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Abstract 

Our study aims to better understand the evolution of cultural intelligence (CQ) during an 

international student mobility program. CQ refers to the ability to function effectively in culturally 

diverse settings and is measured by using the multidimensional construct of Ang et al. (2007). We 

selected two comparable samples of students in Erasmus mobility programs from an Italian and 

from a German university (58 Italian and 48 German students). Data were collected in two phases 

of the program: before departure and at re-entry. We look in our paper at the quantitative evolution 

of CQ in both phases as well as at qualitative cross-cultural student ‘critical incident’ reports. We 

analyze these reports by using coding categories associated with the 4 dimensions of CQ. Findings 

show significant increases of cognitive CQ for the German subgroup and of cognitive, behavioral 

and motivational CQ for the Italian subgroup. Looking at ‘critical incident’ reports, we also observed a 

stronger percentage of cognitive related experiences within the German subgroup. 
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Introduction 

In the last decades, organizations have been affected by an increasing internationalisation and 

globalization of markets (Knight, 2004, Cazal, Davoine, Louart, Chevalier, 2011). As a 

consequence, organizations need employees able to work in different cultural contexts (Bartel-

Radic, 2004; Early, 2006; Hermans, 2007; Ledwith & Seymur, 2001), for shorter and longer term 

international assignments (Cerdin, 2011; Desmarais, Ghislieri, & Wodociag, 2012; Pate & Scullion, 

2016) or for multicultural team projects (Crossman & Clarke, 2010; Chevrier et Segal 2011). The 

Organizations need competent leaders and employees able to manage the complexity of diverse 

multinational contexts and multicultural dynamics (Caligiuri & Tarique, 2012).  

Employee performance will therefore depend increasingly on cross-cultural intelligence (CQ), 

individuals ability to effectively converse in culturally diverse contexts (Ang, Van Dyne & Koh, 

2006), also associated in the literature with the notions of cross-cultural competence (CCC) or 

cross-cultural interaction competence (Bartel-Radic & Giannelloni, 2017; Spencer-Oatey & 

Franklin, 2009). Developing CQ or CCC at individual level has become a major challenge for 

organizations but also for universities and higher education institutions worldwide to enhance 

graduate employability (Amendola & Restaino, 2017; Crossman & Clarke, 2010). 

Internationalization in higher education has been promoted through different Study abroad 

programmes worldwide. UMAP (University Mobility in Asia and the Pacific) was launched in 

Australia in the 1990s (Crossman & Clarke, 2010), IMPs (International Mobility Programs) in 

Canada include student exchanges, international study agreements and internships abroad 

(Marcotte, Desroches & Poupart, 2007). In Europe, one of the oldest and most important measures 

promoted by Union Europe is the ERASMUS (European Region Action Scheme for the Mobility of 

University Students) program, which was launched in 1987 (Teichler & Jahr, 2001).There have 

been already many studies about Erasmus student experiences and the development of 

competencies during Erasmus mobility programs. The academic discussion (Holtbrügge & 

Engelhard, 2016; Valera, 2017) brings contradictory empirical results: some scholar claim that 

international programs have a relevant impact on learning outcomes, others observe only marginal 

effect. Furthermore, Valera’ meta-analysis (2017) addresses the problem of the diversity of learning 

outcomes taken into account.  

Our study therefore seeks to explore mobility programs considering a specific outcome: CQ 

and its four dimensions (cognitive, metacognitive, behavioural, motivational).  Specifically, a few 

quantitative studies use CQ or CCC concepts and show limited impacts (Berg, Paige & Lou, 2012; 

Harrison, 2012; Holtbrügge & Engelhard, 2016). Some qualitative studies look at critical incidents 

or interaction experiences reported (Colvin, Volet & Fozdar, 2014; Vianden & Yakaboski, 2017). In 

our study, we try to link both CQ concept and experience reports to explore how CQ is developing 

during study abroad programs. By using a binational comparative perspective, with two subgroups 

of Italian and German students from two universities with strong Erasmus exchange programs, we 

also focus on national differences in the development process of CQ.  

 

Developing CQ and CCC during Erasmus programs  

By the end of the academic year 2013/2014, the Erasmus program has supported 3.3 million 

Erasmus students; considering the 2013-14 academic year, more than 200.000 students went to 



 

another European country (34 country members) for studies or for company internships, which is 

significantly more than the 3.244 students from 11 countries in the first year 1987/881. Thanks 

Erasmus programs, the possibilities to international mobility have been significantly improved 

within academic institutions (Nilsson, 2013). Study abroad programs, and the Erasmus program in 

particular, follow several goals: improving foreign language competences of students, stimulating 

their personal development, giving opportunities to learn from other institutions with different 

expertise, developing soft skills and social network; promoting international career mobility and 

enhancing the ability to look for a job in a foreign country (Thuran, 2016; Juvan & Lesjak, 2011; 

Crossman & Clarke, 2010; Marcotte et al., 2007; Parey & Waldinger, 2011). An Erasmus impact 

study (2014) highlighted the contribution of international mobility on the students’ employability: 

unemployment rate of Erasmus students was 23% lower than the rate of sedentary students one (5 

years after the graduation); 64% of employers expressed considering explicitly international 

assignment as an important criterion for recruitment and career evolution.   

 

One of the major expectations addressed to study abroad programs is to prepare students to 

move across different cultural settings (Bryla, 2015, Volet & Ang, 2012), developing CCC or IC. 

Cross-cultural competence could be defined and interpreted in different ways; the complexity of the 

definition lies in its continue evolution (Bartel-Radic, 2004, Deardoff 2006). Concerning the IC 

definition issue, Deardoff’s study (2006), that have involved a sample of administrators and a panel 

of internationally known intercultural scholars, proposed an interesting pyramid model that moves 

from attitude level (respect, openness, curiosity and discovery) to interpersonal/interactive level 

(knowledge and comprehension, adaptability, flexibility, ethno relative view, empathy, and finally 

interests in behaving and communicating effectively and appropriately). Managers use different 

terms as synonyms to refer to intercultural competence: cross-cultural competence, global 

competency, intercultural competency or global mindset, and it is difficult to catch the differences 

(Deardoff, 2006).  

As suggested by various researchers (Bryla, 2015), one of the antecedents of intercultural 

competence is the international experience.  Bennett (1986) conceptualized intercultural 

competency as development process of intercultural sensitivity boosted by active experimentation 

of the cultural differences (Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009). Intercultural sensitivity refers to the 

complexity of cultural differences perception: a level of high individual sensitivity corresponds to a 

better perception and recognition of these cultural differences. Competence is finalized, 

contextualized, specific and contingent (Wittorski, 1998). CCC or IC is a combination of different 

skills and knowledges in a specific context (Barmeyer & Davoine, 2012). Intercultural competence 

corresponds to the ability to act and communicate effectively and appropriately in cross-cultural 

situations (Deardorff, 2006). It is the ability to function effectively and manage different cultural 

situations (Earley & Ang, 2003): CCC is therefore a crucial issue for organizations because they 

refer to a process, which generates performance (Andresen & Bergdolt, 2017).  

Cultural intelligence (CQ) is a specific psychological construct (Thomas et al. 2008), its 

complexity lies partially in coexistence of other measures of cross-cultural assessment such as: 

cross-cultural adaptability (CCAI), cross-cultural sensitivity scale (CCSS), intercultural sensitivity 

scale (ISS), intercultural adjustment potential scale (ICAPS), intercultural communication 

competence (ICC), IBA, intercultural development inventory (IDI), multicultural personality traits 

(MPQ), intercultural sensitivity inventory (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2013) (their definitions are 

reported in a table in the appendix). Matsumoto & Hwang (2013) in their meta-analysis have 

                                                           
1
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selected ten tests including also the cultural intelligence scale (CQS) and have highlighted in their 

conclusion that CQS, ICAPS and MPQ are the most capable to assess cross-cultural competence. 

The choice to focus on CQ rather than on other scales, is justified by its psychometric properties, 

more adequate than those of others measures, in spite of its limits (Bücker, Furrer, & Lin, 2015). 

Furthermore, CQS allows to respond to Varela considerations (2017), who suggested to investigate 

learning outcomes on cognitive, affective and behavioural results. 

CQ can be generally defined as “an individual’s capability to function and manage effectively 

in culturally diverse settings” (Ang et al., 2007, p. 337); it transcends cultural boundaries; it is 

related to acquisition of cultural general capability applicable to whatever culture (Ng, Van Dyne, & 

Ang, 2012). CQ is a multidimensional construct, applying Sternberg multiple-loci of intelligence 

framework (1986). It consists of four different dimensions: cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, 

and behavioural (Ang et al., 2007; Ng et al., 2012).  The cognitive dimension refers to knowledge 

about legal norms, conventions, and awareness of social practices, economic rules present in other 

cultures acquired from education and personal experiences. People with high level of cognitive CQ 

are able to gather similarity and differences across countries also in terms of value systems. 

Secondly, the metacognitive dimension is related to awareness of mental processes used to 

move in culturally diverse settings. High level of metacognitive CQ allows modifying appropriately 

mental models and interaction strategies considering different cultural norms and assumptions that 

they have acquired. Metacognitive CQ reflects the ability to have acquired and understood cultural 

knowledge, as well as cultural awareness of appropriate behaviours and interpersonal interactions 

(Ang et al., 2007). 

Thirdly, motivational dimension reflects the desire to learn something and to act in a different 

culture making friends with people from different countries. This dimension may be seen as an 

energy that leads toward the knowledge about something that is culturally different from us, based 

on high level of self-efficacy in cross-cultural competence (Ang et al., 2007, Bandura, 2002; Ng et 

al., 2012). 

Finally, the behavioural dimension concerns the use of appropriate verbal and non-verbal 

actions, language, tone, posture and facial expressions in order to act in a different cultural setting 

(Ang et al., 2007; Ng et al., 2012).  

Recently scholars have increasingly paid attention to CQ and to its antecedents and 

consequences (Ang, Soon, Van Dyne, Koh, Ng, Templer, Tay, Chandrasekar, Ng et al., 2012). The 

purpose of our study is to explore the impact on abroad experience on Italian and German student 

CQ by testing the variance of CQ before abroad experience and after it.  CQ scale (CQS) by Ang 

and colleagues (2007) is the validated tool used to monitor the change over time. This measure is 

not expect from limits, as pointed out by the critical approach of  Bücker, Furrer, & Lin (2015). 

Taking into account this limits, CQS was tested with exploratory factor analysis. Moreover, we also 

analysed key experiences reported by students related to CQ.  

Methodology 

Data collection 

The present study is part of a research conducted in Italy and in Germany. A total of 103 

students, involved in the 2016/2017 academic year in ERASMUS programme for study (19.4% 

male and 80.6% female), took part to this research, completing  two questionnaires: one before 

departure and another one at re-entry.  



 

The Italian subgroup included 58 outgoing Erasmus students from a North-Western Italian 

University (77.6% female; Mage= 22.05, SD = 1.36). Italian subgroup spent on average 6.78 months 

abroad (SD = 2.09) and obtained 33.25 ECTS (SD = 13.89).  

The second one consisted of 45 outgoing Erasmus students from a German University (84.4% 

female; Mage = 22.49, SD = 2.14). German subsample reported to have spent on average 4.64 

months abroad (SD = .93) and obtained 21.02 ECTS (SD = 6.95). 

Among Italians 36.2% was enrolled in humanities studies, 17.2% in political sciences and 

law, 15.5% in economic sciences, 15.5% in psychological, anthropological and educational 

sciences, 5.2% in historical studies, 3.4% in sport sciences and 6.9% in another field of study 

(51.7% bachelor degree, 39.7% master degree, 8.6% Unique cycle). Among Germans, the 84.4% of 

students was enrolled in SES field of study (International Cultural and Business Studies; Media and 

Communication, Business and administration, Economic computer sciences), the 8.9% was enrolled 

in law studies and the 2.2% in literature (4.4 were missing data). 

The first destination is Spain for Italian students (37.9%) and France for German students 

(22.2%), the second one is respectively France (13.8%) for Italian subsample and Spain (20%) for 

German subsample, the third and fourth destinations respectively are UK (8.6%) and Germany 

(8.6%) for Italian students and UK (17.8%) and Portugal, Ireland and Italy (all chosen in 6.7% of 

cases) for German students. 

55.2% and 60% respectively of Italian and German students reported to have spent a previous 

abroad experience (Italy: Mmonths= 4.56 SD = 3.68; Germany: Mmonths= 6.22 SD = 4.68). 

Considering exposition to a multicultural setting (scale: 1 - not at all; 5 – completely) Italian and 

German students reported respectively the following average values regarding private life M = 3.32, 

SD = 1.05 and M = 3.31, SD = 1.10; and considering exposition during training M = 3.40, SD = 

1.01 and M = 3.41, SD = 1.06. 

Participants completed two online self-report questionnaires (one before departure and 

another one at re-entry) on Lime-Survey Platform. The voluntary and not paid participation to the 

research, and the anonymity and confidentiality of the data were emphasized. We obtained 

informed consent by participants. 

For this study, quantitative and qualitative data were collected simultaneously using a survey 

with Likert-type questions and open-ended questions for qualitative data. 

Cultural Intelligence: was measured using 15 items adapted from CQS (Ang et al., 2007). 

Italian and German adaptations of the scale have been used.  Both the adaptations were tested with 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA). 

Respondents were asked to indicate how each statement described their capabilities by means 

of a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). In line with the original scale, 

construct consist of 4 dimensions: meta-cognitive, cognitive, behavioural and motivational 

subscales. Considering the critical approach to CQ proposed by Bücker and collegues (2015), and 

the possibility of multicollinearity between the dimensions, some items of scales was slightly 

modified (some was deleted and other was added to the original scale) (see appendix). 

In particular, 3 items measured the metacognitive CQ subscale (e.g. “I am conscious of the 

cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with different cultural backgrounds”) 

(Cronbach Alpha was for Italian subgroup .79 and .77 respectively at T1 and T2  and for German 

subgroup equal to .82 at T1 and .73 at T2).  



 

As regard second dimension, 5 items were referred to the cognitive CQ subscale (e.g. “I know 

the legal and economic systems of other cultures”) (Cronbach Alpha was .88 for Italian subgroup 

both at T1 and T2 and for German subgroup equal to .75 at T1 and .81 at T2).  

Motivational CQ subscale was detached using 3 items (e.g. “I am confident that I can 

socialize with locals in a culture that is unfamiliar to me.”) (Cronbach Alpha was for Italian 

subgroup .88 and .86 respectively at T1 and T2 and for German subgroup .72 and .66 respectively 

at T1 and T2).  Finally, behavioural CQ subscale was assessed with 4 items (e.g. “I use pause and 

silence differently to suit different cross-cultural situations.”) (Cronbach Alpha was for Italian 

subgroup .82 and .75 respectively at T1 and T2 and for German subgroup .81 and .77 respectively 

at T1 and T2).   

Qualitative data was also collected by using an open field in which was asked to tell a 

surprising intercultural experience (positive or negative) from their Erasmus stay. 31/58 Italians 

students and 23/45 German students answered to the open-ended question. Some of them gave more 

than one answer, so we collected 33 cases for Italy and 30 cases for Germany. 

 

Data Analysis 

To analyse qualitative and quantitative data in order to explore CQ dimensions, we apply a 

mixed-methods approach. Descriptive and quantitative content analysis was used to analyse the 

data. 

As regard quantitative data, in order to assess the factorial validity of the Italian and German 

CQS, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed using SPSS 24 on pre-departure 

questionnaire on both subsamples. To explore data, the exploratory factor analysis was first 

conducted using Principal Component (PC) extraction, with Promax rotation. Moreover, the 

reliability of the CQ was calculated by examining the internal consistencies of the subscales for 

each group (SPSS 24) at T1 and at T2.  

The analysis of variance (t-test for paired samples) was used to examine differences in the 

variables means within groups over time. Furthermore, the analysis of variance (t-test for 

independent samples) was performed to examine possible differences before the departure between 

groups (German and Italian subsamples) in terms of all CQ dimensions.  

To explore qualitative data, content analysis was applied to explore the questionnaire open 

fields. The answers have been categorized according to the four CQ dimensions: metacognitive, 

cognitive, behavioural and motivational. Each case was categorized according to one or more CQ 

dimensions. Two researchers did the analysis separately with an inter-coder rate higher than 80%, 

and then discussed until they could agree on all case attributions. After both types of quantitative 

and qualitative data were analyzed separately, we confronted both. 

 

Results 

As shown by table 1 and 2, descriptive and internal consistency of the measures was 

performed. Analysis of variance (t-test for paired samples) between T1 (pre-departure phase) and 

T2 (re-entry phase) showed a significant difference for cognitive, metacognitive and behavioural 



 

dimensions for the Italian subgroup (see table 1) and only for the cognitive dimension for the 

German subgroup (see table 2).  

Looking specifically at every dimension, Italian students perceived a significantly higher level 

of cognitive CQ at T2 (M = 18.91; SD = 5.49) than at T1 (M = 18.91; SD = 5.49) [t (57) = -2.99, p 

< .01]. A significant variance has also been observed for German students who reported lower level 

of cognitive CQ at T1 (M = 19.67; SD = 4.49) than at T2 (20.80; SD = 4.59) [t (44) = -2.06, p < 

.05]. Italian students reported also a significant variance for metacognitive CQ, which is higher at 

T2 (M = 15.79; SD = 3.28) than at T1 (M = 14.76; SD = 3.03) [t (57) = -2.55, p < .05] and for 

behavioural CQ, which is lower at T1 (M = 12.98; SD = 3.74) than at T2 (M = 14.12; SD = 3.93) [t 

(57) = -2.44, p < .05]. The measurement of motivational dimension of CQ did not show any 

significant difference between T1 and T2 neither for the Italian subgroup nor for the German one. 

Furthermore, analysis of variance (t-test for independent samples) did not give evidence of 

any significant difference regarding all CQ dimensions between German and Italian subgroups 

before departure. 

Table 1: Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas, t-test for paired samples for T1 and T2 in the 

Italian subgroup 
 T1  T2     

 M SD α M SD Α t df p 

1. Cognitive 18.91 5.49 .88 21.10 5.45 .88 -2.99 57 .004 

2. Metacognitive 14.76 3.03 .79 15.79 3.28 .77 -2.55 57 .013 

3. Behavioural 12.98 3.74 .82 14.12 3.93 .75 -2.44 57 .018 

4. Motivational 21.53 4.50 .88 22.09 4.26 .86 -.84 57 .405 

 

Table 2: Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas, t-test for paired samples for T1 and T2 in the 

German subgroup 

 T1  T2     

 M SD α M SD Α t df p 

1. Cognitive 19.67 4.49 .75 20.80 4.59 .81 -2.06 44 .045 

2. Metacognitive 15.51 3.28 .82 16.47 2.75 .73 -1.76 44 .085 



 

3. Behavioural 14.38 3.62 .81 14.84 3.66 .77 -.94 44 .351 

4. Motivational 22.38 3.63 .72 22.91 2.97 .66 -1.11 44 .273 

 

 

As far as the content analysis of the open-ended question is concerned, we found out 

interesting differences.  

 

Findings (see table 3) show that a major part of Italian answers have at least one element of 

content related to the cognitive dimension of CQ (45%), which refers to knowledge about: 

academic practice in another culture (e.g. “I was positively surprised by informal relationship 

between lecturers and students”) social practices (e.g. “…most of the time, and especially during 

the summer, inhabitants of Madrid of all ages and of all social origins like to be on the street to 

speak, play, drink a beer, hang around…”), interaction rules between women and men, "legal" 

norms and procedure, economic conditions (e.g. “Paying only 7 euros to have a dental record on 

CD and paying nothing for dental abscess incision was surprising”; “…In Barcelona  the 

accommodation request is higher than the offer…”). 

 35% of the answers have a content related to motivational dimension, with content, which is 

related to the pleasure to stay with people from other cultures (e.g. “being able to interact and make 

friend with people from different countries”).  

There is a metacognitive content in 16% of the answers with reference to the modification of 

interaction strategies or mental adaptation to the other culture (e.g. “falling in love with a boy from 

another culture and thus adapting my culture to his culture”). Finally in the 13% of cases there is a 

content related to behavioural dimension, in particular with answers related to use of an appropriate 

verbal language ( “…the problem was that nobody spoke English but only Hungarian and we had to 

find ways to explain the situation”).  

Table 3: Coding grid for Italian answers(n=34, for each answer more than one category possible) 
  % Example 

Cognitive 45 “The similarity between host university and our high schools: homework, 

sharing in class of twenty students, students’ attitude not so mature, 

familiarity with lecturers”. 

“I was positively surprised by informal relationships between students and 

lecturers”. 

Metacognitive 16 “To fall in love with a boy from another culture and thus adapt in a positive 

way my culture to his culture”. 

Behavioural 13 “… The problem was that nobody spoke English but only Hungarian and we 

had to find ways to explain the situation…” 

Motivational 35 “A surprising experience that I lived during my mobility period was to meet 

people from different cultures and countries far from me and to make friends 



 

as we were a family, deleting distances and differences.” 

“To have demonstrated to be able to interact and make friend with people 

from different countries” 

 

Considering German students, 78% of the answers had a content related to the cognitive 

dimension, which mainly refer to knowledge about: academic practice in another culture (e.g. “The 

lecturing style in France, mostly frontal lessons without interaction with the students”), cultural 

differences (e.g. “The cultural differences between Italians from the North and from the South”), 

social characteristics (e.g. “It is always said that the Swedes are at first somewhat reserved - but at 

least I cannot confirm this with the locals I was dealing with”), social practices (e.g. “One could 

mention the way of life in France: they take time for their lunch breaks and are generally taking 

much time for social interactions […]”).  

17% of the answers are related to the motivational dimension with reference to desire to stay 

with people from other countries (e.g. “(we) showed great interest in each other's culture. There 

have been many close friendships between different countries, despite the actual language 

barrier.”). Only the 4% of answers had a content related to the behavioral dimension(e.g “One of 

my roommates came from Pakistan. It became clear that women were less respected in his culture, 

and so he never talked to me. Even if I addressed him directly, I got no answer.”). No answer has 

been found with a content related to metacognitive dimension. 

Table 4: Coding grid for German answers (n=30, for each answer more than one category 

possible) 
  % Example 

Cognitive 78 I was positively surprised that the relationship between the students and the 

lecturers was much easygoing than in Germany”. 

“One could mention the way of life in France: they take time for their lunch 

breaks and are exceedingly socially, i. you do a lot in a group.” 

Metacognitive 0  

Behavioural 4 "One of my roommates came from Pakistan. It became clear that women 

were less respected in his culture, and so he never talked to me. Even if I 

addressed him directly, I got no answer.” 

Motivational 17 “There are many close friendships between different countries, despite the 

actual language barrier” 

 

 

 

 



 

Discussion and conclusion 

The study intended to understand better the relation between the exposition to international 

mobility programme during academy and the increase of CQ levels in two countries: German and 

Italy. The merge between quantitative and qualitative results has highlighted some differences 

between and within groups. 

In particular quantitative and qualitative data suggest Italian students report an increase in 

terms of CQ level on more dimensions than German students. Indeed considering quantitative data, 

Italian students report a positive increase between T1 and T2 on metacognitive, cognitive, and 

behavioural dimensions; German subgroup report a growth in cognitive dimension but not in the 

others. Qualitative results are in line with quantitative ones: contents related cognitive dimension, in 

particular acquisition of knowledge about social and academic practices, interaction rules between 

women and men, legal norms, procedures, are the most reported for both the subgroups. It confirms 

the international mobility expectations formalized in the Bologne 2020 process (article 18 and 19): 

cultural awareness, respect for the diversity and ability to apprehend from different cultures. For 

Italian subsample there is also in some cases a content reference to behavioural (e.g. use of an 

appropriate verbal language) and metacognitive dimension (modification of interaction strategies 

considering different practices); on the contrary for German one, the references to these two 

dimensions are much less present. The lower level of behavioural and metacognitive dimension for 

German students is surprising considering the full immersion of students for several months. It 

questions one of the main objectives of students’ international assignment, i.e. the awareness of 

cultural differences and the behavioural adaptation in order to success the intercultural interaction 

(Breton, 2016). Finally regarding motivational dimension quantitative data did not shown an 

increase over time in neither case, however, the second content more traced is related to 

motivational dimension; one possible explanation of absence of any significant difference between 

T1 and T2 on motivational subscale is that the level of motivational level is pretty high already 

before departure.  

For further research to understand better the antecedents of the different impact of Erasmus 

programmes among countries could be useful taken into account the cultural distance and the type 

of immersion that could moderate the learning outcomes (Varela, 2017). Furthermore, the study of 

international learning outcomes implies to consider the “learning style” acquired in the course of a 

long socialization process, affected by school, family, universities, work,  and thus, at least partially 

dependent on the culture (Barmeyer, 2004). In this regard Barmeyer’s study (2004), starting from 

the Kolb’s theory of experiential learning (1984), found some differences in terms of learning style  

between French, German and Quebecois students. In particular French and Quebecois students 

reported a significant  higher level of “Concrete Experience Feeling”  than the German ones, on the 

contrary, Germans seem to have a higher level of “Abstract Conceptualization thinking” than their 

French and Quebecois collegues, this last result may suggest a preference for theoretical stimuli and 

an emphasis on logic orientation (Barmeyer, 2004). Different learning styles may explain the 

differences between countries in terms of impact that an intercultural programme could have.  

Furthermore, this work points in the direction suggested by the panel of intercultural scholars 

that participated to Deardoff’s study (2006) who recommend to assess intercultural competencies 

through a mix of qualitative and quantitative measures. Furthermore, the use of open-ended 

questions, in addition to reinforce the value of the research project, could have practical 

implications (Spencer-Oatey, 2013). The analyse of specific experience, that it is possible to define 

as “critical incidents”, could help to rework attitudes and feelings towards the whole experience (e.g 

respect for diversity), behaviour patterns anchored in a different cultural setting; knowledge and 

skills learned; coping strategy found to solve specific intercultural situations (Spencer-Oatey, 2013). 



 

The use of this “critical incidents” (such as the memory of emblematic episodes) could be applied 

intercultural development tool (Spencer-Oatey, 2013). 

Despite the implications, this study has some limitations. First the two subgroups are not 

representative. Secondly, the study measured single-source self-report data, which means the 

possibility of common method bias. It could have been helpful to combine the use of performance-

based methodology (Goldenberg, Matheson, Mantler, 2006). Furthermore CQS, although its good 

psychometric properties (content, construct and ecological validity confirmed by Matsumoto and 

collegues’ meta-analysis), is not free of limits as suggested by the critical approach of Bücker and 

collegues (2015) who have pointed out the possible risk of multicollinearity between the 

dimensions. Furthermore, the nature of CQS could be affected by “Dunning-Kruger effect” (Kruger 

& Dunning, 1999), by a cognitive bias of people with low levels of competence overestimate their 

skills. Despite this limit is partially overcome by qualitative data that complement self-report 

answers, one important limitation is the number of answers given by participants (only 50-60% of 

the whole sample, the range vary according to what subsample is considered). 

 Thirdly, it would be necessary to evaluate the impact of international mobility on CQ 

including a control group, in this way it could be explored also the role played by motivational CQ 

dimension. A control group could be useful to also explore the reasons and the possible barriers for 

the absence of participation to ERASMUS programme (Souto-Otero, Huisman, Beerkens, de Wit, 

Vujic, 2013). 

 

References 

Andresen, Maike, Bergdolt, Franziska (2017).  “A systematic literature review on the definitions of global 

mindset and cultural intelligence - merging two different research streams,” The International 

Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 28 N°1, p. 170-195. 

Amendola, Alessandra; Restaino, Marialuisa (2017). “An evaluation study on students’ international 

mobility experience,” Quality & Quantity, Vol. 51, p. 525-544.  

Ang, Soon; Van Dyne, Linn; Koh, Christine, Ng, Yee K; Templer, Klaus J.; Tay, Charyl; Chandrasekar, 

Anand C. (2007). “Cultural intelligence: its measurement and effects on cultural judgment and 

decision making, cultural adaptation and task performance,” Management and Organization 

Review, Vol. 3 N°3, p. 335–371. 

Ang,  Soon;  Van  Dyne,  Linn;  Koh,  Christine,  Ng,  Yee  K;  Templer,  Klaus  J.;  Tay,  Charyl; 

Chandrasekar, Anand C. 2007. “Cultural intelligence: its measurement and effects on cultural 

judgment  and  decision  making,  cultural  adaptation  and  task  performance,” Management  and 

Organization Review, Vol. 3 N°3, p. 335–371. 

Arasaratnam, Lily. A., & Doerfel, Marya L. (2005). “Intercultural communication competence: 

Identifying key components from multicultural perspectives,” International Journal of Intercultural 

Relations, Vol. 29 N° 2, p. 137-163. 

Bandura, Albert (2002). “Social cognitive theory in cultural context,” Applied Psychology: An 

International Review, Vol. 51 N°2, p. 269–290. 

Barmeyer, Christoph. I. (2004). “Learning styles and their impact on cross-cultural training: An 

international comparison in France, Germany and Quebec,” International Journal of Intercultural 

Relations, Vol. 28 N°6, p. 577–594. 

Barmeyer, Christoph; Davoine, Eric (2012). “Comment gérer le retour d'expatriation et utiliser les 

compétences acquises par les expatriés?,” Gestion, Vol. 2 N°37, p. 45-53.  



 

Bartel-Radic, Anne (2014). “La compétence interculturelle est-elle acquise grâce à l’expérience 

internationale?,” Management International, Vol. 18 N° (special issue), p. 194-211. 

Bhawuk, Dahrm P. S.; Brislin, Richard W. (1992). “The measurement of intercultural sensitivity using 

the concepts of individualism and collectivism,” International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 

Vol. 16 N°4, p. 413-436. 

Bennett, Milton J. (1986). “A developmental approach to training for intercultural sensitivity », 

International,” Journal of Intercultural Relations, Vol.10  N°2, p. 179–196. 

Berg, Michael Vande, R. Michael Paige, and Kris Hemming Lou. Student Learning Abroad: What Our 

Students Are Learning, What They? re Not, and What We Can Do About It. Stylus Publishing, 

LLC., 2012. 

Breton, Hervé (2016). “Mobilités transnationales et ingénierie des certifications : enjeux et limites des 

approches par compétences,” Journal of international Mobility 2016/1 N° 4, p. 25-42. 

Bryla, Pawel (2015). “Self-Reported effects of and satisfaction with international student mobility: a 

large-scale survey among Polish former Erasmus students,” Social and Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 

191, p. 2074-2082. 

Caligiuri, P. M. & Tarique, I. (2012). “Dynamic cross-cultural competencies and global leadership 

effectiveness,” Journal of World Business, Vol 47 N°4, p. 612-622. 

Cazal, Didier, Davoine, Eric, Louart, Pierre, Chevalier, Françoise (2011): GRH et mondialisation: 

nouveaux contextes, nouveaux enjeux. Vuibert. 

Cerdin, Jean Luc (2004). Les carrières dans un contexte global. Management & Avenir, p. 155-175. 

Chen, Guo-Ming; Starosta, William J. (2000). The development and validation of the Intercultural 

Communication Sensitivity Scale,” Human Communication, Vol.3, p. 1-15. 

Chevrier, Sylvie, and Jean-Pierre Segal (2011). "Coordination des équipes multiculturelles au sein des 

multinationales," Revue française de Gestion, p. 145-156. 

Colvin, Cassandra, Simone Volet, and Farida Fozdar (2014). "Local university students and intercultural 

interactions: Conceptualising culture, seeing diversity and experiencing interactions," Higher 

Education Research & Development, p. 440-455. 

Crossman, Joanna. E.; Clarke, Marilyn (2010).“International experience and graduate employability: 

stakeholder perceptions on the connection,” Higher Education, Vol. 59, p. 599-613. 

Desmarais, Céline; Ghislieri, Chiara; Wodociag, Sophie (2012). “Les cadres pendulaires Internationaux. 

Des conditions de travail particulièrement difficiles?,” Revue Française de Gestion, Vol. 38 N° 226, 

p. 91-106.  

Deardoff, Darla. K. (2006).“The identification and assessment of intercultural competence as a student 

outcome of internationalization at institutions of higher education in the United States,” Journal of 

Studies in International Education, Vol. 10, p. 241-266. 

Early, Cristopher P.; Ang, Soon; Tan, Joo-Seng (2006). Developing cultural intelligence at work, 

Stanford, California: Stanford Business Books. 

European Commission (2015). Erasmus Facts, Figures & Trends. The European Union Support for 

Student and Staff Exchanges and University Cooperation in 2013-2014. Retrieved 3.10.2017 

fromhttps://data.europa.eu/euodp/repository/ec/dg-eac/erasmus-data-2013-2014/erasmus-fft-
brochure_online_en_FINAL.pdf 

Goldenberg, Irina, Matheson, Kimberly, Mantler, Janet (2006). “The assessment of emotional 

intelligence: a comparison of performance-based and self-report methodologies,” Journal of 

Personality Assessment, Vol. 86 N°1: 33–45. 

https://data.europa.eu/euodp/repository/ec/dg-eac/erasmus-data-2013-2014/erasmus-fft-brochure_online_en_FINAL.pdf
https://data.europa.eu/euodp/repository/ec/dg-eac/erasmus-data-2013-2014/erasmus-fft-brochure_online_en_FINAL.pdf


 

Harrison, Neil (2012). "Investigating the impact of personality and early life experiences on intercultural 

interaction in internationalised universities,"International Journal of Intercultural Relations36.2 , p. 

224-237. 

Hermans, Jeanine (2007). “High potentials: a CEO perspective,” Journal of Studies in International 

Education, Vol.11 N° 3/4, p. 510-521. 

Juvan, Emile; Lesjak, Miha. (2011). “Erasmus exchange program: opportunity for professional growth or 

sponsored vacations?,” Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Education, Vol. 23 N° 2, p. 23-29. 

Kelley, Colleen; Meyers, Judith E. (1987). Cross-Cultural Adaptability Inventory manua,. Minneapolis, 

MN: National Computer Systems. 

Knight, Jane (2004). “Internationalization remodeled: definition, approaches, and rationales,” Journal of 

Studies in International Education, Vol.8, N° 1, p. 5-31.  

Kolb, David A. (1981). “Learning styles and disciplinary differences.” In A. W. Chickering (Ed.), The 

Modern American College. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 232–255. 

Kruger, Justin; Dunning, David (1999). “Unskilled and Unaware of It: How Difficulties in Recognizing 

One's Own Incompetence Lead to Inflated Self-Assessments,” Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, Vol.77, N°6, p. 1121-1134. 

Hammer, Mitchell R., Bennett, Milton J., Wiseman, Richard (2003). “Measuring intercultural sensitivity: 

The Intercultural Development Inventory,” International Journal of Intercultural Relations, Vol. 27 

N°4, p. 421-443. 

Ledwith, Sue; Seymur, Diane (2001). “Home and away: preparing students for multicultural 

management,” The International Journal of Human Resources Management, Vol. 12 N° 8, p. 1292-

1312.  

Matsumoto, David.; LeRoux, Jeff. A.; Ratzlaff, Charlotte; Tatani, Haruyo; Uchida, Hideko; Kim, Chu; 

Araki, Shoko (2001). “Development and validation of a measure of intercultural adjustment 

potential in Japanese sojourners: The Intercultural Adjustment Potential Scale (ICAPS),” 

International Journal of Intercultural Relations, Vol. 25, p. 483-510. 

Matsumoto, David; Hwang, Hyisung C. (2013). “Assessing cross-cultural competence: a review of 

available tests,” Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, Vol. 44 N° 6, p. 849-873. 

Marcotte, Claude; Desroches, Jocelyn; Poupart, Isabelle (2007). “Preparing internationally minded 

business graduates: the role of international mobility programs,” International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations, Vol. 31, p. 655-668.  

Nilsson, Per A. (2013).“Expectations and experiences of temporarily studying abroad,” História.Revista 

da FLUP., Vol.  4  N° 3, p. 183-198. 

Ng, Kok-Yee.; Van Dyne, Linn; Ang, Soon (2012). “Cultural Intelligence: a review, reflections, and 

recommendations for future research,” in A. M. Ryan, F. T. L. Leong and F. L. Oswald (Eds.), 

Conducting multinational research: applying organizational psychology in the workplace 

Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, p. 29-58. 

Parey, Mathias; Waldinger, Fabian (2011).“Studying abroad and the effect on international labour market 

mobility: evidence from the introduction of Erasmus,” The Economic Journal, Vol. 121, p. 194-

222. 

Pate, Judy; Scullion, Hugh (2016). “The flexpatriate psychological contract: a literature review and future 

research agenda,” The International Journal of Human Resource Management, p. 1-24. 



 

Pruegger, Valerie J.; Rogers, Tim B. (1993). “Development of a scale to measure cross-cultural 

sensitivity in the Canadian context,” Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, Vol. 25, p. 615-

621. 

Spitzberg, B. H., Chagnon, G. (2009). “Conceptualizing intercultural communication competence”, in D. 

K., Deardorff (Eds), The SAGE Handbook of intercultural competence Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 

p. 2-52. 

Ruben, Brent D. (1976). Assessing communication competency for intercultural adaptation,” Group and 

Organization Studies, Vol. 1 N°3, p. 334-354.  

Souto-Otero, Manuel; Huisman, Jeroen; Beerkens, Maarja, de Wit, Hans; Vujic, Sunčica (2013). 

“Barriers to International Student Mobility: Evidence From the Erasmus Program,” Educational 

Researcher, Vol. 42 N° 2, p. 70–77. 

Spencer-Oatey, Helen (2013). “Critical incidents. A Compilation of Quotations for the Intercultural 

Field.” GlobalPAD Core Concepts, 29. 

Spencer-Oatey, Helen, and Peter Franklin (2009). Intercultural interaction: A multidisciplinary approach 

to intercultural communication. Springer. 

Stenberg, R. J. (1986). “A framework for understanding conceptions of intelligence”. In R. J. Sternberg & 

D. K. Detterman (Eds.), What is intelligence? Contemporary view points on its nature and 

definition NJ: Ablex: Norwood,p. 3-15. 

Teichler, Ulrich; Jahr, Volker (2001).“Mobility during the course of study and after graduation,” 

European Journal of Education, Vol. 36, N° 4, p. 443-458. 

Thomas, D. C., Elron, E., Stahl, G., Ekelund, B., Ravlin, E., Cerdin, J.-L., Poelmans, S., Brislin, R., 

Pekerti, A., Aycan, Z., Maznevski, M., Au, K., & Lazarova, M. (2008). “Cultural Intelligence: 

Domain and Assessment,” International Journal of Cross-Cultural Management 8 (2): 123-143. 

Turhan, Bugay (2016). “How students develop their competences through Erasmus mobility: Erasmus 

case in Hacettepe university,” Journal Plus Education / Educatia Plus, Vol. 14, p. 96-10. 

Varela, Otmar. E. (2017). “Learning outcomes of Study-Abroad Programs: A meta-analysis,” Academy of 

Management Learning & Education, Vol. 16 N° 4, p. 531–561. 

van Oudenhoven, Jan Pieter, van der Zee, Karen I. (2002). “Predicting multicultural effectiveness of 

international students: The Multicultural Personality Questionnaire,” International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations, Vol. 26, p. 679-694. 

Vianden, Jörg, Yakaboski, Tamara (2017) "Critical incidents of student satisfaction at German 

universities." International Journal of Educational Management, Vol. 31 N°7, p. 944-957. 

Volet, Simone E.; Ang, G. (2012). “Culturally mixed groups on international campuses: an opportunity 

for inter-cultural learning,” Higher Education Research & Development, Vol. 31 N° 1, p. 21-37. 

Wittorski, Richard (1998). “De la fabrication des compétences,” Éducation permanente, Paris: 

Documentation française, 135, p.57-69. 

 

  



 

 

Appendix 

The definitions and classification are being echoed by Matsumoto and collegues (2013) 

Authors Definition 
CCAI 
Kelley & Meyers 
(1995) 

Cross-cultural adaptability is defined as one’s readiness to interact with 
people who are different from oneself or adapt to living in another 
culture.  

ICSI 
Bhawuk & Brislin (1992) 

Intercultural sensitivity is defined as sensitivity to the importance of 
cultural differences and to the points of view of people of other cultures.  

IDI  
Hammer, Bennett, 
Wiseman (2003) 

Intercultural sensitivity inventory is based on Bennett’s development 
model intercultural sensitivity (DMIS), This model consists of six steps 
that are ideally set up across a continuum from ethnocentrism to 
ethnorelativism. The ethnocentric phases defined by three stages: denial, 
defence and minimization of cultural differences. The ethnorelative 
orientation by: Acceptance, adaptation and finally integration of cultural 
differences into identity 

CCCS 
Pruegger & Rogers, (1993) 

Cross-cultural sensitivity scale was created with the intent to measure 
the degree of sensitivity to cultural differences and of comprehension of 
cultural differences (with a specific reference to the Canadian context )  

IBA/ BASIC 
Ruben 1976 

This measure is focus on behavior and on the gap between what people 
know and what they act.  

ICAPS 
Matsumoto et al. (2001) 

The scale measures the potential for intercultural adjustment as a 
function of the psychological skills that individuals possess (emotion 
regulation, critical thinking, openness, flexibility, interpersonal security, 
emotional commitment to traditional ways of thinking, tolerance for 
ambiguity, and empathy). 

ICC  
(Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 
2005) 

Intercultural communication competence results in five characteristics 
associated to it: empathy, intercultural experience and training, 
motivation, global attitude, and ability to listen well in conversation  

ISS  
Chen & Starosta (2000) 

Intercultural sensitivity is defined by authors as a mindset that helps 
individuals distinguish their counterparts differ in behavior, perception 
or feelings  in the process of intercultural communication 

MPQ   
Van der Zee et Van 
Oudenhoven (2000) 
 

Multicultural personality questionnaire is defined  by the following 
scales:  Cultural Empathy, Openmindedness, Emotional Stability, 
Orientation to Action, Adventurousness/Curiosity, Flexibility, and 
Extraversion. It tests the ability to stay in a cultural environment, the 
interest to interact with people from different countries and the degree 
of psychological well-being when people act in this multicultural 
environment. 
 

 

English items Italian translations German translation 

Metacognitive Metacognitiva Metakognitiv 

1 I am conscious of the cultural 

knowledge I use when interacting 

with people with different cultural 

Sono consapevole delle conoscenze 

culturali che uso quando interagisco 

con persone con diversi background 

Ich bin mir des kulturellen 

Wissens (cultural knowledge) 

bewusst, das ich bei der 

Interaktion mit Personen 



 

backgrounds. culturali. unterschiedlichen kulturellen 

Ursprungs nutze. 

2 I adjust my cultural knowledge as I 

interact with people from a culture 

that is unfamiliar to me. 

Sono consapevole delle conoscenze 

culturali che utilizzo nelle interazioni 

cross-culturali. 

Ich bin mir meines kulturelles 

Wissens bewusst, das ich im 

Rahmen interkultureller 

Interaktionen zum Einsatz 

bringe. 

3 I check the accuracy of my cultural 

knowledge as I interact with people 

from different cultures. 

Controllo l'esattezza delle mie 

conoscenze culturali quando 

interagisco con persone di culture 

diverse. 

Ich  berpr fe die  ichtigkeit 

meiner kulturellen Kenntnisse, 

wenn ich mit Personen aus 

anderen Kulturen interagiere. 

Cognitive Cognitiva Kognitiv 

1 I know the legal and economic 

systems of other cultures. 

Conosco i sistemi giuridici ed 

economici di altre culture. 

Ich kenne die Rechts­ und 

Wirtschaftssysteme anderer 

Kulturen. 

2 I know the cultural values and 

religious beliefs of other cultures. 

Conosco i valori culturali e le 

credenze religiose di altre culture. 

Ich kenne die kulturellen  erte 

und religi sen  ber eugungen 

anderer Kulturen. 

3 I know the marriage systems of other 

cultures. 

Conosco il sistema di matrimonio di 

altre culture.  

Ich kenne das Hochzeitssystem 

anderer Kulturen. 

4 I know the customs of other cultures. 

(new) 

Conosco i riti di altre culture. Ich kenne die Riten anderer 

Kulturen. 

5 I know the interaction rules between 

women and men from other cultures. 

(new) 

Conosco le regole di interazione tra 

donne e uomini proprie di altre culture 

 

Ich kenne die in anderen 

 ulturen g ltigen 

Interaktionsregeln  wischen 

M nnern und Frauen. 

Motivational Motivazionale Motivationell 

1 I am confident that I can socialize 

with locals in a culture that is 

unfamiliar to me. 

Sono fiducioso di poter socializzare 

con la gente del posto in una cultura 

che per me è sconosciuta. 

Ich bin  ber eugt, dass ich mit 

der lokalen Bev lkerung einer 

mir unbekannten  ultur 

 ontakte kn pfen kann. 

2 I enjoy living in cultures that are 

unfamiliar to me. 

Mi piace vivere in culture che non 

sono familiari per me. 

Mir gefällt es, in mir 

unbekannten Kulturen zu leben. 

3 I am confident that I can get 

accustomed to the shopping 

conditions in a different culture. 

Sono sicuro che posso abituarmi alle 

condizioni economiche in una cultura 

diversa. 

Ich bin  ber eugt davon, dass 

ich mich an die 

Einkaufsbedingungen in einer 

anderen  ultur gew hnen kann. 

Behavioural Comportamentale Verhaltensorientiet  

1 I use pause and silence differently to 

suit different cross-cultural 

situations. 

Uso pause e silenzi in modo diverso in 

base alle diverse situazioni 

interculturali. 

In Abhängigkeit von bestimmten 

interkulturellen Situationen 

nutze ich Sprechpausen und 



 

Stille unterschiedlich. 

2 I change my nonverbal behavior 

when a cross-cultural situation 

requires it. 

Cambio il mio comportamento non-

verbale quando una situazione 

interculturale lo richiede. 

Ich passe mein non­verbales 

Verhalten an, wenn es eine 

interkulturelle Situation 

erfordert. 

3 I alter my facial expressions when a 

cross-cultural interaction requires it. 

Modifico le mie espressioni facciali 

quando una interazione culturale lo 

richiede. 

Ich passe meine Mimik an, wenn 

es eine interkulturelle Situation 

erfordert. 

 

Likert frequency scale from 1 – 

Strongly disagree to 7 – Strongly 

agree 

Scala di risposta Likert da 1 – 

Fortemente in disaccordo a 7 – 

Fortemente d’accordo 

Likert Frequenzskala von 1 - 

Stark abweichend von 7 - Stark 

zustimmen 

 

 

 

 


