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ABSTRACT
In recent years, cultural intelligence (CQ) or the ability to manage and function effectively
across cultures has been regarded as a crucial area of strategic management. In quest of reaping
the positive individual and organizational benefits associated with intercultural competencies,
the academic literature has delved into the CQ antecedents. Research has shed light on four
categories of cultural intelligence predictors. The objective of the present study is to examine
two of these types by selecting a set of relevant antecedents derived from previous research.
Namely, this study looks at the role of individual differences (openness, extraversion and
language skills) and international experience on CQ, as well as on its expanded definition (four
facets). Additionally, as antecedent interaction analyses have largely been ignored in the
academic literature, this thesis investigates the interrelationships between the personality traits
(openness and extraversion) and CQ. Next, this paper examines the potential mediating role of
international experience on the relationship between the antecedents (individual differences)
and cultural intelligence. The study tests the explanatory power of each predictor on CQ and
expanded definition through the analysis of data gathered by a survey including 684
respondents. Results show that individual differences positively affect one’s level of CQ, four
facets and subdimensions. These effects are indeed partially mediated through international
experience. However, the interaction effect of the traits is not supported. Significant
relationships are further investigated in additional exploratory research to assess the power of
each antecedent on the eleven CQ subdimensions. These analyses reveal which process
dimensions are the most critical for the studied set of antecedents. These analyses also confirm
the great role of openness but also that of language skills and international experience in
enhancing individuals’ CQ level. It is concluded that managerial implications can be derived
from this study, namely by better selecting, training or developing employees to face the great

challenges of globalization.
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’

“Every human is like all other humans, some other humans, and no other human’

Murray and Kluckhohn (1953)

1. Introduction

For most business organizations, the greatest growth opportunities lie in expanding to
foreign markets. As much as organizations can benefit from it, the process of globalization
involves great challenges. Characterized by an emergence of international networks, operations
(Van Dyne, Ang, Ng, Rockstuhl, Tan & Koh, 2012), voluntary or involuntary migration
(Sharma & Hussain, 2017), globalization has transformed the traditional business dynamics
into something far more complex. As this phenomenon brings crucial effects such as
competitive intensity, job mobility and workforce diversity, well-managed internal resources
are more than ever crucial to catalyze a firm’s competitive position. As such, businesses have
recognized the need to manage individuals, encourage diversity, promote openness and
emphasize training. In this regard, cultural intelligence (CQ), the capacity to function
effectively in intercultural settings (Van Dyne et al., 2012), has become a crucial approach to
lead operations in today’s culturally diverse environment.

Shifting from a focus of homogeneous corporate cultures to heterogeneous workforce
perspectives, companies around the world are embracing diversity to reach higher levels of
performance. Understanding why some people are more successful than others in cross-cultural
situations is thus compelling. Early and Ang’s work (2003) outlined the different dimensions
that compose cultural intelligence, namely: Metacognitive CQ, Cognitive CQ, Motivational CQ
and Behavioral CQ. These dimensions constitute a framework of multi-loci intelligence, each
derived from cultural intelligence (Ott & Michailova, 2016). This four-factor model was later
expanded into an eleven-dimension structure, providing a deeper understanding of each of the
four dimensions of CQ (Van Dyne et al., 2012). Studies on CQ have flourished, identifying

the diverse antecedents, outcomes and roles of intercultural intelligence development (Ott &



Michailova, 2016). Many promising personal and organizational benefits have been outlined
and associated with intercultural competence. Next to the positive individual outcomes such as
better communication and decision-making, higher job satisfaction, and even task performance,
CQ also brings positive outcomes for companies such as success in foreign markets, team
effectiveness or successful short and long-term assignments (Ang et al., 2007; Chen et al.,
2010; Lee & Sukoco, 2010; Kodwani, 2011; Firth et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2014; Huff et al.,
2014; Bucker et al., 2014; Peng et al., 2015). For these reasons, the origins of such an ability
are as interesting as its results. From a strategic perspective, understanding the determinants of
greater cultural intelligence is essential for companies in order to remain competitive. It can
help managers source the right talent, identify the right type of training and offer their
employees the right working and leadership approach. The following paragraph highlights how
the academic literature has studied predictors of CQ and their relative importance, as well as
their interaction.

To date, the most commonly studied determinants of CQ include individual
differences, cross-cultural training, education and international experience (Early & Peterson,
2004; Ng, Van Dyne & Ang, 2009; Ott & Michailova, 2016). The scope of this paper is limited
to individual differences and international experiences, as they represent accessible and
feasible predictors to measure. Individual differences encompass both personal characteristics
and capabilities. When studying personal characteristics, the scholarly conversation most
frequently refers to the Big Five model of relatively stable personality traits (Ang, Van Dyne
& Koh, 2006; Ang & Van Dyne, 2008; Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2013; Li, Mobley &
Kelly, 2016). For personal capabilities, constructs such as self-efficacy (MacNab & Worthley,
2012) and language proficiency (Khodadady & Ghahari, 2012; Huff, 2013) are also supported
as antecedents of CQ. However, to date, most of these predictors have been studied in isolation
rather than in the more appropriate and complete interactive context. The major limitation of

studying predictors independently of each other is that it does not reflect the dynamic



complexity of CQ. It is especially true in the case of personality traits, which do not exist in a
vacuum, but rather co-exist along other traits (Li, Mobley & Kelly, 2016). Additionally, we are
lacking understanding on the relative impact these predictors have on cultural intelligence
overall, and more specifically on each of its four dimensions (metacognitive, cognitive,
motivational and behavioral) and sub-dimensions (eleven-factor structure). Finally, although
international experience has been supported as one of the four types of CQ antecedents, there
1s no research assessing the possible mediating role of international experience on the
relationship between individual differences and CQ. It is reasonable to suspect that individual
differences can serve as a catalyst for one’s engagement in international experiences, which in
turn may lead to higher cultural intelligence.

To address these gaps, this study contributes to the existing literature by deepening the
understanding of the CQ determinants through examining a set of relevant individual
differences (personality traits and personal capabilities) as well as the possible mediating role
of international experience on the relationship between individual differences and CQ. It is
hypothesized that openness, extraversion and language proficiency independently lead to more
international experience, which eventually leads to higher levels of cultural intelligence.
Responding to calls for interactive effects of predictors, this study integrates a two-way
interaction effect between the personality traits of openness and extraversion. Moreover, this
study assesses the relative impact each variable (openness, extraversion, language proficiency
and international experience) has on CQ development in general, and more specifically when
splitting up the CQ into the four factors and eleven-dimensions structure proposed by Van
Dyne et al. (2012). Hence, in Chapter 2 of this research, the constructs of cultural intelligence,
openness to new experience, extraversion, language skills and international experience will be
presented through a comprehensive literature review outlining the logic of the hypothesis

proposed. This will support the study in order to answer the problem statement of this thesis:



What is the impact of individual differences and international experience on the cultural
intelligence dimensions through the mediation effect of international experience?

Following this, the study examines the independent relationships between individual
differences (openness, extraversion, language skills) and CQ, the interrelationship between
personality traits and CQ, as well as the relationship between individual differences and
international experience. This will allow us to examine the mediation effect of international
experience on the relationship between individual differences on CQ. Chapter 3 presents the
research design, encompassing the sample and the procedure used as well as the different
measures to assess the constructs in the questionnaire. Chapter 4 provides an analysis of the
data and a summary of the results. Chapter 5 discusses the results by assessing whether they
answer the research question and provide empirical support for the hypotheses and addresses
the limitations of the study. Finally, Chapter 6 concludes this research with key insights and

proposes practical implications for managers.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

2.1 Cultural Intelligence

Business leadership today is a multicultural challenge. For most organizations, the
greatest opportunities lie in expanding to foreign markets. By 2025, Fortune Global 500
companies expect their biggest revenue streams to be coming from emerging markets,
profoundly disturbing the traditional competitive dynamics (Dobbs, Remes, Smit, Manyika,
Woetzel & Agyenim-Boateng, 2013). It follows that corporate leaders have to adapt their
internal operations to this new reality of global diversity if they want to reach both personal
and organizational success (Livermore, 2010; Ang, Soon, Van Dyne & Tan, 2011).
Understanding how some people cope better than others with such culturally diverse situations

is crucial for managers to succeed in today’s reality. Consequently, firms have been seeking



higher levels of organizational performance by looking into the benefits of diversity and
intercultural exchanges. All together, these facts outline the relevance of cultural intelligence.
Cultural intelligence (CQ), first introduced by Early and Ang in 2003, refers to the ability to
interact effectively in culturally diverse contexts and new environments. The °‘cultural
chameleon’ term introduced by Earley and Peterson in 2004 illustrates this type of intelligence
adroitly. Indeed, only the individuals who understand the importance of changing their own
behavior to be adaptive across intercultural interactions are culturally intelligent people. Since
then, empirical research has been spotlighting different facets of CQ as well as sub-dimensions.

In order to understand why some people respond better to culturally diverse
environments and eventually perform better than others, Earley and Ang (2003) conceptualized
a multi-factor model of cultural intelligence. Going beyond the general concept of CQ, the
authors propose a four-factor model addressing sub-categories of cultural intelligence. The
authors adapted the four facets of intelligence previously elaborated by Sternberg and
Detterman in 1986 and applied them to cultural intelligence. These facets comprise
metacognitive, cognitive, motivational and behavioral intelligence. This multidimensional
construct offers a comprehensive framework describing the domain of intercultural
capabilities. In other words, cultural intelligence results from the interaction of these four
different facets, each of them having a certain power depending on the individual’s intelligence
(Ang, Van Dyne & Koh, 2006). Metacognitive CQ refers to an individual's knowledge about,
and control over, cognition. This allows for higher-order thinking, such as gaining awareness
and questioning assumptions (Sharma & Hussain, 2017). Base requirements of metacognition
include the flexible integration of self-concepts according to Earley and Ang (2003). Cognitive
CQ refers to an awareness of the cultural setting, and how individuals should act within new
cultural settings (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). Cognition can be primed through practice,
experience and education (Ang et al., 2004). Motivational CQ refers to a desire to, and an

interest in, learning and operating in a cross-cultural environment (Ang et al., 2006). Some



contributing factors to increase the motivation of experiencing other cultures are self-efficacy
(Sharma & Hussain, 2017), consistency (Earley & Ang, 2003), enhancement, growth and
continuality (Earley et al., 2016). Behavioral CQ refers to the verbal and non-verbal activation
of cultural knowledge (Crowne, 2008) or rather refraining from showcasing particular attitudes
(Earley & Ang, 2003). This, according to Sharma and Hussain (2017) is visible in individuals
with high cultural intelligence.

Extending the prior work of Earley and Ang (2003), Van Dyne et al. (2012) introduced
a refined model of cultural intelligence consisting of eleven dimensions. Going beyond the
four-factor model, the authors proposed several sub-dimensions for each factor (metacognitive,
cognitive, motivational and behavioral CQ). This new conceptualization addresses the
underlying processes of each factor, thus facilitates the understanding and the nuancing of each
aspect of CQ (Figure A). Shedding light on their capabilities, it allows individuals to reflect on
their strengths, weaknesses and even develop specific self-improvement objectives (Van Dyne
et al., 2012). Metacognitive CQ consists of three distinct processes: planning, awareness and
checking. Planning is to strategically prepare for a situation which will require a culturally
diverse mindset (Van Dyne et al., 2012). Part of this preparation is a contingency analysis (e.g.
what should the individual do in different specific situations), which allows for more mutual
understanding (Schmidt & Ford, 2003). Awareness is to be conscious of the real-time influence
of culture. This influence is threefold: firstly, on themselves, secondly, on others and thirdly,
the situation (Van Dyne et al., 2012). Then, checking is the ability to review assumptions and
adjust mental minds to actual experiences in a cultural setting. The second facet, cognitive CQ
refers to an individual’s knowledge structure about cultural practices, conventions, norms and
values (Van Dyne et al., 2012). It contains culture-general knowledge and context-specific
knowledge. The former describes how cultural values affect general behaviors. These behaviors
can be objective, exemplified by the economic or political system, or subjective as is the basis

for Hofstede’s cultural dimension (1980). The latter refers to manifestations of expertise in



specific contexts, which fosters “insider understanding” (Van Dyne et al., 2010, p. 302). Next,
motivational CQ is divided into intrinsic interest, extrinsic interest and self-efficacy. Intrinsic
interest stems from an internal desire to interact with different cultures whereas extrinsic
interest is about the extraneous status gained by individuals living in a foreign culture (Van
Dyne et al., 2010). Self-efficacy is one’s ability to continuously cope with different cultures.
Finally, behavioral CQ counts three dimensions: verbal behavior, nonverbal behavior and
speech acts. Verbal behavior measures one’s ability to alter their tone, accent, pace, volume
and style of speech (Victor, 1992). Nonverbal behavior refers to the ability to the capacity to
communicate through body language, gestures and facial expressions (Knapp & Hall, 2010).
Speech acts measure the aptness and flexibility of communicating various messages according
to the cultural setting (Bowe & Martin, 2007).

Intercultural competency is a rather new concept in the academic conversation. Its
empirical base is limited, but continuously growing in order to identify its diverse antecedents,
outcomes and roles (Sharma & Hussain, 2017). Antecedents of CQ can be categorized into four
broad categories, namely: individual differences (Ang et al., 2006; Harrisson, 2012; Li, Mobley
& Kelly, 2016), cross-cultural training (Fisher, 2011; Eisenberg et al., 2013), education
(MacNab, 2012) and international experience (Crowne, 2008; MacNab & Worthley, 2012;
Moon et al, 2012; Engle & Crowne, 2014). Fewer researchers focused on the possible
mediation or moderation roles of CQ, resulting in much fewer insights on that matter. To date,
most of the literature has focused on the outcomes associated with cultural intelligence,
outlining positive outcomes both for the individuals and for the organization. The most studied
outcomes include performance and effectiveness (Ang et al., 2007; Lee & Sukoco, 2010; Lee
et al., 2014; Peng et al., 2015) as well as adjustment and adaptation (Ang et al., 2007; Chen et
al., 2010; Lee & Sukoco, 2010; Firth et al., 2014; Huff et al., 2014). However, as beneficial as
the CQ outcomes might be, it is not possible to reach them without fully understanding the

roots of cultural intelligence. The novel research on the antecedents of CQ can benefit
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organizations by leading to better employee assessment, training, development and thus better
individual and company performance (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2013; Sharma &
Hussain, 2017). The aim of the current study is therefore to tackle a set of predictors, study
their interaction and examine their impact on the different facets and sub-dimensions of cultural
competence. This will help employees, managers and eventually the whole organization
identify what can be done to reach higher levels of CQ, and eventually reap the multiple

benefits associated with it.

2.2 Individual Differences and Cultural Intelligence

In quest of understanding how to derive the most value from cultural competence, the
literature delved into its potential predictors. As introduced in Section 2.1, cultural intelligence
is based on capabilities that are developed through individual differences, cross-cultural
training, education and international experience (Earley & Peterson, 2004; Ng, Van Dyne &
Ang, 2009; Ott & Michailova, 2016). This part will tackle the first category, namely individual
differences.

Research distinguished two types of individual differences: personality characteristics
and personal capabilities (Ang, Van Dyne & Koh, 2006). Personality characteristics have most
often been associated with the Big Five taxonomy: openness to experience, extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness and emotional stability. In their study, Ang, Van Dyne and
Koh (2006) found strong empirical evidence on the value of using personality, and most
specifically the Big Five taxonomy, as predictor of CQ development. Indeed, significant links
were made between the five personality traits and the four-factor model of CQ development.
Interestingly, the authors found that openness to experience is the most relevant trait as it is
positively related to all four aspects of CQ. Extraversion is the second trait explaining the most
variance in CQ as it is related to three factors: cognitive, motivational and behavioral CQ. The

three remaining traits are only related to one factor: comscientiousness was related to
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metacognitive CQ, and agreeableness and emotional stability were related to behavioral CQ
(Ang, Van Dyne and Koh, 2006). In a nutshell, according to the authors, individuals who score
high in openness to experience or high in extraversion are more likely to reach higher levels of
intercultural intelligence. The focus of this study is therefore put on the traits of openness and
extraversion. Furthermore, responding to calls for interactive effects of personality traits (L1,
Mobley & Kelly, 2016), this thesis investigates the interaction between the traits of openness
and extraversion. Although individuals generally exhibit a predisposition to one of the Big Five
personality traits, traits do not exist separately but rather coexist alongside other traits (Li,
Mobley & Kelly, 2016). Therefore, the interactive effect of openness and extraversion is
expected to impact CQ beyond the additive effect of the two traits independently. In other
words, it is expected that individuals who exhibit both of these traits will present higher levels
of CQ than individuals scoring high in only one of these traits.

Next to personality characteristics, a number of personal capabilities have also been
studied as CQ antecedents. One specifically interesting area of research is the issue of language
proficiency. The rationale behind it is that when individuals speak a foreign language, they can
relate and connect better to the people from that foreign culture. As much as the relationship
between language skills and cultural intelligence has an intuitive appeal, there is little empirical
support. In the literature, there is controversial evidence that language proficiency has any
impact on cultural intelligence (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008; Khorakiwala, 2008; Shannon &
Begley, 2008; Khodadady & Ghahari, 2012; Huff, 2013). The underlying reason might be that
in most of these studies, only the English language is assessed. The fact that the English
language is often considered as being the international language might explain why English
proficiency did not systematically translate into greater cultural intelligence. The study of
Shannon and Begley (2008) however did reveal a positive relationship between foreign

language fluency and all four facets of CQ. The current study proposes to study the language
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construct by looking at the number of languages spoken and by assessing its impact on overall
CQ, and on the four-factor model. The next paragraph illustrates the hypothesized effects.

In short, individual differences hold a great potential when studying the roots of cultural
intelligence. As outlined above, openness to experience and extraversion explain most of the
variance in CQ development by having a positive direct effect on respectively 4 or on 3 of the
four facets (Ang, Van Dyne & Koh, 2006). This study expects the same relationships, that is
the positive impact of openness on metacognitive, motivational, behavioral and cognitive CQ
as well as the positive impact of extraversion on metacognitive, motivational and behavioral
CQ. Next, although the study of language proficiency as a predictor CQ led to contrasting
results, we expect a positive effect of the number of languages spoken on CQ. Moreover, it is
hypothesized that language proficiency is related to motivational and behavioral facets of CQ.
Motivational CQ refers to an individual’s drive and interest to adapt in diverse environments
(Earley & Ang, 2003). Displaying fluency in a foreign language is expected to encourage and
motivate individuals to communicate in unfamiliar environments. Next, language proficiency
should also relate to behavioral CQ, considering that it refers to the ability of individuals to
adapt their verbal and non-verbal actions when interacting in diverse cultural settings (Earley
& Ang, 2003). Verbal behaviors are thus highly relevant to one’s language proficiency.

Based on the previously discussed literature, this study expects positive independent
relationships between the variables of individual differences (openness, extraversion and
language) and cultural intelligence. As such, the first hypothesis is:

HI: There is a positive relationship between the individual differences of openness,

extraversion, languages skills and CQ

Next, by delving into the expanded scale of cultural intelligence and into the academic

literature addressed above, the following hypotheses are further examined.
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H1la: openness to experience is positively associated with overall CQ, namely to metacognitive,
motivational, behavioral and cognitive CQ

H1b: extraversion is positively associated with overall CQ, namely to metacognitive,
motivational and behavioral CQ

Hlc: language proficiency is positively associated with overall CQ, namely to motivational

and behavioral CQ
Finally, this research expects that the combination of the personality traits of openness

and extraversion impacts positively the cultural intelligence level of individuals. Therefore:

H1d: the combined effect of openness and extraversion is positively associated with CQ

Openness Metacognitive

Cultural
intelligence

Motivational

Extraversion

Language
skills

Figure 1. Hypothesis 1: the relationship between individual differences, CQ and four
facets

Behavioral

Cognitive

2.3 Individual differences and International Experience

It is believed that individual differences will influence how individuals perceive cross-
cultural experiences. We expect that specific personal characteristics and capabilities make
individuals more likely to engage in international experiences. Cross-cultural researchers who
study topics of international experience have long recognized the importance of personality
factors in international assignment performance (Caliguri, 2000; Ang, Van Dyne & Koh,

2006). According to these authors, the Big Five personality traits represent universal
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mechanisms predisposing individuals to behave in certain ways in order to reach their goals.
For this reason, it is hypothesized that individuals with higher levels of openness to experience
and extraversion will engage in more international experience. Indeed, people who score high
in openness to experience tend to be curious, creative, broad-minded and adopt metacognitive
strategies when thinking about and interacting across cultures (Ang et al., 2006). On the other
hand, people who score high in extraversion are generally energetic, sociable and
adventuresome (Barrick, Mount & Piotrowski, 2002).

Language skills is also hypothesized to be positively related to international experience.
It can be argued that individuals speaking one or more foreign language(s) engage more into
international experiences, either voluntarily (e.g. travelling) or involuntarily (e.g. international
assignment). Higher language abilities can contribute to the individual’s perception of
psychological safety and further motivate people to engage in international experiences.

Therefore, the present study expects a positive relationship between the variables of
openness, extraversion and language proficiency and cultural intelligence.
H2: There is a positive relationship between the individual differences of openness,

extraversion, languages skills and international experience

To assess this hypothesis, this study expects independent effects of each individual
difference as well as an interaction effect of openness and extraversion:
H2a: openness to experience is positively associated with international experience
H2b: extraversion is positively associated with international experience
H2c: language proficiency is positively associated with international experience
H2d: the combined effect of openness and extraversion is positively associated with

international experience
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Openness

Extraversion

Language
skills

Figure 2. Hypothesis 2: the relationship between individual differences and
international experience

International
Experience

2.4 Individual differences, International Experience and Cultural Intelligence

As presented in Section 2.3, many scholars have proposed and demonstrated that
individual differences are predictors of international assignments. International experience has
also been outlined as one of the four most common antecedents to cultural intelligence
development (Crowne, 2008; Moon, Choi & Jung, 2012, MacNab & Worthley, 2012;
Eisenberg et al., 2013; Engle & Crowne, 2014; Ott & Michailova, 2018). This part of the
theoretical development first outlines the relationship between international experience and
cultural intelligence. Second, building on the current literature and addressing its gaps, it
proposes a mediating effect of international experience on the relationship between individual
differences and cultural intelligence.

International experience refers to the exposure to different cultural environments one
individual might engage into for work or non-work purposes (Crowne, 2008; Moon, Choi &
Jung, 2012). Research has outlined the importance of the social learning theory (Bandura,
1977) to support international experience as an antecedent of cultural competence. According
to this theory, one can benefit from learning through the observation or direct instructions
taking place in a social context. Interacting and communication with individuals from a foreign

culture would therefore trigger this cognitive process and result in acquiring new knowledge,
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skills and information on a different culture (Black et al., 1991). Drawing from this rationale,
it implies that previous international experience provides background exposure to a specific
culture and thus facilitates the learning processes.

Different studies found significant evidence that individuals with previous international
experience developed overall higher levels of CQ (Crowne, 2008; Moon, Choi & Jung, 2012,
MacNab & Worthley, 2012; Eisenberg et al., 2013; Engle & Crowne, 2014; Ott & Michailova,
2018). However, the academic literature suggests inconclusive, inconsistent and often
contradictory findings when it comes to the explanatory power of the type, length and breadth
of the international experience on CQ development. To date, no consensus was reached
regarding which facets of the four-factor model were most impacted by international
experience (1.e. metacognitive, cognitive, motivational and behavioral). Regarding the length
of the exposure, both short and long-term exposure suggest development of intercultural
competencies (MacNab, Brislin & Worthley, 2012; Engle & Crowne, 2013). Finally, regarding
the breadth of the exposure, the literature suggested that the breadth alone (number of countries
visited) had no impact on the development of CQ (Crowne, 2008).

In a nutshell, although international experience has been supported by the vast majority
of studies as a strong CQ antecedent, the evidence provided across studies seems to be
inconclusive. The current study proposed to confirm the relevance of international experience
as predictor of CQ by looking into the breadth perspective of international experience (the
number of countries visited). Most importantly, the aim of the study is to outline its relative
impact of international experience on the four-factor model and eleven subdimensions of CQ.
Therefore, this thesis expects international experience to further develop individuals’ cultural
intelligence facets. It is believed that individuals who have acquired more experience abroad
have developed higher levels of awareness (metacognitive CQ), interest (motivational CQ),
understanding (cognitive CQ), and can therefore better adapt (behavioral CQ) to culturally

diverse environments. For this reason and to further address the expanded CQ dimensions, this
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study expects that international experience impacts positively every facet of cultural
intelligence. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:
H3: international experience is positively associated with CQ, namely with metacognitive,

motivational, behavioral and cognitive CQ

Metacognitive

Motivational

Cultural
intelligence

International
Experience

Behavioral
Cognitive

Figure 3: the relationship between international experience, CQ and four facets

As the vast majority of studies support the relationship between individual differences
and international experience, as well as the relationship between international experience and
CQ development, this study hypothesizes the potential mediating role of international
experience on the relationship between individual differences and CQ development. Therefore:

HA4: International experience mediates the relationship between individual differences and CQ

Further, this study expects independent effects of each individual difference as well as
an interaction effect of openness and extraversion:
HA4a: International experience mediates the relationship between openness and CQ
HA4b: International experience mediates the relationship between extraversion and CQ
HA4c: International experience mediates the relationship between language proficiency and CQ
HA4d: International experience mediates the relationship between the combined effect of

openness and extraversion and CQ
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Openness

Extraversion

Language
skills

Figure 4. Hypothesis 4: the mediating effect of international experience on the
relationship between individual differences and CQ

International Cultural
Experience intelligence

2.5 Research Model

In sum, the above literature review along with the derived hypotheses aim to fill the
research gaps in the field of cultural intelligence. As a reminder, Hypothesis 1 investigates the
independent effect of each individual difference (openness, extraversion, language proficiency)
on CQ and its four facts (H/a,b,c), as well as the combined effect of openness and extraversion
on CQ (HId). Hypothesis 2 tackles the independent effect of each individual difference
(H2a,b,c), as well as the combined effect of openness and extraversion on international
experience (H2d). Then, Hypothesis 3 investigates the direct effect between international
experience, CQ and its four facets. Finally, Hypothesis 4 examines the mediating role of
international experience on the relationship between each individual difference and CQ
(H4a,b,c), the moderation effect of openness and extraversion on the mediation of international

experience (HH4d). These hypotheses are presented in the below research model.
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H1

Openness [ Metacognitive

3

£ . International Cultural Motivational
xtraversion wy intelligence
Behavioral
Language
skills
Cognitive

| H2 il H3 }

Figure 5. Research model

3. Research design

3.1 Context

This study, conducted by the author, a Master student of International Business at the
School of Business and Economics of Maastricht University, alone is based on data collected
jointly with other students doing research in the field of Cultural Intelligence. Data were
collected through an online questionnaire (Appendix A) for the advantages of
representativeness and individualization. As multiple students were doing research on the topic
of CQ, the possibility of collecting data together increased the number of usable responses, and
thus, representativeness of the sample. Additionally, online questionnaires have the possibility
to tackle multiple areas of interest, and can be later on tailored towards the specific needs of
the researcher. For this reason, the survey included a set of questions on the variables studies
in this thesis (individual differences, international experience, expanded CQ scale) as well as

other constructs relevant to the other researchers.
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3.2 Sampling Procedure and Sampling Frame

Data were collected over a period of two weeks, via an online survey made on Qualtrics.
As mentioned previously, one objective of the data collection was to gather as many responses
as possible, to increase the representativeness of the sample. In order to be eligible, participants
had to be students. Moreover, the participation in the survey was made on a voluntary basis.
Respondents were approached using convenience sampling (via e-mail and social media), as
each student contacted their own network. Respondents were then asked to complete the survey

by evaluating themselves on several assumptions.

3.3 Measures and Scaling

In order to test the model of this study, data were collected on the dependent variable
CQ, its four facets and eleven subdimensions, as well on the independent variables of openness
to experience, extraversion, language proficiency and international experience. Data were
collected at the individual level and aggregated with the use of established scales proposed in
the academic literature. In this section, each scale will be presented as well as the relative

reliability coefficient alpha (Cronbach alpha).

3.3.1 Dependent variable

Cultural intelligence. Participants completed questionnaires by assessing their own
cultural intelligence. The CQ construct used to test the different hypotheses was evaluated on
a 7 point Likert-scale, ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree. Therefore,
participants were presented with statements regarding the topic of intercultural adaptation and
had to rate themselves on a 7 point scale. To analyze the CQ level of participants, items were
adapted from a 5-item cultural intelligence measure developed by Ang and Van Dyne (2008).

A sample item used in the survey is: “I can describe the different cultural value frameworks
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that explain behaviors around the world” (o = .89). Yielding a high Cronbach alpha of .89, the
internal consistency of the CQ construct scale is further supported.

Going beyond the general concept of cultural intelligence, this study expands into the
four facets of CQ: metacognitive CQ (o =.72), motivational CQ (a = .74), behavioral CQ (a =
.82) and cognitive CQ (a = .79). The latter facets are therefore tested as dependent variables.
Items were adapted from the extended Cultural Intelligence Scale of Van Dyne, Ang, Ng,
Rockstuhl, Tan and Koh (2012) (Appendix B). These Cronbach alpha’s provide evidence for
high internal consistency of the scale.

When significant linear regressions results are found, the dependent variables are once
again changed into the associated sub-dimensions of CQ (awareness, planning, checking,
intrinsic interest, extrinsic interest, self-efficacy, verbal behavior, nonverbal behavior, speech
acts, culture-general knowledge and context-specific knowledge). To analyze each sub-
dimension strength, items were adapted from the extended Cultural Intelligence Scale of Van
Dyne, Ang, Ng, Rockstuhl, Tan and Koh (2012) as well as from the Cultural Intelligence Center
(2014) (Appendix A). A sample item used in the survey is: “I can describe effective negotiation

strategies across different cultures” (o =.77).

3.3.2 Independent variables

Openness to experience and extraversion. Participants completed questionnaires by
assessing their own personality based on the Big Five model (openness to experience,
extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness and emotional stability). The personality
construct used to test the different hypotheses was evaluated on a 7 point Likert-scale, ranging
from 1=strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree. To analyze the personality traits of participants,
1 item was adapted from a 5-item personality measure developed by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird
and Lucas (2006). A sample item used in the survey was: “I talk to a lot of different people at

parties” (o = .78). The current study investigates more specifically the traits of openness to
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experience and extraversion, both independently of each other as well as in interaction
(Openness*Extraversion).

Language proficiency. To assess the construct of language proficiency, participants had
to indicate the number of languages they were moderately to very skilled at reading, speaking
and writing. They could also specify which language they can read, speak and write. However,
as mentioned in Chapter 2, for the purpose of this study only the number of languages spoken
is studied to assess language proficiency.

International experience. In the case of international experience, several perspectives
are possible: one could look at the type of experience (work or non-work related), the depth of
the experience (time spent abroad) or breadth of the experience (number of countries visited).
The present paper investigates the role of international in the development of cultural
intelligence by taking a breadth perspective. Indeed, this study expects that the more
individuals visit different countries, the more they encounter different cultures and thus the

more they recognize behaviors, understand cultural differences and adapt their own attitudes.

3.3.3 Control variables

Following previous studies about CQ (Ang et al, 2006; Li et al, 2013; MacNab &
Worthley, 2016) the controls of age (aggregated to the mean), gender (dummy variable, female
= 1 and male = 0) and education (high school, bachelor, master or doctorate level) are
introduced as they are expected to influence the relationships studied in the conceptual model.
Age is considered as a very relevant and strong control variable as, together with education, it
is the most powerful demographic factor that is influencing individuals, in terms of attitudes
and attitudinal processes (Sears, 1986). Similarly, gender is also controlled for as it is a factor

that influences the attitudes through traits differences (Budaev, 1995).
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3.4 Mediation and Moderated Mediation Analyses

In the current study, the traits of openness to experience and extraversion are studied
independently of each other as well as in interaction. The current study suggests that cultural
intelligence development would benefit from an interaction between the two personality traits
at hand, namely openness and extraversion, through international experience. The below
paragraph describes the underlying mechanics and implications of a moderated mediation.

Moderation analyses study how the relationship between two variables X and Y varies
depending on a third variable, M (Hayes, 2013). Hypotheses HI/d and H2d illustrate this
concept by investigating the moderation of extraversion on the relationship between openness
and cultural intelligence (H1d) or between openness and international experience (H2d). In
contrast, mediation analyses suggest that, instead of studying direct relationship between two
variables such as X and Y, one could take into account a third mediating variable M. In this
case, X would cause variation on the M variable, and M would cause variation on Y (Hayes,
2013). Hypotheses H4a, H4b and H4c investigate the mediating role of international
experience on the relationship between openness, extraversion and language (independently)
and CQ.

The concept of a moderated moderation integrates both types of analyses, to benefit
from the combination of both approaches. Hypothesis H4d (Chapter 2) tackles the idea of a
moderated mediation by looking at of the moderation of extraversion on the relationship
between openness and international experience and that of openness and cultural intelligence,
that is, through the mediation of international experience (Figure 5). The statistical procedure

to address the mediation and the moderated mediation is explained below.
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Cultural
intelligence

Openness

Figure 5. Hypothesis H4d: extraversion moderates the positive relationship between
openness and international experience and between openness and CQ

To test for the mediation effect of international experience on the relationship between
individual differences and cultural intelligence, the procedure of Baron and Kenny (1986) is
applied. According to the authors, a mediation analysis consists of a four-step approach. The
first step addresses the direct relationship between the causal variable (individual differences)
and the outcome variable (CQ). The second step studies the direct effect between the causal
variable (individual differences) and the mediator (international experience). Then, the third
step examines the direct effect between the mediator (international experience) and the
outcome variable (CQ). For this step, it is important to control for the causal variable
(individual differences) because both international experience and CQ may be only correlated
because they are both caused by individual differences. The fourth step consists of establishing
whether international experience fully mediates the relationship between individual differences
and CQ. This is done by assessing the effect of individual differences on CQ controlling for
international experience. It is possible to test this effect by using the PROCESS macro designed
by Hayes (2013). If all four steps are met, then international experience is supported as fully
mediating the relationship between individual differences and CQ. If only the first 3 steps are
met, it indicates a partial mediation of international experience.

The first three steps are addressed and tested in hypotheses H/, H2 and H3. Finally,

step 4 is performed by using the PROCESS macro developed by Hayes (2013). This step
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consists of using a bootstrap estimation approach with 5000 samples using a 95% confidence

interval. Chapter 4 provides the results of these tests.

3.5 Analytical Strategy

The first step of the analytical procedure is to clean the data by suppressing the entries
with missing data as well as reversing the negative statements items from the questionnaire.
The second step is to perform a reliability analysis of each of the measures studied in the
conceptual model. To evaluate the internal consistency of each construct, the Cronbach alpha
is assessed through the set of survey items constituting each construct. The third step is to
transform and code the items of the survey into the variables that are studied in the conceptual
model. Next, the descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations) and bivariate correlations
between the variables are assessed to give relevant information about the data and outline the
relations between the constructs.

The fifth step is to perform the regression analyses. For this part, a stepwise regression
method is used. As most of the hypotheses investigate the direct relationships between two
variables, two blocks are created: model 1 for the control variables and model 2 for the direct
effect of the independent variable. However, some hypotheses (H1d, H2d and H4d) investigate
moderation analyses. For these regressions, a new variable is created (Openness*Extraversion)
by standardizing openness (ZOpenness), extraversion (ZExtraversion) and by computing the
interaction effect of the two. The standardization of the personality traits of openness and
extraversion helps to prevent from multicollinearity. In this case, three models are created:
model 1 for the control variables, model 2 for the direct effect of the independent variable, and
model 3 for the two-way interaction.

Finally, all these linear regression tests are repeated by changing the dependent variable

(CQ) by each of the four facets of cultural intelligence (metacognitive, motivational, behavioral
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and cognitive CQ). Insignificant regressions results are not further analyzed. However, if the
regression shows a significant result, the dependent variable (metacognitive, motivational,
behavioral or cognitive CQ) is once again replaced with its associated sub-dimensions
(awareness, planning, checking, intrinsic interest, extrinsic interest, self-efficacy, verbal
behavior, nonverbal behavior, speech acts, culture-general knowledge and context-specific

knowledge).

4. Data Analysis & Results

Following the data collection conducted on Qualtrics, the data is processed using SPSS.
This chapter provides a statistical analysis of the collected data. First, the descriptive statistics
and bivariate correlations are presented. Although this part does not provide direct evidence on
the support or rejection of the hypotheses, it shows how constructs relate together and to the
hypotheses. The second part of this chapter presents the tests of the hypotheses through
hierarchical regression analyses and indicates whether the hypotheses are supported or not. The
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values of the variables are also investigated in all regression
tables. Overall, the VIF values were between 1.007 and 1.706, which indicates that

multicollinearity is not a concern in the study.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations

The results displayed in Table 1 depict the descriptive statistics (means and standard
deviations), bivariate correlations and Cronbach alpha’s of the control variables and main
variables used in the study. In total, the survey gathered 684 usable responses. The participants
of the study are on average 22 years old (n = 22.22, 6 = 2.85) and consist of 53.8% of females
and 46.2% of males. Moreover, the three most represented nationalities of the participants are

German (31.3%), Dutch (14.1%) and Belgian (12.1%). Regarding the language proficiency
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construct, descriptive statistics report that participants speak on average three languages
including their native language (u = 2.68, 6 = 1.1). The average CQ score of the participants
resulting from the survey is 4.75 (from a 7 point scale, p = 4.75, ¢ = .57). Finally, the most
common levels of education represented in this study were bachelor students (59.9%), as well
as master students (27%).

As per the correlation results of the control variables with the different constructs
studied, it can be concluded that age and education are related to most of the variables and
therefore are relevant in the analyses. For example, age is related to CQ (r =.09, p <.05), and
education is related to CQ (r=.14, p <.01). However, contrary to the expectations of the study,
gender is not related to any of the variables studied. In other words, it implies that the gender
of the individuals taking part in the survey does not influence the relationships studied.

In this table, significant positive relationships between CQ, its four facets and its eleven
subdimensions are illustrated. The vast majority of these correlations are significant at the 1%
level (p < .01), which reinforces the overall strength of the model. Moreover, we find that
openness, extraversion, language proficiency and international experience are positively
correlated with most CQ dependent variables (overall CQ, four facets and eleven
subdimensions). Contrary to the expectations of the paper, the interaction term of
Openness*Extraversion is not significantly related to any of the CQ variables at the 99% or
95% confidence interval.

Additionally, a model integrating all five personality traits (openness, extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness and neuroticism) indicating the bivariate correlations
between the variables is examined. It indicates that there are positive significant correlations
among the personality traits. However, these correlations are rather low, as they range below
the critical point of .5 (Appendix C). This implies that, overall, specific personality traits are

poor predictors of other traits.
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Table 1

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
1. Age 2222 2.85 1
2. Gender 54 49 -05 1
3. Education 492 195 e 1
4. Openness to 506 102 A5 06 (69)
experience .01
S. Extraversion 471 1.19 -.07 (;1 .01 14%* (.78)
T -
6- Openness 14 100 .00 0 -06 06 1
Extraversion .03
7. Language Skills 2.68 1074 00 07 03 10% 04 1
8. International
. 16.74 849  A7F% 01 A3 10%F 10%F 02 20%* 1
Experience
9.CQ 497 STO09F 4R 20 2R 03 20% 19 (89)
10. Metacognitive CQ ~ 5.04 66 08* [ A8Md6Y 06 03 08 14T 80 (T2)
11. Motivational CQ 5.50 66 2301 09%  27%F 20%F 03 ISR 7R GOk A7R (74)
12. Behavioral CQ 461 90 AR A3 08 -02 01 L3 10F 80 SSH 31 (82)
13. Cognitive CQ 475 75 04005 I6M TR 03 25 19% g0R S0R 4 49% (79)
14. Awareness 5.64 78 0704 ST 2% 06 A2F IR 60R ARSI 43m 4ge (66)
15. Planning 415 108 .03 g3 0022 04 02 06 AR TTRR O 19W 4w 3w 08 (59)
16. Checking 532 TT0% g0 AT 2% 06 03 I3 4R IR TSR 44e 40R 4R dow 3w (56)
17. Intrinsic Interest 5.51 91 06 01 0% 24%k 3Rk Q] IR 2% SRR 34k 70k Dskk D7k 3GRE 3%k 34wk (65)
18. Extrinsic Interest 544 8 -2 04 14506 05 .04 06 SGRE ASEE 73K D0k 3GRE Aqkk DGR 34wk 4%k (D)
19. Self-Efficacy 5.56 84 02 01 .05 23k 2702 20%F Q0% AR 7R 4R 7R 3R 34% (D 31 4% 008k (64)
20. Non-Verbal 459 L1505 T2 02 01 .00 L14%F 07 68 ARRE DSk gTRR 4]RE 30wk 3k 33wk 0%k OGRE [0%  (67)
Behavior .02
21. Verbal Behavior 459 LO4 A3 o 08% I3RS 01 00F  08F LGS 42N ORWR DR 40WF 31RO 31RO 33 Q3R e IgR S6R (S8)
22. Speech Acts 4.65 102 2% 00 3% 07 01 01 .09%  09%  68%F 4Ok DGR g3k ARk 3ok Jeer  3eEk I8k DA%k |5k G0Rk S3RE (6]
23. Context-Specific 450 92 06 N 03 0% 6% 04 IR ISR D 4R 35RE 47R QOwk  3@RE QWK D@k Dk Ogkk 3[Rk 37wk 4QRE 43k (77)
Knowledge .05
24. Culture-General 5.00 79 01 : 06 LI8%F 3% 0] 3Dk I8k 0%k AGRr D%k 3@k g5k A7R% D7k 33kk D7Hk 35wk 34k 35kk D0kk 3[Rk S3RE (60)
Knowledge .01

Note: N = 684. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0. Reliability estimates are presented in brackets.

*p<.05
**p<.01
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4.2 Test of hypotheses through regression analyses

Linear regression analyses allow to summarize and to study the relationships between
the constructs at hand. Tables 2 to 5 report the results of the simple regression analyses
performed to address the three hypotheses. Table 6 summarizes whether the hypotheses are

supported or not.

4.2.1 Hypothesis 1: the positive relationship between the individual differences of openness,
extraversion, language skills and cultural intelligence

Hypothesis 1 suggests that there is a positive relationship between individual
differences (openness, extraversion, language proficiency and the interaction between
openness and extraversion) and CQ. The results of the independent linear regressions can be
found in Table 2a. They provide supporting evidence that openness, extraversion and language
impact directly cultural intelligence. This provides partial support for hypotheses Hla, H1b
and Hlc.

More specifically, a positive relationship between openness and CQ is supported (B =
112, p < .01). As expected in the hypothesis Hla, the results also indicate a positive
relationship between openness the four facets of CQ, namely metacognitive CQ (B =.097, p <
.01), motivational CQ (B =.175, p <.01), behavioral CQ (B =.058, p <.1) and cognitive CQ
(B=.115, p <.01) (Table 4a). The trait openness to experience is thus supported to be related
to three facets of cultural intelligence at the 1% level, and to one facet (behavioral) at the 10%
level.

Next, a positive relationship between extraversion and overall CQ is also supported (3
= .069, p < .01). As hypothesized in HIb, there is a positive impact of extraversion on
motivational CQ (B =.130, p <.01). Contrary to the statement of H/b, no relationship between

metacognitive CQ or behavioral CQ is supported (Table 4b). As opposed to the research of
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Ang, Van Dyne and Koh (2006), the regression analyses of this study report that extraversion
is positively related to cognitive CQ (f =.124, p <.01).

Regarding Hlc, the positive relationship between language proficiency and CQ is
supported at the 1% level (B =.111, p <.01). When expanding to the four facets of cultural
intelligence, there is supporting evidence that language impacts positively motivational CQ (B
=.090, p <.01) and behavioral CQ (B =.113, p <.01), which validates the hypothesis H/c. In
addition, a significant positive relationship between language and cognitive CQ is supported
(B=.189, p <.01). This indicates that one’s language abilities are relevant to the knowledge of
practices, norms and values in different cultural settings. This may relate to the fact that
language conveys many aspects of an individual’s culture. The results are displayed in Table
4c.

Finally, H1d suggests that extraversion moderates the relationship between openness
and CQ. As presented in the bivariate correlation table (Table 1), the interaction term does not
relate to any of the variables. This hypothesis is not supported in the regression analysis either
as no significant relationship between the interaction term and CQ is found (B = .02, p > .05).
In other words, the results show that while openness and extraversion have independently
significant direct effects on CQ, the interaction effect between openness and extraversion has

no significant effect on CQ (Table 2a).

4.2.2 Hypothesis 2: the positive relationship between individual differences and international
experience

Hypothesis 2 suggests that there is a positive relationship between individual
differences (openness, extraversion, language proficiency and the interaction between
openness and extraversion) and international experience. The results of the independent linear
regressions provide evidence that openness (B = .06, p < .15) has a positive impact on

international experience at the 15% level. Therefore, the hypothesis is rejected at the 10% level.
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extraversion (B = .10, p < .01) and language (B = .172, p < .01) have a positive impact on
international experience (Table 2a). This provides full support for hypotheses H2a, H2b and
H2c.

However, hypothesis H2d is not supported as no positive significant relationship is
supported between the interaction term and international experience (Table 2a). This result
implies that the combination of openness and extraversion cannot be said to impact the

international experience level of individuals.

4.2.3 Hypothesis 3: the relationship between international experience and cultural intelligence

The third hypothesis investigates the positive relationship between international
experience and CQ, namely with metacognitive, motivational, behavioral and cognitive CQ.
The linear regression results are displayed in Table 3. They provide significant support that
international experience impacts positively CQ ( =.098, p <.01). Further analyses (Table 4d)
also indicate a positive relationship between international experience and several facets of CQ.
Like expected in the hypothesis H3, international experience is related to metacognitive CQ (B
=.077, p < .01), motivational CQ (B =.107, p <.01) and cognitive CQ (f = .145, p <.01).
However, contrary to what was expected, no significant relationship between international

experience and behavioral CQ is supported through the linear regression analysis.

4.2.4 Hypothesis 4: the mediating effect of international experience

The fourth hypothesis investigated in this thesis relates to the mediation effect of
international experience on the relationship between individual differences and cultural
intelligence. As explained in the methodology chapter, the four-steps procedure of Baron and
Kenny (1986) is applied to investigate the mediating effect of international experience on the

different relationships. Below lay the results associated with the statistical analyses.
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The first three steps are addressed and supported above in the linear regression analyses
presented above. Positive significant relationships have been found between the predictor
variables of openness, extraversion, language proficiency and the outcome variable
international experience. Moreover, positive significant relationships are drawn between the
predictor variables of openness, extraversion, language proficiency, international experience
and the outcome variable cultural intelligence. Only the interaction of openness and
extraversion was not supported as a predictor of international experience or of cultural
intelligence.

Finally, the last step is performed by using the PROCESS macro developed by Hayes
(2013). This step allows to evaluate whether there is a partial mediation by referring to the
indirect effect result. In this case, the output of the indirect effect of openness is positive (.01),
and so are those of extraversion (.01) and language skills (0.2) (Appendix D). This indicates a
rather low, but positive mediating effect. Additionally, the 95% confidence intervals
are [.0020,.0200] for openness, [.0021, .0195] for extraversion and [.0078, .0297] for language
skills. As the three confidence ranges do not incorporate zero, it indicates a partial mediating
relationship between each of the individual differences and cultural intelligence through

international experience.

4.3 Additional exploratory research

The main analysis resulted in many significant results for the hypothesized effects of
individual differences and international experience on cultural intelligence and its derived four
facets. The aim of this section is to further investigate the variance explained by the predictors
on the underlying processes of the four facets. It is compelling to consider which sub-
dimensions are most strongly related to individual differences and international experience.

Therefore, each significant relationship raised in the previous hypotheses is investigated in
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more depth by assessing the strength of each of the eleven subdimensions of CQ (awareness,
planning, checking, intrinsic interest, extrinsic interest, self-efficacy, verbal behavior,
nonverbal behavior, speech acts, culture-general knowledge and context-specific knowledge)
relative to each antecedent (openness, extraversion, language proficiency and international
experience). As a reminder, positive relationships are established between openness and
metacognitive, motivational, behavioral and cognitive CQ (Table 4a). Next, positive
relationships are established between extraversion and motivational, and cognitive CQ (Table
4b). Positive relationships are supported between language proficiency and motivational,
behavioral and cognitive CQ (Table 4c¢). Finally, positive relationships are established between
international experience and metacognitive, motivational and cognitive CQ (Table 4d).

The results of the new regressions are displayed in Table 5a for openness, Table 5b for
extraversion, Table 5c for language proficiency and in Table 5d for international experience.
These tables report the explanatory power of each process factors (i.e. sub-dimension)
depending on the antecedent variable (i.e. openness, extraversion, language proficiency and
international experience). Most importantly, these regressions outline which of process
dimension explains the most variance of the facet for a given predictor.

Specifically, the results indicate that openness is the strongest and most relevant
antecedent of cultural intelligence. Beyond cultural intelligence lay four facets and eleven sub-
dimensions. Openness has a significant relationship with all four facets and with eight of the
eleven subdimensions: awareness, checking, intrinsic interest, extrinsic interest, self-efficacy,
verbal behavior, context-specific and culture-general knowledge (Table 5a). In addition, it is
also the strongest predictor in comparison to extraversion, language and international
experience for seven of these eight sub-dimensions (all but context-specific knowledge).
Extraversion has a significant relationship with intrinsic interest, self-efficacy, context-specific
and culture-general knowledge (Table 5b). Then, language proficiency has a significant

relationship with awareness, checking, intrinsic interest, self-efficacy, verbal behavior,
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nonverbal behavior, speech acts, culture-general knowledge and context-specific knowledge
(Table 5c). Finally, international experience significantly impacts awareness, checking,
intrinsic interest, self-efficacy, culture-general knowledge and context-specific knowledge

(Table 5d).

5. Discussion

5.1 Summary of overall research gaps

Prior research on the topic of cultural intelligence has focused on its different
antecedents, outcomes and possible mediating or moderating roles. Since its introduction by
Earley in 2002, the concept of CQ has become a flourishing area of multidisciplinary research.
Indeed, many different fields such as business, management, education, sociology,
anthropology or even political sciences have delved into the potential and explanatory power
of cultural intelligence (Ott & Michailova, 2016). However, it is only recently that CQ has been
considered as a dependent variable. The current study contributes to this field of research and
confirms the impact of personality traits, personal abilities and international experience on
cultural intelligence. Moreover, following the call of Li, Mobley and Kelly (2016) for studying
personality characteristics in interaction, this study investigates a two-way interaction analysis
between the two most relevant traits impacting cultural intelligence, namely openness and
extraversion. This study also integrates, for the first time, international experience as a mediator
of the relationship between individual differences and cultural intelligence. Finally, going
beyond the scope of the majority of the studies on the topic of CQ, this paper investigates the

power of the determinants studied on the eleven sub-dimensions of CQ.
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5.2 Findings

This study confirms the relevance of individual differences and international experience
on one’s level of intercultural competencies. More specifically, it examines the expanded CQ
scale as well as the nomological network of the sub-dimensions. This section includes the
different findings of the thesis and includes a comparison between those and the published
findings. Table 6 (p.53) summarizes whether hypotheses are supported or not.

First, this paper confirms the relevance and strong relationship between personality
traits in intercultural competencies. Based on the study of Ang, Van Dyne and Koh (2006), the
current paper selected the two most relevant traits associated with CQ and its expanded
definition, namely openness and extraversion. In the literature, these traits are also referred to
as “social-perceptual traits” (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2013), enabling individuals to
perceive differences and challenging aspects of intercultural situations and to respond to them
with positive affect. In fact, individuals who score high in either openness or extraversion tend
to understand better the opportunities linked to such contexts and thus approach these situations
with interest and creativity (Van der Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2013). On the one hand, the
findings of the current study partially support the argument of Ang, Van Dyne and Koh (2006),
stating that openness significantly impacts the four facets of CQ. In this study, openness was
related to metacognitive, motivational and cognitive CQ at the 1% level and behavioral CQ at
the 10% level. There is thus less supporting evidence that openness impacts behavioral CQ.
The study further outlines the statistical impact of openness on eight of the eleven dimensions.
On the other hand, inferential statistics also confirm the relevance of extraversion, but not to
the extent that was expected. Although extraversion was also positively related to CQ, only
two facets were significantly related to this trait. Contrary to the personality study of Ang, Van
Dyne and Koh (2006) extraversion did not relate to behavioral CQ, but only to motivational
and cognitive CQ. This implies that the extraversion trait is not supported to have an impact on

someone’s verbal, non-verbal and speech acts behavior. In a nutshell, the results of this study
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confirm that these two traits, when studied independently, lead to higher levels of CQ
development.

Second, responding to calls for interactive approaches when studying predictors of CQ
the paper proposes an interactive model between openness and extraversion. In this case,
extraversion is the moderator variable on the relationship between openness and CQ, as well
as between openness and international experience (H4d). Baron and Kenny (1986) define the
moderator variable as a variable that affects the direction and/or strength of a relationship
between an independent variable and a dependent variable. Contrary to the expectations of the
study, no significant relationship between the interaction term and the outcome variable of CQ
is established. This implies that adding the interaction term in the third model does not explain
a significant amount of variance above and beyond the direct effects of the traits alone.

Third, the language skills of individuals was also hypothesized as a predictor of CQ.
As areminder, no status-quo was reached in the literature regarding the validity of language as
a predictor of CQ: some studies supported language as a predictor of all CQ facets (Shannon
& Begley, 2008), some facets (Khorakiwala, 2008; Chen et al., 2010; Khodadady & Ghabhari,
2012; Huft, 2013), or no significant relationship at all (Ang & Van Dyne, 2008). Despite the
controversial evidence of previous research, this paper outlines a positive statistical
relationship between language skills and an individual’s level of CQ. The results of the
inferential statistics contribute to the academic research on cultural intelligence by supporting
the validity of language skills as a significant predictor of intercultural competencies. Indeed,
the study supported significant relationships between language skills and motivational,
behavioral and cognitive CQ. According to these results, the language ability of individuals is
not found to relate to someone’s metacognitive CQ. This implies that it does not influence the
cognition processes, higher-order thinking or awareness gain.

Fourth, international experience. As opposed to many pieces of research (Crowne,

2008; Moon, Choi & Jung, 2012, MacNab & Worthley, 2012; Eisenberg et al., 2013; Engle &
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Crowne, 2014), international experience has been supported as a relevant predictor of CQ
development. It is important to note that this construct was evaluated in terms of breadth of
experience, that is, the number of countries visited. Like expected in the hypothesis H3,
international experience is related to three of the four cultural intelligence facets: metacognitive
CQ, motivational CQ and cognitive CQ. However, contrary to what was expected, no
significant relationship between international experience and behavioral CQ was supported.
This implies that, according to the sample studied, the international experience individuals
gathered throughout their life is not found to impact the verbal and non-verbal responses and
attitudes to act in culturally accepted ways when in new or culturally diverse situations.
Finally, the exploratory research on the eleven subdimensions of CQ uncover
interesting results. From these analyses (Table 5a to 5c), it can be concluded that openness is
the strongest predictor of CQ as it presents significant results with three facets, 8 sub-
dimensions and is the strongest predictor of five out of these eleven process dimensions. This
finding is in line with the personality studies of Ang, Van Dyne and Koh (2006). Another
interesting finding is that the planning process part of metacognitive CQ is not relevant to any
of the predictors at hand. This is in line with the bivariate correlation results obtained in Table
1, where all correlations between this process variable and individual difference or international
experience are non-significant. Another distinct finding of the eleven-factor analysis is that
extrinsic interest 1s less relevant to the antecedents used in this paper. In sum, this means that
both planning and extrinsic interest are not found to be relevant CQ processes for individuals
who score high levels of openness or extraversion, who speak many languages or who have

acquired significant international experience in the past.

5.3 Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Several limitations concerning this study should be noted. The first one refers to the

sample studied. For simplicity purposes, the target respondents were students. Indeed, the goal
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being to get as many usable answers as possible, using a network approach was the most
convenient and effective manner. However, it presents the major drawback of getting biased
statistical outcome. This sampling bias is further increased through convenience sampling, as
the self-selection of the study participants leads to an unrepresentative sample of the
population. This results in a lack of generalizability, which can limit the external validity of the
results. Future research should look at a broader sample base, including participants from
different age groups and education levels to propose a more accurate representation of the
population.

Additionally, the data collected in the survey was drawn from the perspective of an
individual evaluating him or herself. Although individuals can more accurately reflect on their
own behavior than others (Li, Mobley & Kelly, 2016), one could say that self-report presents
the drawback of relying on the honesty of the participants. As the individuals were asked to
rate themselves on a 7-point Likert scale, image management might play a role in influencing
the answers of participants. Moreover, regardless of the honesty of the participants, some of
them may lack the introspective ability to accurately evaluate themselves. Further research
could focus on peer-observations to rule out the drawbacks of self-rated research methods.

Then, only two out of the five personality traits were examined in this thesis. Indeed,
the hypothesized effects were derived from previous studies. However, upon inclusion of all
five personality traits in one model only, that is examining openness and extraversion while
controlling for the remaining traits of agreeableness, conscientiousness and neuroticism, the
effect of extraversion on CQ becomes insignificant (B = .02, p >.20). This implies that the
relationship argued for in this paper is not applicable in a full model (Appendix E).

Next, the measures of internal consistency of the eleven sub-dimensions of CQ were
slightly below the critical point of 0.71. These lower alpha’s can be due to the low number of

questions (between three and five) present in questionnaire to assess each sub-dimension.
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Future academic research investigating the eleven subdimensions of CQ should incorporate
more survey questions to add validity and accuracy to the interpretation of the data.

Another limitation of the study refers to the data collection. The cross-sectional design
measures one’s cultural intelligence at one point in time, despite this variable being dynamic.
As the participants of the study only filled out the survey once, there is a level of ambiguity
with regards to the direction of the relationship: simultaneity or even reversed causality. In
other words, it is not possible to evaluate one’s cultural intelligence development, but rather
his or her level of CQ at one point in time. As such, future research should test this model using
a longitudinal design. As variables would be measured at several points in time, different
associations could potentially be uncovered and could provide either greater support, either
lower to no support for the hypothesized effects over time.

The last limitation of the current thesis refers to the measurement approaches of the
variables. The findings of this study should therefore be interpreted in light of these limitations.
First, language skills was only assessed by the number of languages individuals speak. Future
research could further examine the issue language skills by assessing whether local language
ability has an impact on CQ. Second, international experience construct was assessed by the
number of countries individuals visited over the course of their lives. Other approaches to
measure this variable should be included in future research, such as the time spent abroad, the
motive (work, non-work) as well as the cultural context (country or interaction partner).
Finally, the cultural distance of the countries represented in the study are not weighted. This
implies that no country comparison can be derived from the analysis. Future studies could look
at secondary data for the cultural dimensions score of the countries represented in the survey
based on the Hofstede model (1980).

On top of the above mentioned recommendations, this papers encourages new avenues
for future research. First, although the current paper did not uncover statistically significant

relationships with regards to the relevance of the traits interaction, variables interaction is a
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compelling area of study. Indeed, predictors very often work in symbiosis, meaning that they
could potentially have different effects when combined with other variables. A second avenue
for future research is that of the eleven process dimensions of CQ. Although the expanded scale
was conceptualized in by Van Dyne et al. in 2012, limited research has assessed the explained
variance of predictors in these process dimensions, nor the explained variance of these
subdimensions on CQ outcomes. Both these areas of research have the great potential to

contribute to a better identification and development of CQ.

6. Theoretical Contributions, Practical Implications and Conclusion

Responding to calls for a better understanding of predictors of CQ as well as in-depth
analyses of these antecedents on the refined conceptualization of CQ, this study contributes to
an integrative perspective of cultural intelligence. This was achieved by assessing different
types of predictors both independently and in interaction, as well as investigating the effect of
a potential mediator. By inquiring the expanded model of CQ and further assessing the
significant process parts of the metacognitive, motivational, behavioral and cognitive facets of
CQ, the study provides a more integrative approach of the construct. Although not all
hypothesized effects received full support, the study confirms and complements findings
outlined in the academic literature regarding the direct relationships between personality traits,
abilities, international experience and the four facets of cultural intelligence. It also outlines the
partial mediating role of international experience on the relationship between individual
differences and one’s cultural intelligence level. Therewith, hypotheses outlining the
independent relationships between openness, extraversion, language skills and international
experience with cultural intelligence are supported.

Moreover, by delving into the expanded CQ scale and its processes, the study integrates

a more practical approach which can be beneficial on a strategic perspective. Indeed, the
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findings should facilitate actions steps for talent acquisition by pointing out which individual
characteristics are important in culturally diverse environments. Namely, this thesis outlines
the high relevance of the openness to experience trait, the language ability as well as the
international experiences. Next to talent sourcing, language ability and international experience
can also be addressed by means of training or be part of employee development plans aimed at
enhancing employee’s cultural intelligence.

Based on these findings, the predictors of cultural intelligence can prove to be valuable
tools for managers. The relevance of this field of research continues to be compelling. Future
research, when internalizing the limitations of this study, has a great potential to uncover more
predictors and thus managerial approaches to acquire and develop their employees’
intercultural competencies. As stated in the beginning of this work, “‘Every human is like all
other humans, some other humans, and no other human’’ and the most important thing is to be
aware, be interested understand, adapt to this diversity in order to sustain and grow in the era

of globalization.
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8. Tables: linear regression analyses

Table 2a

Regression Results for the linear effect of individual differences on Cultural Intelligence and on International Experience

Cultural Intelligence International Experience

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Age .00 (.847) .00 (.801) .00 (.808) .05 (.002) .05 (.002) .05 (.002)
Gender -.03 (.577) -.02 (.594) -.02 (.619) .02 (.752) .03 (.721) .03 (.702)
Education .04 (.005) .04 (.004) .04 (.005) .01 (.680) 01 (.771) .01 (.786)
Openness .10 (.000) .11 (.000) .06 (.104) .06 (.093)
Extraversion .05 (.015) .05 (.019) .10 (.008) .10 (.010)
Openness*Extraversion .02 (.278) .03 (.436)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.

Table 2b

Regression Results for the linear effect of language proficiency on Cultural Intelligence and on International Experience

Cultural Intelligence International Experience

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Age .00 (.847) .01 (.622) .05 (.002) .06 (.001)
Gender -.03 (.577) -.02 (.687) .02 (.752) .04 (.638)
Education .04 (.005) .03 (.005) .01 (.680) .00 (.971)
Language skills .11 (.000) .17 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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Table 3
Regression Results for the linear effect of International experience on Cultural Intelligence

Cultural intelligence

Variables Model 1 Model 2
Age .05 (.002) .05 (.002)
Gender .02 (.752) .03 (.771)
Education .01 (.680) .01 (.721)
International Experience .10 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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Table 4a

Regression Results for the linear effect of openness on the four facets of Cultural Intelligence

Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Age -.01 (.440) -.02 (.184) -.01(.392)  -.02(.057) .02 (.179) .02 (.276) .01 (.708) .00 (.839)
Gender .01 (.919) .01 (.917) .01 (.792) .01 (.783) -.05(.507)  -.05(.507) -.07 (.254) -.07 (.249)
Education .07 (.000) .07 (.000) .04 (.017) .04 (.006) .04 (.074) .04 (.064) .02 (.430) .02 (.343)
Openness .10 (.000) .18 (.000) .06 (.097) .12 (.000)
Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
Table 4b
Regression Results for the linear effect of extraversion on the four facets of Cultural Intelligence
Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Age -.01 (.440) -.01 (.527) -.01(.392) .00(.718) .02 (.179) .02 (.199) .01 (.708) .01 (.424)
Gender .01 (.919) .01 (.903) .01 (.792) .02 (.731) -.05(.507)  -.05(.502) -.07 (.254) -.06 (.274)
Education .07 (.000) .07 (.000) .04 (.017) .03 (.038) .04 (.074) .04 (.069) .02 (.430) .01 (.620)
Extraversion .04 (.160) .13 (.000) -.02 (.594) .12 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses.

Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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Table 4c¢
Regression Results for the linear effect of language proficiency on the four facets of Cultural Intelligence

Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Age -.01 (.440) -.01 (.503) -01(392) -.01(.512) .02 (.179) .02 (.123) .01 (.708) .01 (.437)
Gender .01 (.919) .01 (.874) .01 (.792) .02 (.704) -.05(.507)  -.04 (.573) -.07 (.254) -.05 (.336)
Education .07 (.000) .07 (.000) .04 (.017) .04 (.035) .04 (.074) .03 (.127) .02 (.430) .01 (.794)
Language skills .04 (.084) .09 (.000) .11 (.001) .19 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.

;:;:zs‘;g)n Results for the linear effect of international experience on the four facets of Cultural Intelligence
Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Age -.01 (.440) -.01 (.260) -.01 (.392) -.02 (.176) .02 (.179) .02 (.254) .01 (.708) .00 (.831)
Gender .01 (.919) .00 (.947) .01 (.792) .01 (.829) -.05 (.507) -.05 (.494) -.06 (.254) -.07 (.222)
Education .07 (.000) .07 (.000) .04 (.017) .04 (.019) .04 (.074) .04 (.078) .02 (.430) .01 (.469)
International experience .08 (.003) .11 (.000) .06 (.103) .15 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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Table 5a

Regression Results for the linear effect of openness on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence

Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ
Awareness Planning Checking Intrinsic Interest Extrinsic Interest Self-Efficacy
Variables MI M2 MI1 M2 MI M2 MIl M2 Ml M2 Ml M2
Age -01(476)  -.02(.140) | -01(472)  -01(536) | .00(.799)  -01(281) | .00(.888)  -.02(303) | -02(.143)  -03(.047) | .00(.765)  -.02(.241)
Gender .07 (:210) 08(201) | -.07(421)  -07(421) | .01(.886) .01 (.881) .03 (.656) 03 (.646) | -.01(859)  -.01(858) | .02(.741) .02 (.733)
Education .07 (.000) .08 (.000) .06 (.023) .06 (.025) .07 (.000) .08 (.000) .05 (.028) .06 (.013) .04 (.054) .05 (.037) .03 (.229) .03 (.144)
Openness .15 (.000) -.03 (.531) .17 (.000) 21 (.000) .13 (.000) .19 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.

Table 5a (cont.)

Regression Results for the linear effect of openness on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence

Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Non-Verbal Verbal Behavior Speech Acts Context-Specific Culture-General
Behavior Knowledge Knowledge

Variables M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2
Age -01(514)  -01(488) | .05(.009)  .04(.030) | .03(102)  .03(.142) | .02(.187) 02(347) | -01(403)  -02(.132)
Gender 04 (.641)  -04(642) | -12(139)  -12(137) | .02(781)  .02(781) | -11(141)  -11(139) | -03(.656)  -.03(.652)
Education 08(.005)  .08(.005) | -01(916)  .00(.995) | .04(.095)  .04(.088) | -01(.834)  -.003(.909) | .04 (.080) .04 (.051)
Openness 02 (.736) 12 (.003) 04 (311) .09 (.011) .14.(.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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Table 5b

Regression Results for the linear effect of extraversion on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence

Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ
Awareness Planning Checking Intrinsic Interest Extrinsic Interest Self-Efficacy
Variables M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 MIl M2 MIl M2
Age .00 (.888) 00(.847) | -02(.143)  -02(.180) | .00(.765) .01 (.685)
Gender .03 (.656) 03(618) | -01(.859)  -01(872) | .02(.741) .03 (.654)
Education .05 (.028) .04 (.049) .04 (.054) .04 (.065) .03 (.229) .02 (461)
Extravetsion .12.(.001) .04 (224) 23 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0. Only the statistically significant relationships are reported.

Table Sb (cont.)

Regression Results for the linear effect of extraversion on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence

Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Non-Verbal Verbal Speech Acts Context-Specific Culture-General
Behavior Behavior Knowledge Knowledge

Variables M1 M2 Ml M2 MI M2 Ml M2 Ml M2
Age .02 (.187) 03(.081) | -.01(403)  -01(.597)
Gender 11 (.141) ~10(153) | -.03(656)  -.02(.687)
Education -.01 (.834) -.01 (.609) .04 (.080) 03 (.124)
Extraversion .15 (.000) .10 (.001)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0. Only the statistically significant relationships are reported.
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Table 5c¢

Regression Results for the linear effect of language proficiency on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence

Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ
Awareness Planning Checking Intrinsic Interest Extrinsic Interest Self-Efficacy
Variables Ml M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 M1 M2 MIl M2 MIl M2
Age -01(476)  -01(.581) | -.01(472) -.02(436) | .00(.799)  .00(.945) | .00(.888)  .00(.989) | -.02(.143)  -02(.161) | -01(.765) .00 (.986)
Gender 07(210)  .08(.177) | -07(421) -07(402) | .01(.886)  .02(.804) | .03(.656)  .04(.605) | -.01(859) -01(885) | .02(741)  .03(.622)
Education .07 (.000) .07 (.000) .06 (.023) .06 (.019) .07 (.000) .07 (.001) .05 (.028) .05 (.044) .04 (.054) .04 (.066) .03 (.229) .02 (.414)
Language skills .08 (.005) -.05 (.288) .10 (.001) .08 (.029) 04 (.309) .16 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.

Table Sc (cont.)
Regression Results for the linear effect of language proficiency on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence
Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Non-Verbal Verbal Behavior Speech Acts Context-Specific Knowledge | Culture-General Knowledge
Behavior

Variables Ml M2 Ml M2 MIl M2 Ml M2 M1 M2
Age -01(514)  -01(.653) | .05(.009) .05(.006) | .03(.102) .03 (.077) 02 (.187) 02 (.121) -.01 (.403) -.01 (.695)
Gender -04(.641)  -.03(.722) | -.12(.139) 2:1;9) 02(.781) .03 (.725) - 11 (.141) -10 (.173) -.03 (.656) -01(.842)
Education 08 (.005) .07 (.011) | -.01(.916) (.-7.2;3 ) 04(.095) .04 (.139) -01 (.834) -.01 (.599) .04 (.080) 02 (.251)
Language skills .16 (.000) .09 (.022) .09 (.024) .14 (.000) 24 (.000)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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Table 5d

Regression Results for the linear effect of international experience on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence

Metacognitive CQ Motivational CQ
Awareness Planning Checking Intrinsic Interest Extrinsic Interest Self-Efficacy
Variables Ml M2 Ml M2 Ml M2 Ml M2 MIl M2 Ml M2
Age -01(476)  -01(317) | -01(472) -02(376) | .00(.799)  -01(528 | .00(.888)  -.01(.656) | -.02(.143)  -.03(.094) | .00(.765)  -.01(.368)
Gender 07(210)  .07(219) | -07(421) -07(410) | .01(886)  .01(915) | .03(.656)  .03(.677) | -01(859) -01(841) | .02(.741)  .02(.784)
Education .07 (.000) .07 (.000) | .06(.023)  .06(.024) | .07(.000)  .07(.000) | .05(.028)  .05(.031) | .04(.054) .04 (.05) 03(229)  .02(252)
International .07 (.015) .06 (.151) .10 (.002) .09 (.011) .07 (.068) .16 (.000)
Experience
Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
Table 5d (cont.)
Regression Results for the linear effect of international experience on the eleven subdimensions of Cultural Intelligence
Behavioral CQ Cognitive CQ
Non-Verbal Verbal Behavior Speech Acts Context-Specific Culture-General
Behavior Knowledge Knowledge
Variables Ml M2 MI M2 Ml M2 MI M2 MI M2
Age 02 (.187) 01(401) | -01(403) -.02(.163)
Gender S11(141)  -11(.124) | -.03(.656)  -.03(.611)
Education -01(.834)  -01(782) | .04(.080) .03 (.089)
.15 (.000) .14 (.000)

International Experience

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses. Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0. Only the statistically significant relationships are reported.
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Table 6: Summary of the hypotheses results

Hypothesis Support
Hla: openness to experience is positively associated with overall CQ, namely to metacognitive, motivational, behavioral and Partially supported
cognitive CQ

H1b: extraversion is positively associated with overall CQ, namely to metacognitive, motivational and behavioral CQ Partially supported
Hlc: language proficiency is positively associated with overall CQ, namely to motivational and behavioral CQ Supported
H1d: The combined effect of openness and extraversion is positively associated with CQ Not supported
H2a: openness to experience is positively associated with international experience Not supported
H2b: extraversion is positively associated with international experience Supported
H2c: language proficiency is positively associated with international experience Supported
H2d: The combined effect of openness and extraversion is positively associated with international experience Not supported
H3: international experience is positively associated with CQ, namely with metacognitive, motivational, behavioral and Partially supported
cognitive CQ

HA4a: International experience mediates the relationship between openness and CQ Supported
HA4b: International experience mediates the relationship between extraversion and CQ Supported
HA4c: International experience mediates the relationship between language proficiency and CQ Supported
HA4d: International experience mediates the relationship between the combined effect of openness and extraversion and CQ Not supported
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10. Appendix

Appendix A. Questionnaire

Research Project on the Development of Intercultural Competence
Thank you for being willing to participate in this voluntary survey. There are no “right” or “wrong”
answers. Please carefully read and answer each of the following statements/questions and check
the answer that represents your opinion the closest. Your answers will be analyzed in the aggregate
with all other data collected resulting in anonymity.

Read each statement and select the response that best describes your capabilities. Select the answer
that BEST describes you AS YOU REALLY ARE:

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Q1_1 Ican describe similarities and differences in O O O O O O O
legal, economic, and political systems across
cultures. CGK

Q1_2 I develop action plans before interacting with [ O O O O O O
people from a different culture. P

Q1_3 I thrive on experiencing cultural differences O O O O O O O
that are new to me. II

Q1_4 I modify the amount of warmth I express to O O O O O O O
fit the cultural context. VB

Q1_5 I can speak and understand many languages. O O O O O O O
CGK

Q1_6 I think about possible cultural differences O O O O O O O
before meeting people from other cultures. P

Q1_7 Given a choice, I prefer working with people  [J O O O O O O
from different (rather than similar) cultural
backgrounds. 1

Q1_8 I change my nonverbal behaviors (hand O O O O O O O
gestures, head movements) to fit the cultural
situation. NVB

Q1_9 I can describe the different cultural value O O O O O O O
frameworks that explain behaviors around the
world. CGK
Q1_1 T ask myself what I hope to accomplish before [ O O O O O O
0 I meet with people from different cultures. P
Q1_1 T value the reputation I would gain from O O O O O O O
1 living or working in a different culture. EI
Q1_1 I modify how close or far apart I stand when  [J O O O O O O
2 interacting with people from different

cultures. NVB
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Q1_1 I can describe differences in family systems O O O O O O O
3 and the varied role expectations for men and

women across cultures. CGK
Q1_1 TIam aware of how my cultural background O O O O O O O
4 influences my interactions with people from

different cultures. A
Q1_1 Given a choice, I would value the tangible O O O O O O O
5 benefits (pay, promotion, perks) that could be

gained from an intercultural interaction more

than a same-culture interaction. EI

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Q1_16 I vary the way I greet others (shake hands, O O O O O O O
bow, nod) when in different cultural
contexts. NVB
Q1_17 I can describe views of beauty and O O O O O O O
aesthetics across cultural settings. CGK
Q1_18 I pay attention to how culture may influence [J O O O O O O
what is happening in a situation. A
Q1_19 I value the reputation I would gain from O O O O O O O
developing global networks and culturally
diverse connections. EI
Q1_20 I modify the way I disagree with others to fit ] O O O O O O
the cultural setting. SA

Q1_21 I can describe the ways leadership styles O O O O O O O
differ across cultural settings. CSK
Q1_22 T am conscious of how other people’s O O O O O O O

cultural background may influence their
thoughts, feelings, and actions. A

Q1_23 I am confident I can socialize with localsin [J O O O O O O
a culture that is unfamiliar to me. SEA

Q1_24 I change how I make requests of others O O O O O O O
depending on their cultural background. SA
Q1_25 I can describe how to put people from O O O O O O O

different cultures at ease. CSK

Q1_26 I adjust my understanding of a culture while [J O O O O O O
I interact with people from that culture. C

Q1_27 I am sure I can handle the stress of O O O O O O O
interacting with people from cultures that
are new to me. SEA

Q1_28 I vary the way I show gratitude (express O O O O O O O
appreciation, accept compliments) based on
the cultural context. SA
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QL

QL

QL

QL

QL
QL

QL
QL

QL

29 I can describe effective negotiation
strategies across different cultures. CSK

30 I double check the accuracy of my cultural
knowledge during intercultural interactions.
C

31 I am confident I can persist in coping with
the living conditions in different cultures.
SEA

32 I can describe different ways to motivate
and reward people across cultures. CSK

33 I adjust my cultural knowledge after a
cultural misunderstanding. C

34 I vary my verbal behaviors (accent, tone,
rate of speaking) to fit specific cultural
contexts. VB

35 I can describe effective ways for dealing
with conflict in different cultures. CSK

36 I truly enjoy interacting with people from
different cultures. 11

37 I change my use of pause and silence to suit
different cultural situations. VB

O

([ ([
([ ([
([ ([
([ ([
([ ([
([ ([
([ ([
([ ([
([ ([

O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O
O O

Please use this list of statements to describe yourself as accurately as possible. Describe yourself

as you see yourself at the present time. Describe yourself as you are generally or typically, as
compared with other persons you know of the same gender and roughly the same age.

Q2_1
Q2.2
Q2.3
Q2.4
Q2.5
Q2_6
Q27

Q2.8

Q2.9
Q2_10
Q2_11

Q2 12
Q213

Extremely
1naccurate
1
Am the life of the party. E
Sympathize with others’ feelings A
Get work done right away. C
Have frequent mood swings. N
Have a vivid imagination. O
Don’t talk a lot. (R) E

Am not interested in other people’s
problems. (R) A

Often forget to put things back in their
proper place. (R) C

Am relaxed most of the time. (R) N

Am not interested in abstract ideas. (R) O

Talk to a lot of different people at parties.
E
Feel others’emotions. A

Like order. C

OO0 OO0 O OO0O0OOo0ooan

OO0 OO0 O OoOooOoOooOoogoaoee

OO0 OO0 O OOoo0ooOooOooOoQe

Neither
inaccurate
or accurate

4

OO0 OO0 O OO0OO0OOoOooand

OO0 OO0 O OOooO0ooOooOoogoagwe

OO0 OO0 O OoOooO0oOooOoogaooe

Extremely
accurate

OO0 OO0 O OO0OO0OOoO0o0oOg-
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Q2 14
Q2_15

Q2_16
Q217
Q2_18
Q2_19
Q220

Get upset easily. N

Have difficulty understanding abstract
ideas. (R) O

Keep in the background. (R) E

Am not really interested in others. (R) A
Make a mess of things. (R) C

Seldom feel blue. (R) N

Do not have a good imagination. (R) O

OoooOoo 0O4d

O

Ooooo O0O4d

O

Ooooo O0O4d

O

Ooooo O0O4d

O

Ooooo O0O4d

O

Ooooo O0O4d

O

Ooo0ooOoogo 0O04d

R =reverse item, E = Extraversion, A = Agreeableness, O = Openness, C = Conscientiousness, N
= Neuroticism

Please tell us about yourself

QS5 Including your home country, throughout your life, in how many countries have you
lived three months or more?

Q6 How many of your closest friends are from a culturally different background?
Q8 How many countries did you receive formal education in (school to Ph.D.)?

Q9 How many other languages are you very or moderately skilled at reading, speaking
and writing?

Q10 Please write down these languages

Q11 Number of countries you have visited (including vacation, business trip, internship,
education abroad etc.; best estimate)?

Q12 Number of months you have spent outside your home country (including vacation,
business trip, internship, education abroad etc.; best estimate)?

Q13 I which foreign country (country in which you are not a citizen) have you spent the
most time?

Q14 How much time have you spent in this foreign country (in months)?

Q15 Please remember, visualize, and briefly describe an important cross-cultural experience that
had a lasting influence on your thoughts and behavior in a cross-cultural situation in the future.
Q16 In which country have you made this experience?

Q17 In which year have you made this experience?

Q18 In which context (e.g., work, internship, travel, business trip, education abroad) have you
made this experience?

Q19 Would you describe this experience as a positive or negative experience? (1 = very positive /
5 = very negative)

Q21 In which cultural context (please name the country or the nationality of the interaction

partner) have you perceived the greatest challenges and problems?
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Q22 Please briefly name these challenges and problem, the context (e.g., work, business trip,
travel, education abroad) in which you experienced them, and describe what you think have been
the underlying general reasons:

Q23 In which cultural context (please name the country or the nationality of the interaction
partner) have you perceived little or no challenges and problems

Q24 Please briefly describe the context (e.g., work, business trip, travel, education abroad) in
which you experienced no problems and challenges and what you think have been the underlying
general reasons for this:

Q25 What is your age:
Q26 What is your gender: [1 Male L] Female
Q27 Highest level of education (check one):

L] High School graduate or less (1) O First year Master (6)

U First year Bachelor (2) LI Second year Master (7)

L1 Second year Bachelor (3) L1 Master degree (8)

U1 Third year Bachelor (4) L] Doctorate or equivalent (9)

L1 Bachelor degree (5)
Q28 Your country of citizenship (your current passport):
Q29 Your country of birth

Q30_1 Were your parents born in a country other than your country of birth? Mother [J Yes
I No
Q30_2 Were your parents born in a country other than your country of birth? Father: [J Yes
I No

THANK YOU FOR TAKING PART IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY
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Appendix B. Extended vs. original cultural intelligence scale

Extended Cultural Intelligence Scale
(Van Dyne, et al., 2012;
© Cultural Intelligence Center 2014. Used by permission of the
Cultural Intelligence Center)

Cultural Intelligence Scale
(Ang & Van Dyne, 2008)

Cognitive CQ

Culture general knowledge

COG_GKI1 I can describe similarities and differences in legal,
economic, and political systems across cultures. [~COG1]
COG_GK2 I can speak and understand many languages. [~COG2]
COG_GK3 I can describe the different cultural value frameworks
that explain behaviors around the world. [~COG3]

COG_GKH4 I can describe differences in family systems and the
varied role expectations for men and women across cultures
[~COG4].

COG_GKS I can describe views of beauty and aesthetics across
cultural settings. [~COGS5]

COG]1 I know the legal and economic systems of
other cultures.

COG2 I know the rules (e.g., vocabulary, grammar)
of other languages.

COG3 I know the cultural values and religious
beliefs of other cultures.

COG#4 I know the marriage systems of other
cultures.

COGS I know the arts and crafts of other cultures.
[COG®6 I know the rules for expressing nonverbal
behaviors in other cultures.]

Context specific knowledge

COG_SKI1 I can describe the ways leadership styles differ across
cultural settings.

COG_SK2 I can describe how to put people from different
cultures at ease.

COG_SK3 I can describe effective negotiation strategies across
different cultures.

COG_SK4 I can describe different ways to motivate and reward
people across cultures.

COG_SKS5 I can describe effective ways for dealing with conflict
in different cultures.

Metacognitive CQ

Planning

MC_P1 I develop action plans before interacting with people from
a different culture.

MC_P2 I think about possible cultural differences before meeting
people from other cultures.

MC_P3 I ask myself what I hope to accomplish before I meet with
people from different cultures.

Awareness

MC_A1 I am aware of how my cultural background influences my
interactions with people from different cultures. [~MC1]

MC_A2 I pay attention to how culture may influence what is
happening in a situation. [~MC3]

MC_A3 I am conscious of how other people’s cultural
background may influence their thoughts, feelings, and actions.

MCI1 I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I
use when interacting with people with different
cultural backgrounds.

MC3 I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I
apply to cross-cultural interactions.

Checking

MC_CI1 I adjust my understanding of a culture while I interact
with people from that culture. [~MC2]

MC_C2 I double check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge
during intercultural interactions. [~MC4]

MC_C3 I adjust my cultural knowledge after a cultural

misunderstanding.

MC2 I adjust my cultural knowledge as I interact
with people from a culture that is unfamiliar to me.
MC4 I check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge
I interact with people from different cultures.
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Motivational CQ

Intrinsic interest

MOT _II1 I truly enjoy interacting with people from different
cultures. [~MOT1]

MOT _I12 I thrive on experiencing cultural differences that are
new to me.

MOT II 3 Given a choice, I prefer working with people from
different (rather than similar) cultural backgrounds.

MOT1 I enjoy interacting with people from different
cultures.

[MOTH4 I enjoy living in cultures that are unfamiliar
to me.]

Extrinsic interest

MOT _EI1 I value the reputation I would gain from living or
working in a different culture.

MOT _EI2 Given a choice, I would value the tangible benefits
(pay, promotion, perks) that could be gained from an intercultural
interaction more than a same-culture interaction.

MOT _EI3 I value the reputation I would gain from developing
global networks and culturally diverse connections.

Self-efficacy to adjust

MOT_SAT1 am confident I can socialize with locals in a culture
that is unfamiliar to me. [~MOT2]

MOT_SA2 I am sure I can handle the stress of interacting with
people from cultures that are new to me. [~MOT3]

MOT _SA3 I am confident I can persist in coping with the living
conditions in different cultures.

MOT?2 I am confident that I can socialize with locals
in a culture that is unfamiliar to me.

MOTS3 I am sure I can deal with the stresses of
adjusting to a culture that is new to me.

[MOTS5 I am confident that I can get accustomed to
the shopping conditions in a different culture.]

Behavioral CQ

Verbal behavior

BEH_VBI I vary my verbal behaviors (accent, tone, rate of
speaking) to fit specific cultural contexts. [~BEH1]

BEH_VB2 I change my use of pause and silence to suit different
cultural situations. [~BEH2]

BEH_VB3 I modify the amount of warmth I express to fit the
cultural context.

BEH]1 I change my verbal behavior (e.g., accent,
tone) when a cross-cultural interaction requires it.
BEH?2 I use pause and silence differently to suit
different cross-cultural situations.

[BEH3 I vary the rate of my speaking when a cross-
cultural situation requires it.]

Non-verbal behavior

BEH_NVBI I change my nonverbal behaviors (hand gestures,
head movements) to fit the cultural situation. [~BEH4]
BEH_NVB2 I modify how close or far apart I stand when
interacting with people from different cultures.

BEH_NVB3 I vary the way I greet others (shake hands, bow,
nod) when in different cultural contexts.

BEH4 I change my nonverbal behavior when a
cross-cultural situation requires it.

[BEHS I alter my facial expressions when a cross-
cultural interaction requires it.]

Speech acts

BEH_SA1 I modify the way I disagree with others to fit the
cultural setting.

BEH_SA2 I change how I make requests of others depending on
their cultural background.

BEH_SA3 I vary the way I show gratitude (express appreciation,
accept compliments) based on the cultural context.
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Appendix C: Bivariate correlations of the Five Personality Traits

Bivariate Correlations of the Big Five Personality Traits

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Openness 1

2. Extraversion d42%* ]

3. Agreeableness 237 321%* ]

4. Conscientiousness 004 030 087* 1

5. Neuroticism - 124%* - 118%* ..047 -.043 1

Note: N =684.
*p<.09
**p<.01

Appendix D. Process results for the mediating effects of international experience

OUTCOME VARIABLE:

cQ
Model Summary
R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 p
. 2655 .0705 .3091 25.8209 2.0000 681.0000 . 0000
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4.9701 .0213  233.7869 . 0000 4.9283 5.0118
ZOpennes .1087 .0214 5.0825 . 0000 .0667 .1507
Zn_Count .0967 .0214 4.5203 . 0000 .0547 .1387

seiicioikicloioikicloioieilok DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y skekkoiokkckoiokkokokokokokok

Direct effect of X on Y
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
.1087 .0214 5.0825 .0000 .0667 .1507

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:
Effect BootSE BootLLCI  BootULCI
Zn_Count .0101 . 0046 .0020 .0200
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OUTCOME VARIABLE:

cQ
Model Summary
R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 p
.2154 .0464 .3171 16.5622 2.0000 681.0000 . 0000
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4.9701 .0215 230.8136 . 0000 4.9278 5.0124
ZExtrave .0611 .0217 2.8226 .0049 .0186 .1037
Zn_Count .1019 .0217 4.7051 .0000 .0594 .1444

scioioioikksioioioiiokioloiokk DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y skkkkkskioiokkoksiokoiorkok

Direct effect of X on Y
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
.0611 .0217 2.8226 .0049 .0186 .1037

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:

Effect BootSE BootLLCI  BootULCI
Zn_Count .0103 .0044 .0021 .0195

OUTCOME VARIABLE:

cQ
Model Summary
R R-sq MSE F dfl df2 p
.2534 . 0642 .3112 23.3734 2.0000 681.0000 . 0000
Model
coeff se t p LLCI ULCI
constant 4.9701 .0213  233.0046 . 0000 4.9282 5.0120
Zn_Langu .1001 .0218 4.5945 . 0000 .0573 .1429
Zn_Count .0879 .0218 4.0328 . 0001 .0451 .1307

sciokicioksioioicioioikolok DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF X ON Y sckkekkckoksickooksiokokokok

Direct effect of X on Y
Effect se t p LLCI ULCI
.1001 .0218 4.5945 . 0000 .0573 .1429

Indirect effect(s) of X on Y:

Effect BootSE BootLLCI  BootULCI
Zn_Count .0177 .0055 .0078 .0297
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Appendix E: Impact of Big Five Personality Traits on Cultural Intelligence

Regression Results for the linear effect of the Five Personality Traits on Cultural Intelligence

Cultural Intelligence
Variables Model 1 Model 2
Age .00 (.85) .00 (.87)
Gender -.03 (.58) -.04 (.38)
Education .04 (.01) .03 (.05)
Openness .08 (.00)
Extraversion .02 (27)
Agreeableness .12 (.00)
Conscientiousness .04 (.00)
Neuroticism .04 (.07)

Note: N = 684. p values are presented in parentheses.

Gender is coded as female = 1 and male = 0.
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