Ayni zamanda, programdan faydalanarak yurt disinda egitim goren Ggrencilerin
uluslararasi sirketlerde is bulma olasiliklarinin arttigi, daha 6zgiivenli olduklar1 ve
degisime daha kolay uyum sagladiklar (King, Findlay, & Ahrens, 2010) goriilmiistiir.
Tekin ve Hi¢ Gencer (2013) tarafindan yapilan nicel bir arastirma, Tirkiye’den
Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilarak yurt diginda egitim goren
ogrencilerin elde ettikleri pozitif sonuglar1 vurgulamistir. Arastirmanin bulgularinda,
ogrencilerin yurt dis1 deneyimlerinden sonra farkli kiiltiirlere kars1 dnyargilarinin
azaldig1 ve 6zgiivenlerinin arttig1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bunlara ek olarak, katilimcilar artik
“sadece Tiirkiye vatandas1 gibi degil, daha ¢ok bir diinya vatandas1 gibi” hissettiklerini

vurgulamiglardir.

Yapilan bagka bir ¢alisma, igverenler tarafindan aranan ozellikler ve 6grencilerin
Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi sonrasi kazandiklari ozellikleri karsilastirmis ve
bircok paralelligi gozler oniline sermistir. Bu 6zelliklerden bazilari; 6zgiiven, grup
caligmasi, dnyargili olmamak, yabanci dil yetkinligi, vizyon, ¢okkiiltiirlii bakis agisi,
etkili karar verme vyetisi, uyumluluk, esneklik, problem ¢dzme yetisi ve kiiltiirel
empatidir (EAIE, 2012).

Calismada dikkate alinan bir diger faktor de kisilik ozellikleridir. HofStede ve

Hofstede’ye gore (2005), “insan dogas1” evrensel ve dogustandir, yeryiiziindeki tiim
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insanlarin paylastigi 6zelliklerdir (yemek yemek, uyumak, barinma ihtiyaci, vb.).
Insan dogasindan sonra gelen “kiiltiir” ise sonradan 6grenilir ve tiim insanlar i¢in degil,
ancak belli gruplar i¢in ortaktir. Piramidin en tepesinde ise “kisilik” bulunmaktadir;
kisilik her bir bireye 0zgiidiir ve kiiltiir ve insan dogasindan farkli olarak hem
kalitsaldir hem de zaman iginde sosyal ¢evre, aile, is hayati, kisisel deneyimler gibi
faktorlerle edinilir. Bu bilgiler dogrultusunda, bireylerin yurt dis1 deneyimlerini
incelerken kisiligin etkisi géz dniinde bulundurulmalidir, ¢linkii her birey farkl kisilik
ozelliklerine sahip oldugundan, yurt dis1 egitimi deneyiminin yorumlamasini da kisilik

ozellikleri dogrultusunda yapacaklardir.

Yapilan ¢aligmalar, Bes Faktdr Kisilik Olgegi tarafindan listelenen kisilik
ozelliklerinden (deneyime ag¢iklik, disa doniikliik, uyumluluk, sorumluluk ve duygusal
denge) yalnizca deneyime agikligin yurt disi deneyimi ile dogrudan ilgili oldugunu
gostermistir (Martin, Katz-Buonincontro, & Livert, 2015). Bu sebeple bu ¢alismada
tiniversite ogrencilerinin sadece “deneyime aciklik” kisilik 6zelligi kontrol altinda
tutulmustur. “Deneyime agiklik™, genis ilgi alanlarina sahip olmak, merak etmek,
yaratict olmak ve bilinmeyene karsi toleransli olabilmek ile ilgilidir (Costa & McCrae,

1992).
Yontem
Desen
Bu calismada, nedensel karsilastirma aragtirmasi uygulanmistir. Calismanin verileri,
Ankara’da Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nde 6grenim gérmekte olan dgrencilerden
toplanmustir.
Orneklem
Bu ¢alismada popiilasyon, Tiirkiye’deki tiniversite 6grencileri olarak belirlenmistir.

Ancak elverislilik ve zaman faktorlerinden dolayr calisma Ankara’da Orta Dogu

Teknik Universitesi’nde gergeklestirilmistir. Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi
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kapsaminda son {i¢ y1l i¢inde bir ya da iki donem boyunca bir Avrupa iilkesinde egitim
goren ve egitim amaglh hi¢ yurt disinda bulunmamis 6grenciler ¢alismaya dahil
edilmistir. Neticede, son ii¢ yil iginde Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na
katilan 599 6grenciden 148 6grenci pilot ¢alismasinda, 128 dgrenci de asil ¢calismada
arastirmaya dahil olmus, bu baglamda Erasmus’a katilan 6grenci popiilasyonunun
%46’sma calisma dahilinde ulasilmistir. Bunlara ek olarak, Erasmus Programi’na
katilmayan 149 6grenciden pilot calismasinda ve 322 6grenciden de asil ¢alismada

veri toplanmistir. Asil aragtirmada toplamda 450 6grenci bulunmaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araclarn

Arastirmada, veri toplama amaciyla, 6grencilere {i¢ boliimden olusan bir anket
uygulanmistir. Ik boliimde dgrencilere demografik bilgiler (yas, cinsiyet, sinif, not
ortalamasi, boliim ve Erasmus’a katilip katilmadiklar1) sorulmustur. Ikinci boliimde
ise dort alt boyutlu 20 soruluk Kiiltiirel Zekd Olgegi uygulanmustir. Bu dlgegin
Tiirkceye uyarlanmasinda cesitli yontemler izlenmistir. ilk olarak dlgek arastirmaci
tarafindan Tiirkceye daha sonra tekrar Ingilizceye ¢evrilmis ve uzman goriisleri
alimmustir. Daha sonra 297 6grencinin katilimiyla SPSS 23 kullanilarak A¢imlayici
Faktor Analizi (AFA) gerceklestirilmistir. AFA sonucunda 6l¢ekteki iki maddenin
(Bilis 2. Madde ve Davranis 2. Madde) sorun yarattigi goriilmiis ve Olcekten
cikarilmasina karar verilmistir. Daha sonra her bir alt boyut i¢in giivenirlik katsayilar
hesaplanmis ve sirasiyla Ust-bilis, Bilis, Motivasyon ve Davranis igin .77, .83, .84 ve

.79 olarak bulunmustur.

Anketin {i¢iincii béliimiinde Bes Faktdr Kisilik Olgegi'nin 10 soruluk “deneyime
aciklik” alt boyutu uygulanmistir. Bu o6lgegin de Tiirk¢ceye uyarlanmasinda ayni
sekilde dncelikle dlgek arastirmaci tarafindan Tiirkgeye, daha sonra tekrar Ingilizceye
cevrilmis ve uzman goriisleri alinmistir. Aymi sekilde, 297 6grencinin katilimiyla
SPSS 23 kullanilarak Ac¢imlayict Faktor Analizi (AFA) gerceklestirilmistir. AFA
sonucunda dlgekteki iki maddenin (10. ve 35. maddeler) sorun yarattig1 goriilmiis ve
Ol¢ekten ¢ikarilmasina karar verilmistir. Son olarak bu boyut i¢in gilivenirlik katsayisi

hesaplanmis ve .78 olarak bulunmustur.
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Veri Toplama Siireci

Veri toplama siirecinin basinda gerekli izinler ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik
Kurulu'ndan almmustir. Pilot ¢alismasi igin 2016-2017 Giiz déneminde ODTU
Uluslararasi Isbirligi Ofisi’nin de yardimiyla toplamda 300 &grenciye ulasilmistir.
Anketler ODTU’de, 6gretim gorevlilerinden izin alindiktan sonra, &grencilerin
gontlliliik esasmma bagl olarak dersliklerde uygulanmistir. Ana ¢alisma igin veri
toplanmas1 ise, pilot c¢aligmasinin ardindan 2016-2017 Bahar doneminde
gerceklestirilmistir. Ana ¢alisma igin toplamda 450 6grenciden veri toplanmistir. Bu
ogrencilerin 256s1 kadin, 187si erkek Ogrencilerdir ve 5 6grenci kendisini bu iki
kategorinin disinda olarak tanimlamustir. Ogrencilerin 128i son {i¢c yil igerisinde
Erasmus Programi’na katilmis ve 322si hi¢cbir zaman egitim amaciyla yurt disinda

bulunmamastir.

Olgeklerin uygulanmasi dersliklerde yaklasik olarak 15-20 dakika siirmiistiir.
Ogrenciler, galisma ile ilgili olarak ve cevaplarmin gizli tutulacagi konusunda
uygulama 6ncesinde bilgilendirilmis, calismaya goniillii olarak katilmislardir. Veri

toplama asamasinda arastirmaci, dersliklerlerde bizzat bulunmustur.

Veri Analizi

Veri analizi IBM SPSS 23 programi kullanilarak nedensel karsilagtirma yontemi ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Kiiltiirel Zeka Olgegi ile Bes Faktor Kisilik Olgegi Deneyime
Aciklik alt boyunun faktorel yapisini test etmek amaciyla yine IBM SPSS 23
programinin ac¢imlayict faktér analizi 6zelligi kullanilmistir. Betimsel analiz
yontemleri kullanilarak cinsiyet, yas, boliim, not ortalamasina bakilarak érneklemin
nasil degistigi incelenmistir. Buna ek olarak, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi
Programi’na katilmanin, deneyime agiklik kisilik o6zelligi kontrol edildiginde,
tiniversite 6grencilerinin kiiltiirel zekalar: tizerindeki etkisini gézlemlemek amaciyla

Cok Degiskenli Kovaryans Analizi yapilmistir.
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Arastirmanin Simirhliklar:

Ik olarak, bu ¢alisma sadece nicel veriyi dahil ettigi icin, kiiltiirel zeka ile ilgili
ogrencilerin 6znel deneyimlerini aciklamamaktadir. Ogrencilerin motivasyonlari,
deneyimleri ve duygular gibi degiskenleri daha iyi anlayabilmek adina ¢aligsmaya nitel
verileri dahil etmenin yararl olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda, ¢calismanin
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi’nde gerceklestirilmis olmasi, ODTU’de egitim dilinin
Ingilizce olmasi, tiim ogrencilerin Ingilizceye yetkin olmasi ve kampiiste bircok
uluslararasi 6grencinin bulunmasi sebebiyle, ¢calismanin gevresel gecerliligi agisindan
bir sinirlilik yaratmaktadir. Son olarak, calismada 6grencilerin kiiltiirel zekalarinin
Erasmus’a katilmadan 6nce ve katildiktan sonra olarak iki asamada incelenmemesi
sebep sonug iliskisi kurulabilmesini sinirlandirmistir. Ancak kisitli zaman sebebiyle

calisma s6z konusu sekilde gelistirilememistir.

Bulgular

Uygulama sonuglar1 asagida belirtilen bulgulari ortaya ¢ikarmistir.

e Acmmlayici faktor analizinin (AFA) sonuglarma gore, Kiiltiirel Zeka Olgegi nin
gecerligi ve giivenirligi test edilmistir. Olgekteki iki maddenin ¢ikarilmasina
karar verilmistir. S6z konusu maddeler cikarildiktan sonra AFA, O6lgegin
orijinaline uygun olarak dort alt boyut Onermistir ve maddeler toplam
varyansin ~ %61.87sini  agiklamaktadir. Maddelerin  faktor  yiikleri
incelendiginde, .34 ile .87 arasinda degistigi gzlemlenmektedir. KMO degeri
.86 olarak bulunmustur. Ayrica Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 sirastyla Ust-bilis,
Bilis, Motivasyon ve Davranis icin .77, .83, .84 ve .79 olarak bulunmustur.

e Acimlayict faktor analizinin (AFA) sonuclarina gore, Bes Faktor Kisilik
Olgegi — Deneyime Aciklik alt boyutunun gegerligi ve giivenirligi test
edilmistir. Olgekteki iki maddenin ¢ikarilmasina karar verilmistir. S6z konusu
maddeler ¢ikarildiktan sonra kalan maddelerin toplam varyansin %40.38ini
acikladigr goriilmustiir. Maddelerin faktor yiikleri ise .45 ile .71 arasinda
degismektedir. KMO degeri .77 olarak hesaplanmistir. Ayrica Cronbach alfa

katsayis1 .78 olarak bulunmustur.
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Cok Degiskenli Kovaryans Analizini (MANCOVA) gerceklestirebilmek igin
varsayimlar kontrol edilmisti. MANCOVA nin sonuglari, Erasmus Ogrenim
Hareketliligi Programi’na katilmanin, deneyime aciklik kisilik 6zelligi kontrol
edildiginde, kiiltiirel zekanin tiim alt boyutlarmin birlesimi iizerinde
istatistiksel olarak onemli bir fark yarattigini gostermistir.
Cok Degiskenli Kovaryans Analizinin sonuglari, deneyime agiklik kisilik
Ozelliginin, kiiltiirel zekanin {ist-bilis, bilis, motivasyon ve davranis alt
boyutlarinin  tiimiinde istatistiksel olarak o©Onemli bir fark yarattigini
gostermistir (p<.0125).
Cok Degiskenli Kovaryans Analizinin sonuglari, deneyime aciklik kisilik
ozelligi kontrol altinda tutuldugunda, Erasmus’a katilmanin ya da
katilmamanin, kiiltiirel zekanin tiim alt boyutlar {izerinde istatistiksel olarak
onemli bir fark yarattigim gostermistir. Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi
Programi’na katilan ve katilmayan 6grenciler i¢in iist-bilis, bilis, motivasyon
ve davranis alt boyutlarinin ortalama degerleri su sekildedir:
o Sirastyla Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programina katilan ve
katilmayan Ogrenciler igin: ist-bilig kiiltiirel zeka degerleri: 5.89 ve
5.40, bilis kiiltiirel zeka degerleri: 4.82 ve 4.21, motivasyon kiiltiirel
zeka degerleri: 6.15 ve 5.45 ve davranis kiiltiirel zeka degerleri: 5.55
ve 4.84.
Sonuglar, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilan 6grencilerin,
katilmayan Ogrencilere gore ist-bilis kiiltiirel zekélarmin daha yiiksek
oldugunu gostermistir. Ust-bilis, kiiltiirleraras1 etkilesime dair farkindalig
temsil ettiginden, yurt dis1 egitimi tecriibesi olan 6grencilerin bu anlamda
kiltiirler arasindaki farkliliklara ve benzerliklere karsi daha bilingli olduklar
tartisilabilir.
Sonuglar, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilan dgrencilerin,
katilmayan Ogrencilere gore bilis kiiltiirel zekalarinin daha yiiksek oldugunu
gostermistir. Bu baglamda, Erasmus Programi kapsaminda farkli kiiltiirleri
tecriibe eden Ogrencilerin, o kiiltiirlerin yasam tarzlarina, dillerine, yasal ve
ekonomik sistemlerine ve normlarina daha hakim olduklart sonucuna

varilabilir.
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e Sonuglar, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilan &grencilerin,
katilmayan Ogrencilere gére motivasyon Kkiiltlirel zekalarimin daha yiliksek
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu c¢alisma Ogrenciler Erasmus Programi’ni
tamamlayip {ilkelerine geri dondiiklerinden sonra gercgeklestirildigi igin,
programa katilan 6grencilerin programa dair olumlu goriislerinin programi
tamamladiktan sonra da devam ettigi sonucuna varilabilir. Bu baglamda,
Ogrencilerin, zorluk yasasalar dahi, belirli bir silire sonrasinda yeniliklere
adapte olduklar1 ve kiiltiirlerarasi etkilesime girme konusunda motive olduklari
savunulabilir.

e Sonuglar, Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketlili§i Programi’na katilan &grencilerin,
katilmayan Ogrencilere gore davramis kiiltiirel zekalarimin daha yliksek
oldugunu gostermistir. Bu sonugtan hareketle, farkli bir kiiltiirde belirli bir
zaman ge¢irmenin, o kiiltiirlin s6zIii ve s6zlli olmayan davranis sekillerini daha
iyl kavramaya ve kiiltiirlerarasi iletisimin gerekliliklerine gore davraniglarini

daha esnek bir sekilde adapte etmeye yardimci oldugu tartigilabilir.

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilan dgrencilerin kiiltiirel zekalarinin
programa katilmayan Ogrencilere gore anlamli bir farklilik gostermesi bir¢ok
calismayla uyum gostermektedir. Sonuclar anlamli bir farklilik gostermesine ragmen
bulgularla ilgili baz1 ¢ikarimlar yapilabilir: Calisma ODTU’de gergeklestirildigi igin
cevresel gecerlik baglaminda arastirma smirh kalmistir. ODTU’de egitim dilinin
Ingilizce olmas1 ve kampiiste birgok uluslararasi dgrencinin bulunmasi, hi¢ yurt
disinda bulunmamis O6grencilerin  bile kiiltiirel zekalarin1  belirli bir oranda
artirabilecekleri anlamina gelmektedir. Ancak derslerin Ingilizce dilinde islenmesi,
cok uluslu bir 6grenci ve 6gretim gorevlisi yelpazesine sahip olunmasi, ikinci yabanct
dil derslerinin agilmasina ragmen sonuglarin anlamli bir fark gostermesi, kiiltiirel
zekanin gelistirilebilmesi i¢in 6grencilerin farkli bir kiiltiirii tam anlamiyla yasamasi
gerektigi olarak yorumlanabilir. Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi kapsaminda
yurt diginda 6grenim gdren dgrenciler, direkt olarak farkli bir kiiltiire maruz kaldiklar

icin siirekli olarak kiiltlirleraras1 benzerlikleri ve farkliliklar1 diisiinmek (iist-bilis),
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giinliik hayata dair yazili ve yazili olmayan kurallar1 6grenmek (bilis), farkli insanlarla
etkilesime girmek (motivasyon) ve davranislarini adapte etmek (davranis) durumunda
kalmaktadirlar. Bu anlamda kiiltiirel zekanin gelisiminde, iiniversite 6grencileri igin,
Erasmus Ogrenim Hareketliligi Programi’na katilmanin énemli bir rol oynadig

savunulabilir.

Calismanin bulgular 1s1ginda, yiiksek6grenim kurumlarinin uluslararas: igbirligi
ofislerine  yonelik  onerilerde  bulunulabilir:  Oncelikle ~ 6grenci  degisim
programlarindan faydalanacak 6grencilere destek saglamasi amaciyla her iiniversitede
mutlaka ilgili birimler kurulmalidir; yurt disina egitim gormeye gidecek 6grencilere
oryantasyon programlar1 diizenlenmeli, gidecekleri tilkelerin kiiltiirleri hakkinda bilgi
verilmeli, kiiltiir soku, ev 6zlemi (homesickness), etnomerkezcilik gibi kavramlar

anlatilmalidir.
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E. Tez Fotokopisi Izin Formu

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii I:I

Enformatik Enstittisti

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi

YAZARIN
Soyadi :
Ad1

Bolimu :

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans |:| Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil stireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHI:
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