
An Examination of Chinese International Students' Personality Traits  
and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Dimensions 

 
by 
 

Mingyu Huang 

 
 
 

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 
Auburn University 

in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 

Auburn, Alabama 
May 5, 2018 

 
 
 
 

Keywords: Chinese students, personality traits, cross-cultural sensitivity 

 
 

Copyright 2018 by Mingyu Huang 
 
 

Approved by 
 

Maria Witte, Chair, Professor of Educational Foundations, Leadership, and Technology 
 James E. Witte, Professor of Educational Foundations, Leadership, and technology 

 Leslie Cordie, Assistant Professor of Educational Foundations, Leadership, and Technology 
Chih-hsuan Wang, Assistant Professor of Educational Foundations, Leadership, and Technology 



ii 
 

Abstract 
 

 

            The purpose of this study was to examine Chinese international students’ Personality 

Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. This study used the Personality Traits theory 

from Goldberg (1992) and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity theory as identified by Cushner (1986). 

Students were studying in the United States and were of Chinese descent. Data collected were 

from Chinese students attending a public four-year southeastern university. The study provided 

new insights about the relationship between Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity for 

Chinese students. 

            A quantitative research design was used to address five research questions. Participants 

were students enrolled at a large southeastern research institution in the U.S. during the Fall 

semester, 2017. Survey data was analyzed through descriptive statistics, Factorial MANOVA, 

and multiple regression analysis. 

            Results showed that Chinese international students had the highest scores in 

agreeableness, and lowest scores in extraversion on the Big Five Personality Traits survey. 

Chinese international students had the highest scores in Intellectual Interaction, and lowest 

scores in the Behavioral Scale using the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory. Males had highest 

scores on the openness factor compared to females. 



 iii 

            This study suggests that educators consider gender differences when designing class 

activities in international classrooms. Educators can try different kinds of culture communication 

activities for Chinese students due to their high intellectual orientation toward interactions to 

raise their perception of other people’s behavior. In addition, educators could provide more 

opportunities to international students to communicate with other culture students, and encourage 

female students to take the lead or take responsibility for the task. Developing cross-cultural 

sensitivity characteristics are the best way to help international students adapt to United States’ 

learning and living well and fast. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

        Internationalization of business and education has had significant effects on 

academic education throughout the world, especially on the higher education field 

(Zimmermann & Neyer, 2013). The United States has become the most popular country for 

international students to pursue education. In 2000, 28.4 million foreign-born individuals 

resided in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). In 2003, 624,917 international 

students arrived to the United States, bringing with them 38,049 spouses and children 

(Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 2003). The number of international students in higher 

education in the United States had the highest rate of growth in 35 years. Chinese students 

consist of approximately 31.5% of the international student population and are ranked as the 

largest group (Chow & Bhandari, 2010). Different people have different personality traits. 

The most widely accepted dimensional model of human personality traits is the Big Five 

Model, which used by people to describes individual differences along five broad 

dimensions: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness 

(Digman, 1990; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; McCrae & John, 1992). Also, the cultural 

sensitivity was considered as one essential value in the modern world especially by the 

United Nations. The Cross-cultural sensitivity can impact which people called the operating 

income of corporations seeking, to enhance their activities to foreign countries.
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      In addition, the Cross-cultural sensitivity can have positive effects in academia (Loo 

& Shiomi, 1999). Chinese students, which consist of the largest group of international 

students that study in the United States, have personality traits and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions that need further investigation. 

        Previously, there has been research related to immigrants learning and studying in 

the United States. Olsen (1997) studied immigrant students study conditions in United States 

public schools. Crawford (2004) researched language diversity in the classroom due to 

immigrants’ influence in the United States. The Cross-cultural factors have also been a 

research topic that has attracted researchers’ additional studies (Huang, Zhou, Bushnell, 

Diakite, & Yang, 2007; Martinez & Eddy, 2005; Swartz-­‐Kulstad & Martin, 1999; Thomas & 

Ravlin, 1995). In addition, there has been some research conducted by researchers which  

relating to psychological conditions and consequences of students’ international experiences 

as well as the benefits (Andrews, Page, & Neilson, 1993; Leong & Ward, 2000; Searle & 

Ward, 1990). Besides these findings, international students’ personality traits have also been 

researched well (Cheung, van de Vijver, & Leong, 2011). However, there have been limited 

studies focusing on understanding the community of international students residing in the 

United States and personality traits and cross-cultural dimensions. For example, some studies 

have examined Chinese international students’ leisure experiences (Allison & Geiger, 1993; 

Li & Stodolska, 2006; Walker, Deng, & Dieser, 2001) and Asian students’ education and 

academic experiences in a United States higher education institution study background 

(Hodges, Cresswell, Daggfeldt, & Thorstensson, 2001; Jackson & Heggins, 2003). However, 
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there are differences in education and life experiences when compared to domestic students, 

and there has been a lack of research pertaining to personality trait factors that may influence 

international students’ cultural sensitivity. 

Problem Statement 

        Some research has explored Chinese students’ learning and study experiences in 

the United States. Studies related to academic and leisure conditions of Chinese international 

students have also been conducted (Allison & Geiger, 1993; Judge & Bono 2000; Stodolska, 

2000; Stodolska & Alexandris, 2004; Stodolska & Yi, 2003). However, there are limited 

studies focusing on understanding the personality traits and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions of international students residing in the United States. Some studies have focused 

on Chinese international students’ experiences (Allison & Geiger, 1993; Walker, Deng, & 

Dieser, 2001; Yu & Berryman, 1996). Other studies have included Asian students’ education 

and academic experiences in United States higher education institutions (Hodges, Cresswell, 

Daggfeldt, & Thorstensson, 2001; Jackson & Heggins, 2003). However, due to differences in 

education and life experiences as compared with domestic students, there has been little 

research focusing on personality traits that may influence international students’ cross 

cultural sensitivity.  

Purpose of the Study 

     The purpose of this study was to examine Chinese international students’ 

Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. This study included Chinese 

students as this group is the largest international student population in higher education 
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institutions in the United States (Chow & Bhandari, 2010). Participants were enrolled in a 

public four-year southeastern university and were from different majors and schools in this 

university. All had participated in related intensive English learning programs.  

Research Questions  

        The following research questions were used in this study:  

    1. What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 

    2. What are the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese international 

students? 

    3. What is the relationship between demographics and personality traits? 

    4. What is the relationship between demographics and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions? 

    5. What is the relationship between students' gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., 

degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

Theoretical Frameworks 

        The Big Five Personality Traits theory created by Goldberg (1992) and improved 

by Costa and McCrae (1992) and the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity theory created by Cushner 

(1986) are provided as the theoretical frameworks for this study.  

The Big Five Personality Traits Theory 

        The Big Five Personality Traits was created by Goldberg (1992) and is widely 

accepted and a commonly used personality model in the academic, psychology, and 

education related research fields. The Big Five Personality traits is a model which is based on 
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common language descriptors of people’s personality. This theory is based on word 

associations and description instead of academic neuropsychological experiments. This 

instrument identifies five dimensions commonly used to describe personality (Toegel & 

Barsoux, 2012). This instrument was previously established and has been used previously by 

researchers from related research field (Heller & Mount, 2002). 

        In the 1970s, Paul Costa and Robert McCrae created a new personality inventory 

which based on Goldberg’s theory. The new inventory included three factors. They are 

Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness (NEO) (Costa & McCrae, 1976). Therefore, 

according to the new three factors, this inventory was called NEO. Later, in the 1980s, Costa 

and McCrae revised the NEO Personality Inventory by adding two more additional factors 

and they were Agreeableness and Conscientiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1989). Later, this 

revised inventory was identified as revised NEO Personality Inventory. The revised NEO 

Personality Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1992) has been translated in over 30 languages 

(Benet & John, 1998). There has been evidence that the supports construct validity of the Big 

Five Personality Traits, which including convergent and discriminant validity across multiple 

raters and instrument types, with high internal reliability, and high predictive validity for a 

variety of important life outcomes (Deary, Weiss, & Batty, 2010; DeYoung, 2006; John, 

Naumann, & Soto, 2008; Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999; Paunonen, 2003; 

Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). Although personality variables have 

been identified in previous related research, the Big Five Personality instrument has been 

effective in to explaining people’s personality in the areas of extraversion, neuroticism, 
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agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness to experience these different factors (Judge & 

Bono, 2000). The details of five factors are explained below: 

        Extraversion: It refers to the positive emotions. High levels of extraversion is 

always described as attention-seeking, and domineering (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). 

        Neuroticism: It is a tendency to describe the degree of emotional stability, and the  

impulse control (Judge & Zapata, 2015). 

        Agreeableness: It is a measure of people’s trusting degree and helpful nature. High 

levels of agreeableness is always naive, and full of submissive (Witt, Burke, Barrick, & 

Mount, 2002). 

        Conscientiousness: It is a tendency to be well organized and dependable. High 

levels of conscientiousness people is often perceived as stubbornness and obsession people 

(Costa, & MacCrae,1992). 

        Openness: openness reflects people’s degree of intellectual curiosity, creativity and 

the preference for novelty and variety which always an individual possesses. High levels of 

openness people can always be perceived as a unpredictability or lack of focus people 

(Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). 

        The Big Five Personality Traits have been translated and used in a variety of 

languages and cultures, and has been translated into Chinese as well (Trull & Geary, 1997). 

Some research has examined the relationships between personal traits and cultural differences 

(McCrae & Terracciano, 2005).  
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Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Theory 

        Cross cultural sensitivity is the knowledge, awareness, and acceptance which 

always indicate of other cultures. Being supportive of cultural sensitivity, is always based on 

ideological or the practical other considerations in some degree. Cross-cultural sensitivity can 

have the positive effects in the academia fields, and the related training for health care 

providers can also improve the satisfaction, and health outcomes of patients who from 

different minority groups. Many approaches have promoted the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity 

(Loo & Shiomi, 1999). Cushner (1986) created The Inventory of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity 

(ICCS) which is a 32-item self-report inventory which uses a 7-point Likert scale from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree, to tap five major aspects of people’s Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity. The five major dimensions are Cultural Integration, Behavioral Response, 

Intellectual Integration, Attitudes Toward Others, and Empathy. 

        The ICCS has been results in useful in helping participants to discover and 

critically examine about their own views, and to stimulating group discussions on cross-

cultural issues from both management and organizational perspectives, as well as in 

encouraging attitude and behavioral change which toward greater cross-cultural sensitivity 

while people to recognizing that such change is difficult (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). 

Significance of the Study 

        Chinese students are the largest group of international students in the United States 

according to the fact. Understanding Chinese international students’ cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions and personality traits would be essential to provide appropriate instruction and 
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services to Chinese international students. Being able to adapt is one important factor in a 

college students’ life, especially for international students. Compared to the domestic 

students, the Chinese international students group may have characteristics worth examining 

in the related literature fields. The current study identifies suggestions for both of the 

instructors, administrators, and researchers in the international study related field. As a result, 

it would be beneficial to study and understand Chinese international students’ personality 

traits and cultural sensitivity about in this specific group. Furthermore, it will list appropriate 

instructional resources and methods which may help Chinese international students enhance 

intellectual interaction with others and improve their empathy.  

Limitations of the Study 

        There are three main limitations in this study. The first limitation is the sample 

limitation. The sample in this study was from one southeastern university campus. Therefore, 

the results may not be generalizable to other institutions in the United States, whose 

population and study environment may not precisely parallel international students in higher 

education institutions in the United States as well. Location and academic factors may affect 

the conditions when researchers used to compare to other universities. Although the 

international students can be a large segment of the student population, they are still a small 

and limited number of students when compared to domestic students. Chinese students are 

the largest number of international students at this research campus. The second limitation is 

the degree major. For example, the Chinese students who are in the sample may in specific 

academic majors and departments. In this study, most of the participated are in business and 
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engineering related major. The students who choose those major may have similar traits 

which influence study results. Thirdly, this is a self-reported survey. Some of the students 

may not completely understand themselves and their living, learning condition well when 

they taking the survey. 

Definition of Terms 

        Big Five Model (or five-factor model), describes individual differences along five 

broad personal dimensions: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and 

openness (Digman, 1990; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; McCrae & John, 1992). 

        Cross-cultural sensitivity is people’s knowledge, awareness, and acceptance of 

other cultures (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). 

        International students are those students who do not hold citizenship or permanent 

residency status in the United States.  

        Personality Traits are the patterns of the thoughts, feelings, and their behaviors 

which will reflect people’s characteristic. Most of the time, personality traits are considered 

as consistent and stable (Goldberg, 1992).  

        Traits are the personality structure which always used to describe people’s 

distinctive characteristics (Pervin & John, 1999). 

Organization of the Study 

        This study is organized into five chapters. The Chapter 1 is the introduction to the 

study. It includes an overview, problem statement, purpose of the study, research questions, 

theoretical frameworks, significance of the study, limitations of the study, and definition of 
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terms. The Chapter 2 provides a review related research literature relevant to the research 

questions. The Chapter 3 describes the methods of for the study. It includes sample selection, 

instruments, and data interpretation. The Chapter 4 contains the findings including 

demographics for the study and survey results. The Chapter 5 provides the implications. In 

addition, it provides recommendations for further research, references, and appendices. 
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

        The review of the literature introduces and discusses theories of Big Five Personal 

Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity. The theoretical framework of Big Five Personal Traits 

was first discussed and then the conceptual framework of the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity was 

introduced. The theoretical framework of Big Five Personal Traits includes theory overview, 

theory origin, personality traits conception, and theory practical use. The theoretical 

framework of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity includes culture theory, Cross-Cultural Research 

Theory, Cultural Sensitivity Theory, and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Theory. Finally, the 

summary for Big Five Personal Traits theory and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity theory were 

presented.  

Purpose of the Study 

     The purpose of this study was to examine Chinese international students’ 

Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. This study included Chinese 

students as target group due to they are the largest international student population in higher 

education institutions in the United States (Chow & Bhandari, 2010). Participants were 

enrolled in a public four-year southeastern university and were from different majors and 

schools in this university. All had participated in related intensive English learning programs.  
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Research Questions  

        The following research questions were used in this study:  

    1. What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 

    2. What are the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese international 

students? 

    3. What is the relationship between demographics and personality traits? 

    4. What is the relationship between demographics and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions? 

    5. What is the relationship between students' gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., 

degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

Big Five Personality Traits Theory 

Origin of the Big Five Personality Traits Theory  

        In the year of 1884, Sir Francis Galton investigated one hypothesis, which was 

always called to lexical hypothesis. This hypothesis ’investigated make it is possible to derive 

one comprehensive taxonomy of people or we called human personality traits by sampling 

their language (Shrout & Fiske, 1995). In the year of 1936, researchers Allport and Odbert try 

to put Sir Francis Galton’s lexical hypothesis into practice (Allport & Odbert, 1936). Allport 

and Odbert identified total 4504 adjectives and try to describe people’s traits from these 

different dictionaries. In 1940, Raymond Cattel started continued Allport and Odbert’s study 

and successfully reduced these adjectives to 171 factors. He also designed a self-report 
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instrument system which was always called the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 

(Cattel, 1957). In the year of 1961, researchers Ernest Tupes and Raymond Christal started to 

labeled some factors based on Raymond Cattel’s study. These factors or dimensions were 

dependability, emotional stability, agreeableness, and culture (Tupes & Christal, 1961). In the 

year of 1963, Warren Norman replaced the dependability with another factor 

conscientiousness (Norman, 1963).  

        During the 1980s, emerging methodologies always challenged these points of view. 

Instead of trying to predict human individual behavior, researchers were paying more 

attention to predicting people’s patterns of behavior by gathering large numbers of 

observations (Epstein & O’Brien, 1985). As a result, correlations between the personality and 

people’s behavior increased substantially. Later, the researchers found the personalities do 

exist (Kenrick & Funder, 1988). Therefore, trait theories were being validated a lot and more 

and more researchers focused on this field of study (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1980). In the 1980s, 

Lewis Goldberg started to focused on a lexical project which people named the Big Five 

Personality Traits (Goldberg, 1981). 

        In the 1970s, researchers Paul Costa and Robert McCrae created a new personality 

inventory based on Goldberg’s pervious theory. The new inventory was including three new 

factors. They are Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness (NEO) (Costa & McCrae, 1976). 

This inventory is used to measure the five dimensions of neuroticism, and openness, 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness. The Big Five Personality Traits do not 
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measure people’s differences personality in only five traits (John & Srivastava, 1999). These 

five dimensions do represent human personality at the broadest level of their abstraction 

(John & Srivastava, 1999). These basic dimensions of human personality are regarded as the 

most important approach in which individuals are results in differ in their handling of 

emotional, attitudinal, motivational styles, and interpersonal, experiential (McCrae & John, 

1992).  

Big Five Model Traits Theory Overview 

        The most widely accepted and regarded as dimensional model of understanding 

people personality traits is the Big Five Model which used to describes individual differences 

along five different dimensions: extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, openness, and 

conscientiousness (Digman, 1990; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; McCrae & John, 1992). 

These five different dimensions have been identified to using descriptive adjectives of human 

personality in various languages and different cultures, usually represented by the acronyms 

OCEAN (Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism) or 

CANOE (Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, Openness, and Extraversion). The 

revised version NEO (Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness) Personality Inventory 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992) has been translated into over 30 languages in the world. The five 

dimensions or factors have been used in 26 cultures, particularly such as neuroticism and 

conscientiousness, and other dimensions least clearly replicated has been called the openness 

to experience (Benet & John, 1998). There has been several evidence that supports the 
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research validity of the Big Five Model, which also includes convergent and discriminant the 

validity across multiple raters and the instrument types, the high internal reliability, and the 

predictive validity for different types of important life outcomes (Deary, Weiss, & Batty, 

2010; DeYoung, 2006; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 

1999; Paunonen, 2003; Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). 

        The Big Five personality framework is widely accepted in some of the  

organizational sciences related fields and can be used to predict numerous different 

organizational outcomes (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002). In 

addition, the personality traits have the potential use to either facilitate or debilitate people to 

learn a second or foreign language (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; O’Connor & Paunonen, 

2007). 

        In the Big Five Personality Traits theory, personality traits were always measured 

using different instruments. Different Big Five Personality Traits instruments were used to 

indicated the different research questions under different situations which related to 

personality traits. Previous tested reliability of the Big Five Personality Traits was typically 

ranged from 0.79 to 0.88 (Hee, 2014). Table 1 shows the instrument used in each study 

(Mendiburo-Seguel, Paez, & Martinez-Sanchez, 2005). 
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Table 1  

Different instruments of Big Five Personality Traits theory  

Source: (Mendiburo-Seguel, Paez, & Martinez-Sanchez, 2005) 

        Traits are the personality structure defined by researchers which can be used to 

describe people’ distinctive characteristics (Pervin & John, 1999). Traits related theorists 



 17 

have always recommended relate to different Big Five personality traits to identify people 

traits (John, Robins, & Pervin, 2008). The Big Five Personality Traits has been used in 

different cultures and is accepted as a basis for contrasting, integrating and comparing diverse 

personality traits all over the world (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). However, there is a lack 

of studies that examine the relationship between Big Five personality traits and Cross-

Cultural Sensitivity.  

        Personality Traits are hierarchically organized by researchers into five different 

domains, consisting of agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism and 

openness (Markon & Krueger, 2005). The Big Five Traits has identified people behaviors, 

affective experiences and cognitive processes across different cultures in the world (McCrae, 

2009). Previous studies have suggested that the human or more specified student personality 

traits should be taken into consideration in education programs designed to enhance empathy 

in different cultural situations. These studies showed that the agreeableness was the most 

important predictor of empathy scale across different cultures among both campus students 

and adult learners (Costa Jr, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001; Melchers, Li, Haas, Reuter, 

Bischoff, & Montag, 2016). There is documented evidence which indicating that 

agreeableness, which always represents the tendency to being altruistic, cooperative, helpful 

and sympathetic, tender-minded is responsible for daily and social behavior, or the behavior 

which beneficial for other people in the same sociaty (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; 

Srivastava, 1999). Previous research also indicated that agreeableness is always correlated 



 18 

with empathic scale, which reflects people emotions of helping other people who in need or 

let people always feeling responsibility and concerns to be the well-being for others 

(Mooradian, Davis, &Matzler, 2011).  

        In addition, the neuroticism, which characterized by one inappropriate level of 

emotional arousal (Eisenberg, 2000) and one negative emotions such as anxiety, self-

consciousness, and depression usually shares many core features with people’s personal 

distress which always reflects the self-centered human being’s feelings of discomfort and 

anxiety when other people are distressed by other condition according to the different 

environment (Davis, 1980; Lee, 2009). Also, openness was expected to have tendency about 

positive associations with people’s cognitive empathy, which usually implies human being’s 

ability to understand other people’s internal thought which includes their thoughts (Hogan, 

1969; Magalhães, Costa, & Costa, 2012). The third (conscientiousness), fourth (neuroticism) 

and the fifth (openness) dimensions are more intrapersonal related to research study in nature. 

These three factors refer to the approach people carry out tasks and then regulate their 

emotions and cognitions in society (McCrae & Costa, 2010). 

        Furthermore, the conscientiousness was results to have predictive value for people 

empathy emotion as well (Melchers, Li, Haas, Reuter, Bischoff, & Montag, 2016). Figure 1 

shows the Big Five Personality Traits which is composed of five dimensions. They are 

Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness. In the 

following sections, the dimensions will be described in details. 
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Figure 1. Model of the Big Five Personality Traits Theory Dimensions 

Extraversion 

        The extraversion dimensions always describe people’s interpersonal traits by two 

different sides, extraversion or introversion, which usually indicates people’s preference of 

interacting with other people or being alone. People who have this trait or have high score on 

this traits in survey according to the results will have more tendency to show energy, positive 

emotions, assertiveness, sociability, also the tendency to seek stimulation in one working 

place of other people, and show talkativeness (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Extraverted people 

will more likely to perform well in conditions which can utilizing their strong social skills. 

Ashton, Lee and Paunonen indicated (2002) that the most frequently noted feature of 
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extraversion by researchers is the people’s social attention (Ashton, Lee, & Paunonen, 2002). 

Extraversion includes the emotion such as warmth, gregariousness, stimulation-seeking and 

tendency to experience positive emotions, activity (Mendiburo-­‐Seguel, Páez, & Martínez-­‐

Sánchez, 2015). The research in related correlational and experimental study fields has 

consistently found that the extraversion factor always associated with people’s positive effect 

(Costa & Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001). It has been confirmed and have plenty evidence all 

over the world that the core aspect of extraversion is the greater sensitivity to rewards (Lucas, 

Diener, Grob, Suh, & Shao, 2000). The extraversion which related to the temperamental traits 

of sociability (the tendency to interact with other people) and activation (the high intensity 

and rapid pace of people’s behavior). 

        According to Ashton et al. (2002) study, extraverted people are more likely to 

enjoy the social attention compare to their introverted counterparts (Ashton, Lee, & 

Paunonen, 2002). Furthermore, the extraverted people have better adaptation at social 

environment, emotional control, and emotional sensitivity compare with others (Riggio, 

1986). In addition, the extraverted people are more likely to be described as the high-energy 

excitement seekers (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1992). Previous research usually 

suggests that the extraverted people more likely to enjoy competitive environments (Bentea 

& Anghelache, 2012; Graziano, Feldesman, & Rahe, 1985; Kirkcaldy & Furnham, 1991). 

Extraverted people always tend to perform better than introverted people when all of them 

were putting into competitive groups (Bentea & Anghelache, 2012). Obviously, the 
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extraverted people should be particularly have more skilled at handling problems requiring 

social interaction compared with others (Tett & Burnett, 2003). Highly extraverted people 

will usually be described as attention-seeking person or the person who likely have 

domineering. On the opposite side, individuals with low extraversion always seem reserved, 

and have a reflective personality which often described as aloof or self-absorbed according to 

the study (Toegel, & Barsoux, 2012). Therefore, the extraverted individuals are primed to 

exhibit more valued work behaviors in occupations which require strong social skills, 

occupations which are competitive in nature, and should have occupations which require 

dealing with unpleasant or angry people in working environment (Judge & Zapata, 2015). 

        According to The Big Five Inventory, there were eight sample terms included in 

Extraversion. They are: 

•   Talkative  

•   Reserved 

•   Full of energy 

•   Generates a lot of enthusiasm  

•   Tends to be quiet 

•   Has an assertive personality  

•   Is sometimes shy, inhibited 

•   Is outgoing, sociable 
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        According to the inventory scale scoring results, people who have low extraversion 

score can be called introverts by researchers. On the opposite way, people who have high 

extraversion score can be called as extraverts people. Introverts tend to have lower social 

engagement and lower energy levels compare to extraverts. Introverts can be seen as more 

quiet, less involved in the social world and deliberated in working place. But people who are 

introverts are not means they are unfriendly or antisocial. According to the related research 

results, under most of the conditions, introverts are reserved in social situations (Rothmann & 

Coetzer, 2003). 

Agreeableness 

        Compare to extraversion dimension, the agreeableness is an interpersonal trait 

(Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). Agreeableness is a tendency to be compassionate with other 

people and show more cooperative rather than suspicious to people and antagonistic towards 

others in society (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Agreeableness factor is always used as a 

measure of people’s trusting and helpful nature, and to check whether a person is generally 

well-tempered or not. People who have high score in agreeableness trait are more likely to 

have positive relations with others (Costa & McCrae, 1992). High agreeableness is usually 

seen as naive or submissive in social environment (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Agreeableness 

in people is more likely to described as trusting, kind, cooperative, warm, and modest by 

other people (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1992). Agreeableness is one personality 

traits dimension which includes emotion of trust, altruism, cooperativeness, moderation, 
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modesty and compassion (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, and Hair 

(1996) found that people who results in high agreeableness score always reported higher 

levels of deal with the randomly assigned partner (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). In addition, 

Mount et al. (1998) found that the agreeableness was always positively related to people 

performance for situations which requiring to have dyadic interactions (Mount, Barrick, & 

Stewart, 1998). The agreeableness characteristics include the tendency to cooperate with 

other people and avoid conflict (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1992). It also often 

associated with likely to demonstrations of caring and concern for other people in society 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992). In other words, the agreeable group of people always want to 

maintain the positive relationships with other people (Witt, Burke, Barrick, & Mount, 2002). 

People who get low agreeableness score are usually competitive or like to challenging others. 

This group of people can always be described as argumentative or untrustworthy people. In 

summary, people who are agreeable are helpful during different conditions which require 

strong social skills, and in dealing with unpleasant or angry individuals, as well as survive in 

competitive environments in society competition (Judge & Zapata, 2015). 

According to The Big Five Inventory, there were nine sample terms included in 

Agreeableness. They are:  

•   Tends to find fault with others 

•   Is helpful and unselfish with others 

•   Starts quarrels with others 
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•   Has a forgiving nature 

•   Is generally trusting 

•   Can be cold and aloof 

•   Is considerate and kind to almost everyone 

•   Is sometimes rude to others 

•   Likes to cooperated with others 

        According to the inventory scale scoring results, people who have low agreeableness 

score can be called as disagreeable individuals. On the opposite way, people who have the 

high agreeableness score can be described as agreeable individuals. The agreeable people 

doing well in getting along with others, and always have an optimistic view of other people 

because the function of agreeableness trait is to reflecting people differences in general 

concern for social harmony. The disagreeable people are willing to pay more attention on 

themselves compared to learn, understand, and getting along with others. Some of them are 

likely to be unfriendly, suspicious, and uncooperative due to their skeptical about others’ 

motives (Bartneck, Van Der Hoek, Mubin, & Al Mahmud, 2007).  

Conscientiousness 

        The conscientiousness dimension in the Big Five Personality Traits as people’s 

tendency to always be self-disciplined and goal-directed. In other words, the 

Conscientiousness factor can represent one people’s trait to be well organized and 

dependable, high passion on achievement, and make everything well planned rather than 
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spontaneous behavior (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). The conscientiousness always associated 

with people’s health-enhancing behaviors and the negatively associated with people’s health-

damaging behaviors (Bogg & Roberts, 2004). The Conscientiousness dimension includes the 

competence emotion with other people in society, well-ordered, duty-oriented, and tend to 

toward achievement, cautiousness and self-discipline (Mendiburo-­‐Seguel, Páez, & Martínez-­‐

Sánchez, 2015). This trait has always associated with people’s academic success, and it also 

including people’s interpersonal traits. Finally, it is always associated with impulsive 

temperament (McCrae & Costa, 2010). Moreover, the Big Five are not a completely 

independent dimensions personality compare with other traits (Goldberg, 1992), so it is 

important for researchers to evaluate the interaction between Big Five Personality traits 

(Hampson, Edmonds, Barckley, Goldberg, Dubanoski, & Hillier, 2016).  

        McCrae (2005) indicated that when individuals are under specific situations, their 

characteristic adaptations should force them changed naturally and translate into effective job 

performance. Also, people whose traits more likely relevant with others will more likely 

represent performance recognized by other people. Furthermore, traits will guide people to 

recognize their own traits from observation of others’ behavior, and others may show back on 

high performance if the people’ traits seem relevant to the environment (Goldberg, 1992). 

        In particular, conscientious people always perform well compare with others in 

occupations requiring independence, and the conscientious people are often described as 

achievement striving people (Costa & McCrae, 1992) and full of ambitious (Goldberg, 1992). 
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When it comes to the conscientiousness traits, Costa and McCrae (1992) noted that to allow 

conscientiousness individuals to work independently should enhance the positive effect of 

conscientiousness on working performance (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 

        In addition, Costa and McCrae (1992) indicated that the conscientious individuals 

are described as responsible, reliable, and dependable people. Jackson et al. (2003) found that 

the conscientious students were more likely to reported as behaviors associated with 

education organization. For example, the conscientious students were reported try to using a 

system for keep their important documents and systematically make plan to keeping track of 

important work dates and do schedule to track on daily activities while they were less likely 

to report as behaviors which associated with disorganization, such as forgetting important 

appointments and meetings (Judge & Zapata, 2015). Previous research has found that the 

conscientious people are willing to set personal work goals for themselves compare to the 

people who have low score in conscientiousness traits always demonstrating more 

commitment (Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1993).  

        Mount, Barrick, and Stewart (1998) examined some research which provide 

evidence that the conscientiousness people have tendency to report positivite relationships 

with others (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998). According to The Big Five 

Inventory, there were eight sample terms included in Conscientiousness. They are: 

•   Can be somewhat careless  

•   Is a reliable worker 



 27 

•   Tends to be disorganized  

•   Tends to be lazy  

•   Perseveres until the task is finished 

•   Does things efficiently 

•   Makes plans and follows through with them  

•   Is easily distracted  

        According to the inventory scale scoring results, people will divide to high 

conscientiousness people group and low conscientiousness people group depending on their 

different personal traits. Conscientiousness trait is examining that always related to the 

approach in how people control, regulate, and direct their own work. In summary, the high 

conscientiousness people always prefer making plans rather than doing the spontaneous 

behavior (Costa, & MacCrae,1992). 

Neuroticism 

        The personality trait factor Neuroticism is refined to a personal affective trait 

(Costa &McCrae, 1989). It is described as people’s tend to deal with unpleasant emotions 

well, such as anger, depression, vulnerability, and anxiety (Toegel, & Barsoux, 2012). 

Neurotic individuals are less susceptible compare to others’ emotions, and they are more 

likely equipped with environments well in which require to deal with unpleasant or angry 

individuals in complicated situations. In addition, the Neurotic individuals are less likely to 
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appraise the stressful situations such as threats, and they will respond appropriately in 

difficult social situations especially in working place (Judge & Zapata, 2015).  

        Neuroticism is defined as a personality factor characterized by the tend to deal with 

negative emotions, and is always associated with emotional distress or negatively effects by 

other people (Mendiburo-­‐Seguel, Páez, & Martínez-­‐Sánchez, 2015). People who have high 

score in Neuroticism according to the survey results will more likely to have greater anxiety, 

emotional vulnerability, impulsiveness, and self-consciousness in the society. The adjectives 

used for neuroticism people have covered two different areas: (1) the impulsiveness, which 

made up for adjectives such as “impulsive,” and (2) Affective instability, which related to 

being changeable and opposite to keep calm (Smith & Bond, & Kagitcibasi, 2006). 

According to The Big Five Inventory, there were eight sample terms included in Neuroticism. 

They are: 

•   Is depressed, blue 

•   Is relaxed, handles stress well  

•   Can be tense 

•   Worries a lot 

•   Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 

•   Can be moody 

•   Remains calm in tense situations  

•   Gets nervous easily 



 29 

        According to the self-reported survey results, people will have two different score 

tendency which are high neuroticism or low neuroticism. High neuroticism people are more 

likely to do emotionally reactive and easily to feel vulnerable and stress. High neuroticism 

individuals are more likely to interpret the ordinary conditions as threatening situations. 

Compared with the low neuroticism group individuals, high neuroticism individuals more 

tend to display skin-conductance reactivity (Norris, Larsen, & Cacioppo, 2007). People with 

high neuroticism score in survey tend to experience more negative life events, compare to 

neuroticism also make changes in results in positive and negative life experiences (Reynaud, 

El Khoury-Malhame, Rossier, Blin, & Khalfa, 2012). 

Openness 

        Openness is a personality trait factor which are able to help people perform well in 

occupations requiring independence (Judge, & Zapata, 2015). Openness dimension reflects 

people’s degree of intellectual curiosity and creativity. Usually it is show the extent to a 

person’s imaginative or independent degree. The openness dimension includes the aesthetic 

openness and the openness to individuals’ feelings, activities, ideas and values (McCrae & 

Costa, 2010). 

        Hmel and Pincus (2002) found that all segments of openness were tightly 

associated with self-govern tendency. Openness is always associated with reactive autonomy 

(Koestner & Losier, 1996). People who have high score in openness can be described as 

unpredictable people. They more likely to pursue self-actualization and lack of focus 
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specifically by euphoric experiences. McCrae (1992) reported that the openness were always 

positively related to creativity and divergent thinking (Raja & Johns, 2010). In addition, King 

et al. (1996) found that the openness dimension was positively correlated with individuals’ 

creative ability and creative accomplishments. Previous research suggests that people who 

have high score on openness trait will perform well in occupations requiring independence, in 

addition in occupations with strong demand. People who have low openness score according 

to the survey results refers to individuals who seek to gain fulfillment through perseverance, 

and are regarded as dogmatic and closed-minded (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). According to 

The Big Five Inventory, there were ten sample terms included in Openness. They are: 

•   Is original, comes up with new ideas 

•   Is curious about many different things 

•   Is ingenious, a deep thinker 

•   Has an active imagination 

•   Is inventive 

•   Values artistic, aesthetic experiences 

•   Prefers work that is routine 

•   Likes to reflect, play with ideas 

•   Has few artistic interests 

•   Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature 
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        According to the inventory scale scoring results, people will have either high score 

openness or low score openness. High openness people are individuals tend to be pay 

attention on curious, and willing to try new things all the time. But usually, low openness 

traits score and high openness traits score will be founded in an specific individual. For 

example, one people may have high openness on learning new things compare to low 

openness on learning old things (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012).  

The Big Five Personality Traits Theory Development in Adulthood 

        Some research has shown the evidence effect on a maturation, which always use to 

indicated people’s grew up degree, the levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness 

typically how to increase with time, compare to extraversion, neuroticism, and openness have 

tendency to decrease (Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003). In addition, the changes in 

the Big Five Personality Traits theory depended on the people’s recent stage of development, 

such as their levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness will demonstrate the negative 

trend during their childhood and individuals’ early adolescence before them grows from late 

adolescence and then into adulthood (Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2011). Therefore, the 

Big Five Personality Traits identifies people’s differences traits and different stage (Roberts 

& Mroczek, 2008). 

        Research in related field regarding the personality and progressing ages showed that 

when individuals enter their elder years, people who have lower IQ will more likely to show 

a rise in extraversion, while a decline in conscientiousness trait and physical well-being 
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(Mottus, Johnson, Starr, & Deary, 2012). Research related to the workforce field indicated 

that personality traits were generally stable among adult workers compared to other workers 

(Cobb-Clark, 2012). 

Gender Difference in Big Five Inventory 

        Previous research has shown the gender differences on Big Five Inventory 

(Cavallera, Passerini, & Pepe, 2013). In general, women more tend to have higher 

Neuroticism, Agreeableness, Extraversion and Openness score reports compare to men 

consistently report openness (Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001). 

        Gender differences in personality traits are largest in following fields: prosperous and 

healthy. In addition, in gender-egalitarian cultures, gender differences will more obviously. 

Women in well-developed countries are more likely to be attributed to their personality, 

rather than attributed to represent gender roles within collectivist and traditional countries 

(Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001). For male, the people who lived in well-developed 

countries were less likely to show neurotic, extraverted, conscientious and agreeable rather 

than people who came from developing countries (Schmitt, Realo, Voracek, & Allik, 2008). 

Cultural Difference in Big Five Personality Traits 

        The Big Five Personality Traits have been translated into different languages and 

used in different cultures all over the world (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). There is one 

study found that the countries develop degree always influence values individualism, and also 

correlates with its average extraversion, while people living in cultures which are accepting 
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of large power structures society have a tendency to score relatedly higher on 

conscientiousness (McCrae & Terracciano, 2005). 

Big Five Personality Traits in Education 

        Research identifies that people’s personality traits usually plays an important role in 

academic achievement outcome assessment. The conscientiousness and agreeableness traits 

have a positive relationship with different learning styles, compare to neuroticism always has 

an inverse relationship with specific learning styles (Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck, & Avdic, 

2011). In addition, the intellectual curiousness dimension can have an positive effect on 

students’ academic performance if they were able to put their academic interest in the 

information processing for effective approach in academic area research (Komarraju, Karau, 

Schmeck, & Avdic, 2011), which means intellectual curiousness usually help students do 

better in their academic performance when they have good information processing ability. 

Research related to gifted programs indicated that students who were in gifted programs more 

likely had higher scores on openness and lower scores on neuroticism compare with other 

students (Zeidner & Shani-Zinovich, 2011). 

        Studies which conducted on college students’ group revealed that high score on 

neurotic tendencies students were less likely to show hopeful tendencies and likely to have 

negatively associated with well-being (Singh, Singh, & Singh, 2012). The Big Five 

Personality Traits can be used for value people’s stages of life or predicting their educational 

identity because individuals who are in different stages of life or educational identity always 
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show specific characters in the Big Five Personality Traits (Klimstra, Luyckx, Germeijs, 

Meeus, & Goossens, 2012).  

The Big Five Personality Traits Theory and Learning Styles Theory 

        In 1977, Smeck, Ribicj, and Ramanaih defined four types of learning styles. They 

were synthesis analysis, methodical study, fact retention, and elaborative processing 

(Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck, & Avdic, 2011). Synthesis analysis shows human being’s 

functions of processing information, forming categories, and organizing them into hierarchies 

(Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck, & Avdic, 2011). Also, there have different kinds of learning 

style which show people’s academic performance (Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck, & Avdic, 

2011). The methodical study represents people’s function of methodical behavior when they 

completing academic assignments, the fact retention represents people’s function of focusing 

on the actual result, and elaborative processing represents people’s function of connecting 

and applying new ideas (Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck, & Avdic, 2011).  

        In the research related to the Big Five Personality Traits and the learning styles study 

field, openness always leads to academic success. Conscientiousness and openness traits may 

be able to predict students’ learning styles. For example, individuals who show discipline and 

determination are more likely to exhibit specific learning styles (Komarraju, Karau, 

Schmeck, & Avdic, 2011).  

        In 2011, Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck and Avdic’s research indicated that the 

conscientiousness and agreeableness traits were positively related with all learning styles, 
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while neuroticism negatively related with all learning styles. In addition, extraversion and 

openness were positively related to students’ elaborative processing, and openness correlated 

with people’s academic achievement (Komarraju, Karau, Schmeck, & Avdic, 2011).  

        Based on research findings, most of the Big Five personality traits helped researhers 

predict the educational identity of students (Klimstra, Luyckx, Germeijs, Meeus, & 

Goossens, 2012). One study suggested that Big Five personality traits combined with 

learning styles can predict students ’academic performance and their academic motivation 

(De Feyter, Caers, Vigna, & Berings, 2012). For example, high conscientiousness score 

people has consistently as a stable predictor of good exam performance (Klimstra, Luyckx, 

Germeijs, Meeus, & Goossens, 2012). 

The Big Five Personality Traits Theory and Work Performance 

        There has been several research and studies focused on the relationship between work 

performance and conscientiousness and openness personality traits. The research results 

showed that beneficial ideas related to both personality traits and people’s origin of country 

(Steel, Rinne, & Fairweather, 2012).   

        There are lots companies and organizations that evaluate individuals based on the Big 

Five Personality traits (Judge & Cable, 1997). Research has suggested that people who have 

low neurotic traits score, high levels of openness score, and balanced levels of 

conscientiousness and extraversion will more likely become a leader in the future (Judge & 

Cable, 1997). In addition, research indicated that people who have high score in 



 36 

agreeableness will be less successful financially compared with others in working 

environment (Judge, Livingston, & Hurst, 2012). 

        The Personality-Situation theoretical model appears in Figure 3. The band at the 

top of the figure presents the three different central concepts: personality (the “Big Five” 

traits), situation (job context), and behavior (job performance). The Big Five Traits and 

context all influence people’s job performance. This study developed the model using the Big 

Five Personality Traits and job performance theory (Judge & Zapata, 2015).  

Figure 2. Big Five Personality Traits and Job Performance (Judge & Zapata, 2015) 
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The Big Five Personality Traits’ Predictive Power  

        One study indicated that the personality traits may be use to strong predictors of 

people’s divorce and job performance (Robert, Kuuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007). 

People who have high neurotic scores will have more tendency to have disorders traits 

(Jeronimus, Kotov, Riese, & Ormel, 2016). Both of the social and contextual parameters may 

play an important role in working performance but their interaction is not yet research in 

details (Jeronimus, Kotov, Riese, & Ormel, 2016).  

Cross-Cultural Sensitivity 

Culture Theory 

        Culture has been defined in variety of ways by different researchers. It is often 

defined as a pattern of behavior which transmitted by ethnic, religious, racial, or other 

sociodemographic groups (Jahoda, 2012). Culture is learned and influenced by different 

variables, including people’s family structure, different community environment, 

immigration status, the geography, multi-religion, educational background, socioeconomic 

status, and personal experiences (Kodjo, 2009). In addition, culture it is based on social and 

historical contexts, and it always influences people’s views of the world and the view human 

being express themselves (Arora, Godoy, & Hodgkinson, 2017). 

        There are multiple terms which are used to describe the cultural process by related 

research fields researchers: cultural adaptation, cultural grounding, cultural targeting and 

cultural tailoring (Barrera, Castro, Strycker, & Toobert, 2013; Castro, Barrera, & Holleran-
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Steiker, 2010; Resnicow, Soler, Braithwaite, Ahluwalia, & Butler, 2000). Cultural adaptation 

which also called cultural tailoring, is the process by how to modified one program as 

appropriate as the target audience, and preserving the program’s original value and core 

components (Barrera, Castro, Strycker, & Toobert, 2013). Some researchers have argued that 

culturally adapting is one strategy for make engagement maxing among minority families 

(Bernal, 2006; Bernal, Jiménez-Chafey, & Domenech Rodríguez 2009; Lau, 2006; Parra-

Cardona, Domenech Rodriguez, Forgatch, Sullivan, Bybee, Holtrop, & Bernal, 2012). The 

cultural adaptation is defined as one systematic modifications process to let people consider 

language and culture different which is compatible with family’s cultural patterns, meanings, 

and values (Bernal Jimenez-Chafey, & Domenech Rodriguez, 2009). Some scholars have 

indicated that the cultural adaptations may be beneficial when data-based evidence supports 

people’s need to address a distinct set of risk and resilience other factors which contribute to 

disruptive behavior among the minority group, and people’s need to enhance the social 

validity of the intervention for minority families (Butler & Titus, 2015., Lau, 2006). 

        Wasson (2002) indicated that the national initiatives reform challenge the schools, 

research institutions, and universities to be the place to learning for all students (Wasson & 

Jackson, 2002). The increasing complexity and diversity of U.S. society has enhanced and 

make the challenge more complicated. In addition, there has been an increase of one million 

English-language learners during the past 10 years, and these learners now comprise 5.5 

percent of the total school-aged population in the United States (Clair & Adger, 1999). That 
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means one in five children enrolled nationally will speak a language other than English (Clair 

& Adger, 1999). The number of English language learners will continue to grow rapidly but 

along with the increasing diversification of the U.S. population, and resulting from the 

immigration rates, aging trends, and higher birth rates for Asian and Latino cultural groups 

(Kagan & Garcia, 1991; Phillips & Cabrera, 1996). This group of individuals entered the 

United States’ culture at different ages and stages of development, and they will represent a 

diversity of languages, working culturally and living environment.  

Cross-Cultural Research Theory 

        “Multiculturalism as the culmination of this culturally sensitive stance, has been 

identified as a fourth force" (Pedersen, 1991 p.4) and it following the previous 

psychodynamic, humanistic movements and behavioral in education academic settings 

(Sullivan & Cottone, 2010). Beyond 1960s and 1970s when people from various places 

experienced the world in diversity and different ways, culturally sensitive has become one 

benefit and specific view in research field and other different fields, particularly the cultural 

anthropology, sociology, and intercultural communications study fields (Geertz, 1973; Hall, 

1976). 

        Cross-cultural research provides different opportunities for people to gain more 

awareness and insight into how and why cultures and people are differ (Oyserman, Coon, & 

Kemmelmeier, 2002). Also, research which involving different cultures can provide a better 

understanding of the cultural impact on human being’s value, beliefs, and behaviors. Greater 
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sensitivity to these differences will be an important step forward in increasing contextual 

understanding of different cultural groups (Pedersen, Draguns, Lonner, & Trimble, 2015; Sue 

& Sue, 2012).  

        In addition, cross-cultural research expresses the sensitivity of how language and 

culture have interaction. Recognizing that language and culture are essential factors in human 

being society to understand different people groups will force researchers pay more attention 

on getting the research conclusions in related fields. 

Cultural Sensitivity Theory 

        Cultural sensitivity is awareness the cultural differences and similarities between 

human beings exist without assigning people better or worse, right or wrong, value-positive 

or negative (Bennett, 1998). It simply means that individuals can realize that their culture is 

no better or well-developed than any other culture. Bennett also indicated that cultural 

sensitivity implies both the groups’ understand and respect each other’s people 

characteristics.  

        Bennett (1998) developed a framework to understand people’s various stages of 

cultural sensitivity which a person may experience during life. He argues that as people 

become more and more culturally sensitive, they will more likely to process from having an 

ethnocentric orientation to a more ethno relative worldview. In his opinion, the more 

ethnocentric orientations can be seen as the way of avoiding cultural differences against with 

other culture, or by minimizing its own importance. The more ethno relative worldviews are 
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ways of seeking people’s cultural difference, either by accepting its’ importance, and 

integrating the whole concept into identity definition (Bennett, 1998).  

        Some researchers regard the terms cultural sensitivity, cross-cultural expertise, 

cross-cultural effectiveness, culturally skilled, cross-cultural competence cultural 

responsiveness, cultural awareness, and as the same meaning (Whaley, 2008). However, 

these terms often appear in the multicultural literature as though they were always regard as 

synonymous (Ridley, Mendoza, Kanitz, Angermeier, & Zenk, 1994). Actually, some of these 

terms though seem highly related, but not all of them are the totally same. “Although scholars 

may excuse inattention to language precision during the initial stages of theory building, 

continual inattention acts as a hindrance to the communication of ideas, the formulation of 

testable hypotheses, and the advancement of knowledge” (Ridley, Mendoza, Kanitz, 

Angermeier, & Zenk, 1994 p.125). 

        Cultural sensitivity was selected because several evidence suggests that it is the 

most popular term to describe this conception (Betancourt, Green, Carrillo, & Ananeh-

Firempong, 2016; Lopez, 1997; Lopez, Grover, Holland, Johnson, Kain, Kanel, & Rhyne, 

1989; Ridley, Baker, & Hill, 2001). Brown (2005) indicated that especially in higher 

education programs, cross-cultural sensitivity of students and teachers was significantly 

influenced by the programs design quality, and practical quantity (Rubino, 1994). 
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Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Theory 

        Cross cultural sensitivity is a knowledge, acceptance and awareness of other 

cultures (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). Support of cultural sensitivity is based on people’s 

ideological and practical considerations. Cultural sensitivity was considered as an essential 

value in the modern world by the United Nations (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). Cross-cultural 

sensitivity can impact the operating income of corporations which seeking to expand their 

activities to foreign markets. In addition, it can increase the security of travelers because of 

the lacking awareness of foreign cultures can have adverse legal consequences in insecurity 

society environment. Cross-cultural sensitivity can have positive effects in both of the 

academia and the related training in health care providers which can improve the satisfaction 

and health outcomes of patients from different minority groups all over the world (Loo & 

Shiomi, 1999). Many approaches have promoted the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity (Loo & 

Shiomi, 1999). In these approaches, Cross-Cultural Communications Training and the 

Comprehensive Cross-Cultural Training Program are the most effective practices practicing 

attempts (Brislin, Landis, & Brandt, 1983). The Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity 

(ICCS) is one of the approaches which is a self-report inventory.  

The Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity (ICCS) 

        The ICCS (Cushner, 1986) is a 32-item self-report inventory which uses a 7-point 

Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree to identify five major aspects of Cross-

Cultural Sensitivity. The five major aspects are Cultural Integration, Behavioral Response, 
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Intellectual Integration, Attitudes Toward Others, and Empathy. Previous tested reliability of 

the Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity was typically ranged from 0.85 to 0.77 (Loo & 

Shiomi, 1999). 

Cultural Integration 

        Cultural Integration reflects people’s willingness to integrate with other cultures 

(Cushner, 1986). In this section, it includes ten items. They are Q1) I speak only one 

language. Q6) I cannot eat with chopsticks. Q11) I have never lived outside my own culture 

for any great length of time. Q12) I have foreigners over to my home on a regular basis. Q17) 

I listen to music from another culture on a regular basis. Q18) I decorate my home or room 

with artifacts from other countries. Q23) I dislike eating foods from other cultures. Q24) I 

think about living within another culture in the future. Q29) I read more national news than 

international news in the daily newspaper. Q32) I eat ethnic foods at least twice a week. 

Behavioral Response 

        Behavioral Response taps people’s perception of one’s behavior towards others 

(Cushner, 1986). In this section, it includes six items. They are Q2) The way other people 

express themselves is very interesting to me. Q7) I avoid people who are different from me. 

Q13) It makes me nervous to talk about people who are different than me. Q19) I feel 

uncomfortable when in a crowd of people. Q25). Moving into another culture would be easy. 

Q30). Crowds of foreigners frighten me.  

 



 44 

Intellectual Interaction 

        Intellectual Interaction reflects people’s intellectual orientation toward interactions 

with other cultures (Cushner, 1986). In this section, it includes six items. They are Q3) I 

enjoy being with people from other cultures. Q8) It is better that people from other cultures 

avoid one another. Q14) I enjoy studying about people from other cultures. Q20) The very 

existence of humanity depends upon our knowledge about other people. Q26) I like to discuss 

issues with people from other cultures. Q31) When something newsworthy happens I seek 

out someone from that part of the world to discuss the issue with.  

Attitudes Toward Others 

        Attitudes Toward Others taps people’s attitudes towards people from other cultures 

(Cushner, 1986). In this section, it includes five items. They are Q4) Foreign influence in our 

country threatens our national identity. Q9) Culturally mixed marriages are wrong. Q15) 

People from other cultures do things differently because they do not know any other way. 

Q21) Residential neighborhoods should be culturally separated. Q27) There should be tighter 

controls on the number of immigrants allowed into my country.  

Empathy 

        Empathy reflects people’s ability to empathize with people from other cultures 

(Cushner, 1986). In this section, it includes five items. They are Q5) Others’ feelings rarely 

influence decisions I make. Q10) I think people are basically alike. Q16) There is usually 
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more than one good way to get things done. Q22) I have many friends. Q28) The more I 

know about people, the more I dislike them.  

        From each scale, scores are calculated individually, and then summed to a total 

score. The higher scores indicate people have greater cross cultural sensitivity (Shiomi & 

Loo, 1999). This inventory was developed as a self-assessment survey. Cushner (1986) 

provides a rating guide based upon the participants used in his study. Table 2 shows the 

rating levels, which indicate low, average, and high cross-cultural sensitivity (Shiomi & Loo, 

1999).  

Table 2 

Guide of determining levels of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity on the ICCS  

        There have lots evidence proven that the ICCS is useful in helping participants 

discover and critically examine their own views. This survey can occur in stimulation group 

discussions on cross-cultural issues from organizational and management perspectives. In 

addition, it is effective in encouraging people’s attitude and behavioral change toward greater 

cross-cultural sensitivity while human beings recognizing that such change is difficult (Loo 

& Shiomi, 1999) 
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        Pruegger (1993) indicated the programs designed will enhance multicultural 

understanding among majority group members which will beginning to appear in a number of 

industrial and related educational contexts. However, assessment of these emerging 

management and teaching tools is impaired by the lack of effective measures which allow 

evaluation of people’s attitudes and values toward other cultures (Pruegger & Rogers, 1993). 

Using instruments to measure people’s cross-cultural sensitivity should be an important 

ingredient to develop society multicultural understanding.  

Summary 

        This chapter has briefly reviewed theories of Big Five Personal Traits and Cross-

Cultural Sensitivity.  

        The most widely accepted dimensional model of human personality is the Big Five 

Model, which describes the individual differences along five different broad dimensions: 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness (Digman, 1990; 

John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008; McCrae & John, 1992). In the 1980s, Lewis Goldberg started 

his study which was named “the Big Five Personality Traits” (Goldberg, 1981). Later, the 

Big Five Personality Traits was improved by Costa and McCrae, who developed the NEO 

Five-Factor Inventory (Costa & McCrae, 1989) later. Previous tested reliability of the Big 

Five Personality Traits was typically ranged from 0.79 to 0.88 (Hee, 2014). 

        Extraversion dimensions describe people’s interpersonal traits: extraversion or 

introversion. These two traits indicated people’s preference of interacting with other people 
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or being alone by themselves. People who have this trait will have more tendency to show 

energy, assertiveness, sociability, positive emotions, and willing to seek stimulation in the 

company of others, and more talkativeness (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Agreeableness is a 

tendency to cooperative with other people rather than suspicious and antagonistic towards 

others (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Conscientiousness can represent personality traits that 

include people’s tendency to being organized and dependable, aim for achievement, and 

prefer planned and make schedule rather than spontaneous behavior (Toegel & Barsoux, 

2012). Neurotic is a tendency for people to experience unpleasant emotions easily and well, 

such as anger, anxiety, vulnerability, and depression (Toegel, & Barsoux, 2012). Neurotic 

people are less susceptible to others’ emotions, as well as they were more likely to better 

equipped with working environments which require frequently dealing with unpleasant or 

angry individuals. Openness is a personality traits that refers to people’s ability of individuals 

performing well in occupations requiring independence (Judge, & Zapata, 2015). Openness 

reflects individuals’ degree of intellectual curiosity and creativity. 

        Cross cultural sensitivity is a knowledge, acceptance, and awareness of other 

cultures (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). Cushner (1986) created the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity 

Inventory and it is a 32-item self-report inventory which uses a 7-point Likert scale from 

strongly agree to strongly disagree identity five major aspects of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity. 

The five major aspects are Cultural Integration, Behavioral Response, Intellectual Integration, 

Attitudes Toward Others, and Empathy. 
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        Cultural Integration reflects person’s willingness to integrate with other cultures. 

Behavioral Response refers to individual perception of their behavior towards others. 

Intellectual Interaction reflects people’s intellectual orientation toward interactions with other 

cultures. Attitudes Toward Others taps individuals’ attitudes towards people from other 

cultures. Empathy reflects people’s ability to empathize with people from other cultures 

(Cushner, 1986). The Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity (ICCS) is a self-report 

inventory that measures people’s cultural sensitivity dimensions. Previous tested reliability of 

the Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity was typically ranged from 0.85 to 0.77 (Loo & 

Shiomi, 1999). After this review of the literature, Chapter III will demonstrate the methods of 

this study in detail.  
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CHAPTER III: METHODS 

Overview 

        This study included an analysis of data gathered from self-report questionnaires, 

which were voluntarily completed by students who were enrolled in an international 

accelerator program at a large U.S. southeastern research institution during the 2017 fall 

semester. The questionnaires chosen to collect data for this research were the Big Five 

Personality (BFI) traits and Cross-Cultural sensitivity instruments.  

        This chapter is comprised of six sections. First, the problem statement, purpose of 

the study, and research questions are described. Secondly, a description of the participates 

and related Instruments are provided. Thirdly, the data collection procedures and data 

analysis procedures are described. In the end, there is a Summary. 

Purpose of the Study 

     The purpose of this study was to examine Chinese international students’ 

Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. This study included Chinese 

students as this group is the largest international student population in higher education 

international accelerator program institutions in the United States. Participants were enrolled 

in a public four-year southeastern university and were from different majors and schools in 

this university. All had participated in related intensive English learning programs.  
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Research Questions  

        The following research questions were used in this study:  

    1. What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 

    2. What are the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese international 

students? 

    3. What is the relationship between demographics and personality traits? 

    4. What is the relationship between demographics and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions? 

    5. What is the relationship between students' gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., 

degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

Participants 

        This study explored students’ Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity 

dimensions. The participants were students who were enrolled and studying at a large 

southeastern research institution during the Fall semester in 2017. These students were 

selected as possible participants because they were international students, were Chinese are 

age 19 or older, and were enrolled in an international accelerator program.  

Instruments 

        The instruments used in this study consisted of a demographic information section, 

the Big Five Inventory (BFI), and the Inventory of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity (ICCS) 

(Appendix A). The demographic information was developed based on learners’ 
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characteristics. It included demographic information such as gender, age, educational 

background, and major. This section was designed to provide additional information about 

the participants and help contextualize the results of the Big Five Inventory and the Inventory 

of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity.  

The Big Five Personality Traits Inventory  

        The Big Five Personality Traits was created by Goldberg (1992) and is widely 

accepted and a commonly used model of personality in the academic psychology and 

education related research fields. The Big Five Personality Traits Inventory is a 44-item 5-

point Likert scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) (Costa & McCrae, 

1992). Previous tested reliability of the Big Five Personality Traits was typically ranged 

from .79 to .88 (Hee, 2014). The Big Five Personality Traits is an instrument which is based 

on common language descriptors of personality such as, “I see myself as someone who can 

be somewhat careless”, “I see myself as someone who is a reliable worker”, “I see myself as 

someone who is ingenious, a deep thinker.” The instrument is based on word association and 

suggests different factor dimensions commonly used to describe people’s personality traits 

(Toegel, 2012). Although personality variables have been identified in the previous study, the 

Big Five Personality instrument has been effective in explaining people’s personality in the 

areas of extraversion, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness and openness to 

experience (Judge & Bono, 2000). The five dimensions are explained below:  
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Table 3  

The Big Five Personality Traits Dimensions’ Definition 

Personality 
Traits  Definition 

Example 
Question 

Openness 

Openness reflects the degree of intellectual curiosity, 
creativity and a preference for novelty and variety that 
an individual possesses. High levels of openness can 
be perceived as unpredictability or lack of focus. 

I see myself as 
someone who is 
original, comes 
up with new 
ideas 

Conscientiousn
ess 

A tendency to be organized and dependable. High 
levels of conscientiousness is often perceived as 
stubbornness and obsession. 

I see myself as 
someone who is 
a reliable 
worker 

Extraversion 

It refers to positive emotions. High levels of 
extraversion is described as attention-seeking, and 
domineering. 

I see myself as 
someone who is 
talkative 

Agreeableness 

It is a measure of people’s trusting and helpful nature. 
High levels of agreeableness is often naive and 
submissive. 

I see myself as 
someone who is 
helpful and 
unselfish with 
others 

Neuroticism 
The tendency to describe the degree of emotional 
stability and impulse control. 

I see myself as 
someone who is 
depressed, blue 

        The Big Five inventory have been translated and used in a variety of languages and 

cultures all over the world. Some have studied the relationships between personal traits and 

cultural differences and found they have interaction in some degree (McCrae & Terracciano, 

2005) 

Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory 

        Cross cultural sensitivity is the knowledge, acceptance, and awareness of other 

cultures. Support of cultural sensitivity is based on both of the ideological and practical 
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considerations. Many approaches have promoted Cross-Cultural Sensitivity (Loo & Shiomi, 

1999). Cushner (1986) created The Inventory of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity which is a 32-item 

self-report inventory that uses a 7-point Likert scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree 

to identify five major aspects of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity (Cushner, 1986). The five major 

aspects are Cultural Integration, Behavioral Response, Intellectual Integration, Attitudes 

Toward Others, and Empathy. 

        The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory is an instrument evaluates participant’s 

Cross Cultural Sensitivity regarding their cultural adaptation such as, “It makes me nervous 

to talk about people who are different than me”, “The way other people express themselves is 

very interesting to me.”, “The very existence of humanity depends upon our knowledge about 

other people.” In order to maintain consistency with the Big Five Personality Traits 

Inventory, the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory was modified from a 7-point Likert scale 

to 5-point Likert scale. In this study, the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory combined 2 and 

3 to one scale called “Somewhat disagree”. In addition, 5 and 6 were combined to one scale 

called “Somewhat agree”. Cronbach Coefficient Alpha test can show the results for 

reliability. Previous tested reliability of the Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity was 

typically ranged from .85 to .77 (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). The values for the Cronbach’s Alpha 

for cultural integration, behavioral scale, intellectual interaction, attitude toward others, and 

empathy scale in this study were .800, .768, .771, .816, .610. Therefore, the revised inventory 

has acceptable reliability. 
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Data Collection Procedures 

        Permission to conduct this research was granted by the IRB office (Appendix B). 

The researcher first contacted the head director and students’ service director of the 

international accelerator program to receive permission to conduct this study with their 

students. After obtaining permission from them, the researcher asked the teachers to send 

email to students announced the survey activity before class. After getting students’ 

permission, researcher was get teacher’s assistant to sending the survey link to the students in 

their class. After distribute the surveys to students, researcher get the data responses.  

        With the assistance from the international accelerator program, 150 students 

completed the surveys in the Fall semester of 2017 of which 128 respondents were usable, 

which was an 85.3% response rate. The students in this program need to learn English during 

their academic learning. In addition, there have total number of 1243 Chinese international 

students in this research institution, and 442 of the Chinese international students are female, 

and 801 of Chinese international students are male. After pass the English test which 

designed by international accelerator program office, students can move to higher level of 

academic learning classroom. At beginning of the data collection process, participants were 

informed of the purpose of the research and the expected time to complete the surveys. It was 

also noted that their participation in this study was voluntary. They were also informed that 

no foreseeable risks were associated with this study. In addition, participants were requested 

to answer in terms of how well the statement described themselves according to their 
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experience in a course in their major that they recently took or were taking. Then they were 

told that there were no right or wrong answers for each item. Furthermore, participants were 

informed that all of the personal information, answers, and responses collected from them 

would be kept confidential.  

Data Analysis Procedures 

        Data was analyzed using the SPSS-MAC 24.0. The survey results were examined 

for reliability and descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze the data. Analysis 

methods were selected and employed based on each research question. Descriptive statistics 

were used to explore the personality traits of Chinese international students and the Cross-

Cultural Adaptability styles of Chinese international students. A Factorial MANOVA was 

applied to investigate the relationship between the demographics and Big Five Traits 

inventory. A Factorial MANOVA also was used to explore the relationship between the 

demographics and Cross-Cultural Adaptability styles. At last, multiple regression analysis 

was conducted to investigate the relationship between big five personality traits and cross-

cultural adaptability. 

Summary 

        This chapter provided a review about the methods that were used to investigate 

personality traits and cross-cultural adaptation. The participants in this study were 

international Chinese students enrolled in a large U.S southeastern research institution during 

the Fall semester in 2017. The instruments that were used for data collection were the Big 
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Five Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Inventories. Descriptive statistics, Factorial 

MANOVA, and multiple regression analyzes were used to analyze the quantitative data. 

Findings and results will be presented and addressed based on the different research questions 

in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER IV: FINDINGS 

Overview 

        In this chapter, demographic data, results, and findings from data analysis will be 

presented. The results and findings for each research question are described along with the 

multivariate analysis in tables and figures. 

Purpose of the Study 

     The purpose of this study was to examine Chinese international students’ 

Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. This study included Chinese 

students as this group is the largest international student population in higher education 

international accelerator program institutions in the United States. Participants were enrolled 

in a public four-year southeastern university and were from different majors and schools in 

this university. All had participated in related intensive English learning programs.  

Research Questions  

        The following research questions were used in this study:  

    1. What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 

    2. What are the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese international 

students? 

    3. What is the relationship between demographics and personality traits?
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        4. What is the relationship between demographics and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions? 

    5. What is the relationship between students' gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., 

degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

Demographic Results  

        A total number of 150 students participated in the study. Among the total replies, 

128 responses were usable (usable rate equals to 85.3%) and were included in the analysis. 

Table 1 shows the frequency distribution of the 128 survey participants by each demographic 

group; however, some participants did not identify their demographic information.  

        Among the valid respondents, 85 were 17-20 years of age (66.4%), 24 were 21-24 

years’ of age (18.8%), and 2 were 25-26 years’ old participants (1.6%). In terms of gender, 

79 were male participants (61.7%), and 32 were female participants (25%). Additionally, 48 

participants have been stayed in the U.S. for 0-3 month (37.5%), 13 participants have lived in 

the U.S. for 4-6 months (10.2%), 43 participants have been in the U.S. for 7-12 months 

(33.6%), and 7 participants have lived in the U.S. for over 13 months (5.5%). In terms of 

which degree they are seeking, 84 participants were seeking a Bachelor Degree (65.6%), 18 

participants were a seeking Master’s Degree (14.1%), and 6 participants were seeking other 

degrees (4.7%). The participants who fill age range 25-99, have over 80% missing answers. 

So those data are deleted.  
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Table 4 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Characteristics N Percent 

Age   

  17-20 85 66.4% 

  21-24 24 18.8% 

  25-26 2 1.6% 

   

Gender   

  Male 79 61.7% 

  Female 32 25.0% 

   

Length of Time in the U.S.   

  0-3 Months 48 37.5% 

  4-6 Months 13 10.2% 

  7-12 Months 43 33.6% 

  over 13 Months 7 5.5% 

   

Degree Seeking   

  Bachelor’s Degree 84 65.6% 

  Master’s Degree 18 14.1% 

  Other 6 4.7% 

N=128   
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Reliability 

        Using the Cronbach Coefficient Alpha test, the results for the Big Five Inventory 

and Inventory of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity in this study are presented in Table 5. A value 

of .70 or higher was considered evidence of reliability, a value between 0.6 and 0.7 is 

acceptable, a value between 0.5 and 0.6 is considered poor reliability, while a value that is 

below 0.5 is unacceptable (Becker, 2000). The values of Cronbach’s Alpha in this study for 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness 

were .832, .770, .825, .811, .886, respectively. The values for the Cronbach’s Alpha in this 

study for cultural integration, behavioral scale, intellectual interaction, attitude toward others, 

and empathy scale were .800, .768, .771, .816, .610. So these instruments are reliable 

instruments.  
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Table 5 

Reliability of the Big Five Inventory and Inventory of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity 

  Items Cronbach's Alpha 

Big Five Inventory   

  Extraversion 8 .832 

  Agreeableness 9 .770 

  Conscientiousness 8 .825 

  Neuroticism 8 .811 

  Openness 10 .886 

   

Inventory of Cross-Cultural Sensitivity   

  Cultural Integration 10 .800 

  Behavioral Scale 6 .768 

  Intellectual Interaction 6 .771 

  Attitude Toward Others 5 .816 

  Empathy Scale 5 .610 

Discussion of Findings 

        Descriptive statistics were used to examine the first two research questions. One-

way MANOVA was applied to investigate the following two research questions, and multiple 

regression analysis was conducted to address the last research question. 

Research Question 1: What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 

        According to the Big Five Personality Traits, there are five factors commonly used 

to describe personality (Toegel, 2012). Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics results for the 

five factors of the participants in this study, and the ranges were from 1 to 5. The means for 
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extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness were 2.95, 3.24, 

3.07, 2.96, and 3.19. The minimums and maximums for extraversion were 1.67 to 3.88; for 

agreeableness were 2.00 to 4.60; for conscientiousness were 1.00 to 4.25; for neuroticism 

were 1.80 to 3.88; for openness were 1.00 to 4.50. Results indicated that the participants had 

a higher score in agreeableness, and lower scores in extraversion. 

        The instrument used a 5-point Likert scale ranges from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 

(Strongly agree). Therefore, the average personality traits score of Chinese international 

students showed that they tended to neither agree nor disagree in Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness in the Big Five Inventory.  

Table 6 

Personality Traits of Participants 

  Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Big Five Inventory     

  Extraversion 1.67 3.88 2.9511 .43138 

  Agreeableness 2.00 4.60 3.2434 .53058 

  Conscientiousness 1.00 4.25 3.0743 .44969 

  Neuroticism 1.80 3.88 2.9595 .38664 

  Openness 1.00 4.50 3.1900 .53838 
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Research Question 2: What are the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese 

international students? 

        The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity instrument includes five dimensions. Table 6 shows 

the descriptive statistics results for the dimensions. The means for Cultural Integration, 

Behavioral Scale, Intellectual Interaction, Attitude Toward Others, and Empathy Scale were 

3.15, 2.95, 3.36, 2.97, and 3.25. The minimums and maximums for Cultural Integration were 

2.50 to 4.10; for Behavioral Scale were 1.83 to 4.00; for Intellectual Interaction were 1.67 to 

4.67; for Attitude Toward Others were 1.00 to 5.00; for Empathy Scale were 2.20 to 4.60. 

Results indicated that Chinese international students had a higher score in Intellectual 

Interaction, and lower scores in the Behavioral Scale.  

        The instrument used a 5-point Likert scale ranges from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 

(Strongly agree). Therefore, the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions of Chinese 

international students revealed that the students tended to Neither agree nor disagree in 

Cultural Integration, Behavioral Scale, Intellectual Interaction, Attitude Toward Others, and 

Empathy Scale in terms of the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. 
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Table 7 

Cross-Cultural Sensitivity of Participants 

  Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Inventory of Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity Dimensions     

  Cultural Integration 2.50 4.10 3.1467 .35557 

  Behavioral Scale 1.83 4.00 2.9471 .42003 

  Intellectual Interaction 1.67 4.67 3.3617 .57154 

  Attitude Toward Others 1.00 5.00 2.9678 .79116 

  Empathy Scale 2.20 4.60 3.2454 .45766 

Research Question 3: What is the relationship between demographics and personality 

traits? 

        Factorial MANOVA was conducted to answer the research question. Box’s M test 

(F (45, 1420.046) =2.159, p<.001) indicated that covariance matrices of the dependent variables 

were not equal across groups. Therefore, a Pillai’s Trace statistic was used to assess the 

relationship. According to Pillai’s Trace statistic (Pillai’s Trace = .159, F (45, 1420.046) = 2.377, 

P = .049, Gender had a significant influence on personality traits with a large effect size 

(partial η2=.159). Following table indicate the Big Five Personality Traits Descriptive 

Statistics information.  
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Table 8 

The Big Five Personality Traits Descriptive Statistics: Extraversion 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 2.99 0.433 

 21-24 2.85 0.413 
Gender Male 2.98 0.439 

 Female 3.01 0.429 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 2.97 0.463 

 4-6 Month 3.21 0.144 
 7-12 Month 3.02 0.411 

 
Above 13 
Month 2.38 0.177 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 2.95 0.432 

  Master Degree 2.92 0.434 

 

Table 9 

The Big Five Personality Traits Descriptive Statistics: Agreeableness 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 3.27 0.534 

 21-24 3.26 0.519 
Gender Male 3.29 0.581 

 Female 3.25 0.436 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.37 0.712 

 4-6 Month 3.04 0.169 
 7-12 Month 3.23 0.360 

 
Above 13 
Month 3.00 0.314 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 3.26 0.523 

  Master Degree 3.30 0.632 
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Table 10 

The Big Five Personality Traits Descriptive Statistics: Conscientiousness 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 3.12 0.495 

 21-24 2.98 0.311 
Gender Male 3.12 0.584 

 Female 3.08 0.241 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.04 0.575 

 4-6 Month 2.93 0.292 
 7-12 Month 3.16 0.352 

 
Above 13 
Month 3.05 0.068 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 3.11 0.473 

  Master Degree 2.96 0.341 

 

Table 11 

The Big Five Personality Traits Descriptive Statistics: Neuroticism 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 2.93 0.414 

 21-24 3.12 0.269 
Gender Male 2.95 0.403 

 Female 2.99 0.356 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 2.94 0.475 

 4-6 Month 3.05 0.184 
 7-12 Month 3.01 0.304 

 
Above 13 
Month 2.75 0.453 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 2.97 0.381 

  Master Degree 2.98 0.389 
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Table 12 

The Big Five Personality Traits Descriptive Statistics: Openness 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 3.21 0.550 

 21-24 3.24 0.481 
Gender Male 3.24 0.561 

 Female 3.14 0.437 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.26 0.565 

 4-6 Month 3.03 0.389 
 7-12 Month 3.29 0.466 

 
Above 13 
Month 2.62 0.589 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 3.27 0.504 

  Master Degree 2.94 0.500 

 

        Age had no significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =0.67, p= .755). 

Gender had a significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =2.38, p= .049) with a 

large effect size (partial η2=.159), how long have you been in U.S. had no significant 

influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =1.52, p= .100), and degree seeking had no 

significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =0.77, p= .656).  
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Table 13 

Multivariate Tests’ Results  

Multivariate Tests         F (45, 1420.046)                 p             η2 

Age                             0.67 .755          0.049 

Gender                          2.38 .049          0.159 

How long have you been in U.S.      1.52 .100          0.105 

Degree seeking                    0.77 .656          0.057 

        Table 14 shows the tests of between-subjects effects. Since the gender was 

significant, the test of Between-subjects was conducted and revealed that the openness 

personality trait was different between males and females (F (1,96) =4.79, p =.032, partial 

η2=0.067) and with a large effect size.  

Table 14 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects        F (1,96)          p           η2 

Gender  

Extraversion                        0.210       .648         0.003 

Agreeableness                      1.187       .280         0.017 

Conscientiousness                   1.662       .202         0.024 

Neuroticism                        0.252       .617         0.004 

Openness                          4.794       .032         0.067 

        Based on the Tests Between-subjects finding, the openness trait was further 

examined. According to the results, Male’s openness mean was 3.23, Female’s openness 
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mean was 3.15. The scale is 1 to 5. Males have higher scores on the openness factor 

compared to females.  

Table 15 

Personality Trait: Openness 

 Total Mean  Std. Deviation 

Openness  

Male 3.23          0.594 

Female 3.15          0.457 

        Table 16 shows the Multivariate Tests Results. Age*Gender’s not have significant 

influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =0.604, p= .0697, partial η2=0.046) and with a 

medium effect size, Age*How long have you been in the U.S. not have significant influence 

on personality traits ’s (F (45, 1420.046) =0.562, p= .936, partial η2=0.041) and with a medium 

effect size, Age*Degree Seeking have significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) 

=2.391, p= .048, partial η2=0.160) and with a large effect size, Gender*How long have you 

been in the U.S. not have significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =0.473, 

p= .952, partial η2=0.035) and with a large effect size, Gender*Degree Seeking not have 

significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =0.931, p= .058, partial η2=0.068) and 

with a large effect size, How long have you been in the U.S.*Degree Seeking not have 

significant influence on personality traits (F (45, 1420.046) =1.467, p= .072, partial η2=0.099) and 

with a large effect size. The results indicated that only the Age and Degree Seeking had an 

interaction (p =.048). Following study were present below. 
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Table 16 

Multivariate Tests 

Multivariate Tests                           F (45, 1420.046)      p       η2 

Age * Gender                                 0.604     .697    0.046 

Age * How long have you been in the U.S.          0.562     .936    0.041 

Age * Degree Seeking                          2.391     .048    0.160 

Gender * How long have you been in the U.S.       0.473     .952    0.035 

Gender * Degree Seeking                        0.931     .058    0.068 

How long have you been in the U.S. * Degree Seeking 1.467            .072    0.099 

        Table 17 shows the results of the follow up Test. When age group between 17-20, 

Degree Seeking have no significant influence on agreeableness (F(2,70)=1.512, p =0.228, 

partial η2=0.041) and with a large effect size. When age group between 21-24, Degree 

Seeking have significant influence on agreeableness (F(2,70)=4.968, p =0.037, partial 

η2=0.037) and with a large effect size.  

Table 17 

Follow up Test Results 

Age F(2,70)    p        η2 

17-20 1.512  0.228     0.041 

21-24 4.968  0.037     0.037 
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        Table 18 shows the degree seeking in the descriptive statistics results. The mean for 

bachelor’s degree seeking is 3.38, mean for master’s degree seeking is 2.84, The bachelor’s 

degree seeking mean is larger than the master’s degree seeking mean, so the students who are 

seeking a bachelor’s have a higher agreeableness score compared with the students who are 

seeking a master’s degree. 

Table 18 

Descriptive Statistics: Degree Seeking 

Degree Seeking Mean Std. Deviation 

Bachelor Degree 3.37 0.532 

Master Degree 2.84 0.069 

Total 3.25 0.519 

Age and Degree Seeking Interaction Processing 

        First, the age groups were divided to see if there were any age grouping 

similarities, specifically, to check agreeableness traits between individuals who were 

bachelor’s degree seeking and master’s degree seeking. The age group 21-24 seeking degree 

had different agreeableness level. Then, compared with the mean, the results showed that so 

students who were seeking the bachelor’s had higher agreeableness score compared with the 

students who were seeking the master’s degree.  

        Secondly, the degree seeking and groups were divided, to see if there were any 

differences between age groups and agreeableness levels. Then we found if people all in the 
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master degree seeking group, according to different people’s age, people’s agreeableness are 

different.  

Research Question 4: What is the relationship between demographics and cross-

cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

        Factorial MANOVA was conducted to answer the research question and the Cross-

Cultural Sensitivity’s Box’s M test (F (45, 1511.548) =2.063, p<.001). The results indicate that 

covariance matrices of the dependent variables are not equal across groups. Therefore, a 

Pillai’s Trace statistic was used to assess the relationship. According to Pillai’s Trace statistic 

(Pillai’s Trace = 0.361, F (45, 1511.548) = 2.337, p = .016), Degree Seeking had a significant 

influence on Cross-Cultural Sensitivity with a large effect size (partial η2=.181). Following 

table indicate the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Descriptive Statistics information. 

Table 19 

The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Descriptive Statistics: Cultural Integration 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 3.16 0.354 

 21-24 3.12 0.386 
Gender Male 3.13 0.368 

 Female 3.20 0.343 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.28 0.394 

 4-6 Month 2.98 0.241 
 7-12 Month 3.10 0.293 

 
Above 13 
Month 3.10 0.579 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 3.15 0.372 

  Master Degree 3.15 0.360 
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Table 20 

The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Descriptive Statistics: Behavioral Scale 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 2.94 0.427 

 21-24 2.93 0.406 
Gender Male 2.94 0.437 

 Female 2.97 0.394 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.04 0.487 

 4-6 Month 2.90 0.415 
 7-12 Month 2.89 0.363 

 
Above 13 
Month 2.93 0.560 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 2.93 0.434 

  Master Degree 2.97 0.361 

 

Table 21 

The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Descriptive Statistics: Intellectual Interaction 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 3.40 0.578 

 21-24 3.37 0.497 
Gender Male 3.35 0.962 

 Female 3.41 0.510 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.34 0.569 

 4-6 Month 3.30 0.351 
 7-12 Month 3.39 0.604 

 
Above 13 
Month 3.50 0.913 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 3.41 0.604 

  Master Degree 3.28 0.372 
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Table 22 

The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Descriptive Statistics: Attitude Toward Others 

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 2.93 0.811 

 21-24 2.95 0.701 
Gender Male 3.02 0.819 

 Female 2.85 0.753 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.29 0.660 

 4-6 Month 2.71 0.394 
 7-12 Month 2.74 0.854 

 
Above 13 
Month 3.08 1.270 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 2.95 0.809 

  Master Degree 2.92 0.798 

 

Table23 

The Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Descriptive Statistics: Empathy Scale  

           Mean            Std. Deviation 
Age 17-20 3.27 0.445 

 21-24 3.22 0.507 
Gender Male 3.24 0.453 

 Female 3.26 0.486 
Length of Stay in the 
U.S. 0-3 Month 3.40 0.493 

 4-6 Month 3.26 0.336 
 7-12 Month 3.16 0.375 

 
Above 13 
Month 2.80 0.707 

Degree Seeking 
Bachelor 
Degree 3.25 0.461 

  Master Degree 3.23 0.466 
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        Table 24 provides the multivariate tests results. Age had no significant influence on 

Cultural Sensitivity (F= 1.75, p = .08, partial η2=0.142) and with a large effect size. Gender 

had no significant influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F=1.14, p =.35, partial η2=0.098) and 

with a medium effect size. How long have you been in the U.S. had no significant influence 

on Cultural Sensitivity (F=1.14, p = .32, partial η2=0.096) and with a medium effect size. 

Degree Seeking had a significant influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F=2.34, p =.02, partial 

η2=0.181 and with a large effect size. 

Table 24 

Multivariate Tests 

Multivariate Tests                F (45, 1511.548) p       η2 

Age                                1.75         .079     0.142 

Gender                             1.14         .354     0.098 

How long have you been in Auburn      1.14         .323     0.096 

Degree Seeking                      2.34         .016     0.181 

        Table 25 provides the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects results. Because Degree 

Seeking was significant, checking the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects table was required. 

According to the results, none of the factors were significant.  
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Table 25 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects     F (1, 84)      p             η2 
Degree Seeking                  
Cultural Integration                 2.026    .141           0.067 
Behavioral Scale                   1.370                    .263           0.047 
Intellectual Interaction              2.921    .062           0.094 
Attitude Toward Others             1.250    .294           0.043 
Empathy Scale                    1.156    .322           0.040 

        Table 26 shows Multivariate Tests’ results. Age*Gender had no significant 

influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F (45, 1511.548)= 0.433, p = .824, partial η2=0.040) and with a 

medium effect size, Age*How long have you been in the U.S. had no significant influence on 

Cultural Sensitivity (F (45, 1511.548)= 0.697, p = .827, partial η2=0.060) and with a medium 

effect size, Age*Degree Seeking had no significant influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F (45, 

1511.548)= 1.725, p = .145, partial η2=0.142) and with a large effect size, Gender*How long 

have you been in the U.S. had no significant influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F (45, 1511.548)= 

1.629, p = .071, partial η2=0.131) and with a large effect size, Gender*Degree Seeking had 

no significant influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F (45, 1511.548)= 0.447, p = .920, partial 

η2=0.040) and with a medium effect size, How long have you been in the U.S.*Degree 

Seeking had no significant influence on Cultural Sensitivity (F (45, 1511.548)= 0.757, p = .795, 

partial η2=0.063) and with a medium effect size. Therefore, none of the interaction had 

significant on Cross-Cultural Sensitivity.  
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Table 26 

Multivariate Tests 

Multivariate Tests                         F (45, 1511.548)          p            η2 

Age * Gender                             0.433        .824          0.040 

Age * How long have you been in Auburn      0.697        .827          0.060 

Age * Degree Seeking                      1.725        .145          0.142 

Gender * How long have you been in Auburn   1.629        .071          0.131 

Gender * Degree Seeking                   0.447        .920          0.040 

How long have you been * Degree Seeking     0.757        .795          0.063 

Research Question 5: What is the relationship between students' gender, age, length of 

stay in the U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions? 

        After dummy coding 0 for male, and 1 for female in gender factor, dummy coding 

0 for 17-20, and 1 for 21-24 in age factor, all length of stay in the U.S. factor was dummy 

coded by 0 and 1, dummy coding 0 for Bachelor Degree Seeking students and 1 for Master 

Degree Seeking students, linear regression analysis showed the relationship between 

students’ gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the 

cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions. Liner Regression with backward was used to conducted 

this question. Table 20 shows the relationship between students’ gender, age, length of stay in 
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the U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions 

when cultural integration is the dependent variable. 

Cultural Integration = (-0.28) * Extraversion + (0.24) *Openness +3.206 

        Cultural integration decreases 0.28 unit when Extraversion increases every unit 

when other variables stay the same. Cultural integration increases 0.24 unit when Openness 

increases every unit when other variables stay the same. According to ANOVA test results,  

F (2,74) = 5.614, p = .005, so it is a good regression model. 13.2% Cultural integration can be 

represented by Extraversion and Openness (R2= 0.132). Coefficient table results shows only 

Extraversion and Openness can good predict Cultural Integration.  

Table 27 

 Dependent Variable: Cultural Integration 

        Table 28 shows the relationship between students’ gender, age, length of stay in the 

U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions when 

Behavioral Scale is the dependent variable.  

Behavioral Scale = (0.289) * Extraversion + (-0.220) *Openness +1.946 

Model 

Unstandardized 

B 

Coefficients 

Std. Error 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta t p 

Constant 3.206 0.360  8.909 .000 

Extraversion -0.280 0.103 -.0308 -2.729 .008 

Openness 0.240 0.091 0.298 2.636 .010 
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        Behavioral Scale increases 0.289 unit when Extraversion increases every unit when 

other variables stay the same. Cultural integration decreases 0.22 unit when Openness 

increases every unit when other variables stay the same. According to ANOVA test results,  

F (3,73) = 3.934, p = .012, so it is a good regression model. 13.9% Behavioral Scale can be 

represented by Extraversion and Openness (R2= 0.139). Coefficient table results shows only 

Extraversion and Openness can good predict Behavioral Scale.  

Table 28 

Dependent Variable: Behavioral Scale 

Model 

Unstandardized 

B 

Coefficients 

Std. Error 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta t p 

Constant 1.946 .557  3.491 .001 

Extraversion .289 .118 .277 2.441 .017 

Conscientiousness .273 .138 .217 1.976 .052 

Openness -.216 .112 -.249 -1.926 .058 

        Table 29 showed the relationship between students’ gender, age, length of stay in 

the U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions 

when the Intellectual Interaction was the dependent variable.  

Intellectual Interaction = (0.27) * Extraversion + (0.265) * Agreeableness + (0.559) 

* Openness + (0.831) * (0-3 Month Length dummy) + (-0.104) 

        Intellectual Interaction increases 0.27 unit when Extraversion increases every unit 

when other variables stay the same. Intellectual Interaction increases 0.265 unit when 
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Agreeableness increases every unit when other variables stay the same. Intellectual 

Interaction increases 0.559 unit when Openness increases every unit when other variables 

stay the same. Intellectual Interaction increases 0.831 unit when 0-3 Month Length dummy 

increases every unit when other variables stay the same. According to ANOVA test results, F 

(4,72) = 14.398, p < .001, so it is a good regression model. 44.4% Intellectual Interaction can 

be represented by Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness, and 0-3 Month Length dummy 

(R2= 0.444). Coefficient table results shows only Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness, and 

0-3 Month Length dummy can good predict Intellectual Interaction. 

Table 29 

Dependent Variable: Intellectual Interaction 

        Table 30 shows the relationship between students’ gender, age, length of stay in the 

U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions when 

the Attitude Toward Others is the dependent variable.  

Model 

Unstandardized 

B 

Coefficients 

Std. Error 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta t p 

Constant -.104 .509  -.205 .838 

Extraversion .270 .127 .197 2.135 .036 

Agreeableness .265 .109 .229 2.432 .017 

Openness .559 .120 .459 4.671 .000 

Time_dummy1 .831 .223 .337 3.725 .000 
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     Attitude Toward Others = (0.549) * Conscientiousness + (-0.649) * Openness + (-

0.789) * (0-3 Month Length dummy) + (-0.469) * (4-6 Month Length dummy) + (-

0.535) * (7-12 Month Length dummy) + 2.572 

        Attitude Toward Others increases 0.549 unit when Conscientiousness increase 

every unit when other variables stay the same. Attitude Toward Others decreases 0.649 unit 

when Openness increases every unit when other variables stay the same. Attitude Toward 

Others decreases 0.789 unit when 0-3 Month Length dummy increase every unit when other 

variables stay the same. Attitude Toward Others decreases 0.469 unit when 4-6 Month 

Length dummy increase every unit when other variables stay the same. Attitude Toward 

Others decreases 0.535 unit when 7-12 Month Length dummy increase every unit when other 

variables stay the same. According to ANOVA test results, F (6,70) = 5.474, p < .001, so it is a 

good regression model. 31.9% Attitude Toward Others can be represented by 

Conscientiousness, Openness, 0-3 Month Length dummy, 4-6 Month Length dummy, and 7-

12 Month Length dummy (R2= 0.319). Coefficient table results shows only 

Conscientiousness, Openness, 0-3 Month Length dummy, 4-6 Month Length dummy, and 7-

12 Month Length dummy can good predict Attitude Toward Others. 
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Table 30 

Dependent Variable: Attitude Toward Others 

Model 

Unstandardized 

B 

Coefficients Std. 

Error 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta t p 

Constant 2.572 0.935  2.750 .008 

Agreeableness .321 .184 .202 1.750 .085 

Conscientiousness .549 .233 .241 2.351 .022 

Openness -.649 .186 -.387 -3.482 .001 

0-3 Month dummy -.789 .360 -.233 -2.196 .031 

4-6 Month dummy -.469 .181 -.308 -2.596 .011 

7-12 Month dummy -.535 .237 -.249 -2.256 .027 

        Table 31 showed the relationship between students’ gender, age, length of stay in 

the U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions 

when Empathy Scale was the dependent variable.  

Empathy Scale = (0.319) *Extraversion + (0.387) * Agreeableness +1.040 

        Empathy Scale increases 0.319 unit when Extraversion increases every unit when 

other variables stay the same. Empathy Scale increases 0.387 unit when Agreeableness 

increases every unit when other variables stay the same. According to ANOVA test results,  

F (2,74) = 13.504, p < .001, so it is a good regression model. 26.7% Empathy Scale can be 

represented by Extraversion and Agreeableness (R2= 0.267). Coefficient table results shows 

only Extraversion and Agreeableness can good predict Empathy Scale. 
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Table 31 

Dependent Variable: Empathy Scale 

Summary 

        The quantitative data addressed the five research questions of the present study: 1) 

What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 2) What are the cross-

cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese international students? 3) What is the relationship 

between demographics and personality traits? 4) What is the relationship between 

demographics and cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 5) What is the relationship between 

students' gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., degree seeking, personality traits, and the 

cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

        For research question 1, results of descriptive statistic indicated that Chinese 

international students have higher scores in agreeableness and lower scores in extraversion. 

For research questions 2, results of descriptive statistics indicated that Chinese international 

students had higher scores in Intellectual Interaction, and lower scores in Behavioral Scale. 

        For research question 3, results of Factorial MANOVA was applied to investigate 

the relationship between demographics and personality traits. The results showed males have 

Model 

Unstandardized 

B 

Coefficients 

Std. Error 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta t p 

Constant 1.040 .437  2.382 .020 

Extraversion .319 .115 .279 2.780 .007 

Agreeableness .387 .097 .401 3.996 .000 
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more openness traits compared to females. In addition, Age and Degree Seeking had an 

interaction. The Post Hoc Test results showed that when age group between 21-24, Degree 

Seeking have significant influence on agreeableness. The students who are seeking a 

bachelor’s have a higher agreeableness score compared with the students who are seeking a 

master’s degree. Master’s Degree Seeking had significant influence on Age. At last, in 

masters for the Degree Seeking group, the 17-20 age group had higher agreeableness scores 

compare with the 21-24 age group.  

        For research question 4, the relationship between demographics and Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity was researched using a Factorial MANOVA approach. The results showed that 

none of the factors were significant. In addition, none of the interaction had significant on 

cross-cultural sensitivity. 

        For research question 5 linear regression analysis was conducted. Results indicate 

that only Extraversion and Openness can good predict Cultural Integration, Extraversion and 

Openness can good predict Behavioral Scale, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness, and 0-

3 Month Length dummy can good predict Intellectual Interaction, Conscientiousness, 

Openness, 0-3 Month Length dummy, 4-6 Month Length dummy, and 7-12 Month Length 

dummy can good predict Attitude Toward Others, and Extraversion and Agreeableness can 

good predict Empathy Scale.
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

        This chapter presents the summary of this study, conclusions based on the data 

analysis, implications of the findings and results, and recommendations for future research.  

Purpose of the Study 

     The purpose of this study was to examine Chinese international students’ 

Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural Sensitivity dimensions. This study included Chinese 

students as this group is the largest international student population in higher education 

institutions in the United States (Chow & Bhandari, 2010). Participants were enrolled in a 

public four-year southeastern university and were from different majors and schools in this 

university. All had participated in related intensive English learning programs.  

Research Questions  

        The following research questions were used in this study:  

    1. What are the personality traits of Chinese international students? 

    2. What are the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions of Chinese international 

students? 

    3. What is the relationship between demographics and personality traits?
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        4. What is the relationship between demographics and cross-cultural sensitivity 

dimensions? 

        5. What is the relationship between students' gender, age, length of stay in the U.S., 

degree seeking, personality traits, and the cross-cultural sensitivity dimensions? 

Summary 

Study Overview 

        Some research has explored immigrant’s learning and study experiences in the 

United States. However, there are limited studies focusing on understanding the condition of 

cross-cultural sensitivity of international students residing in the United States. Some studies 

have focused on Chinese immigrants’ experience (Allison & Geiger, 1993; Walker, Deng, & 

Dieser, 2001; Yu & Berryman, 1996). Due to differences in education and life experiences as 

compared with domestic students, there has been little research focusing on personality traits 

that may influence international students’ cross cultural sensitivity. The purpose of this study 

was to examine Chinese international students’ Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity dimensions. 

        The most widely accepted dimensional model of human personality is the Big Five 

Model, which describes individual differences along five different dimensions: extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and openness (Digman, 1990; John, Naumann, 

& Soto, 2008; McCrae & John, 1992). In the 1980s, Lewis Goldberg started focused a study 

project which was named Big Five Personality Traits (Goldberg, 1981). In the 1970s, Paul 



 87 

Costa and Robert McCrae created a new personality inventory based on Goldberg’s theory. 

The new inventory included three factors. They are Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness 

(NEO) (Costa & McCrae, 1976).  

        Extraversion dimensions describe interpersonal people’s traits: extraversion or 

introversion, which use to indicates people’s preference of interacting with others or being 

alone with themselves. Agreeableness is people’s tendency to be compassionate and 

cooperative with other people rather than suspicious and antagonistic towards others (Toegel 

& Barsoux, 2012). Conscientiousness can represent people’s trait to have tendency be 

organized and dependable, aim for achievement, and prefer planned and making schedule 

rather than spontaneous behavior (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Neuroticism is individuals’ 

tendency to experience unpleasant emotions easily and well, such as anger, anxiety, 

vulnerability, and depression (Toegel, & Barsoux, 2012). Openness is a personality trait that 

should help individuals perform well in occupations requiring independence in society 

(Judge, & Zapata, 2015).  

        Cross cultural sensitivity is the knowledge, acceptance, and awareness of other 

cultures (Loo & Shiomi, 1999). Cushner created the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory at 

1986. The Cushner’s Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory include five dimensions. They are 

Cultural Integration, Behavioral Response, Intellectual Integration, Attitudes Toward Others, 

and Empathy. 
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        Cultural Integration reflects people’s willingness to integrate with other cultures 

(Cushner, 1986). Behavioral Response taps individuals’ perception of their behavior towards 

others. Intellectual Interaction reflects people’s intellectual orientation toward interactions 

with other cultures. Attitudes Toward Others taps individuals’ attitudes towards people from 

other cultures. Empathy reflects person ability to empathize with people from other cultures 

(Cushner, 1986). Cross-cultural sensitivity can have positive effects in both of the academia 

and related training. The Inventory of Cross Cultural Sensitivity (ICCS) is one of the 

approach which is the use of a self-report inventory. 

        With the assistance from an international accelerator program, 150 students 

completed the survey in the Fall semester of 2017 of which 128 respondents were usable, 

which was 85.3% response rate. 

        Data was analyzed using the SPSS-MAC 24.0. Descriptive statistics were used to 

explore the personality traits of Chinese international students and the Cross-Cultural 

Adaptability styles of Chinese international students. A Factorial MANOVA was applied to 

investigate the relationship between the demographics and Big Five Traits inventory. A 

Factorial MANOVA also was used to explore the relationship between the demographics and 

Cross-Cultural Adaptability styles. At last, multiple regression analysis was conducted to 

investigate the relationship between big five personality traits and cross-cultural sensitivity. 
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Findings of the Surveys 

        For research question 1, results of descriptive statistic indicated that Chinese 

international students have higher scores in agreeableness and lower scores in extraversion. 

For research questions 2, results of descriptive statistics indicated that Chinese international 

students had higher scores in Intellectual Interaction, and lower scores in Behavioral Scale. 

        For research question 3, results of Factorial MANOVA was applied to investigate 

the relationship between demographics and personality traits. The results showed males have 

more openness traits compared to females. In addition, Age and Degree Seeking had an 

interaction. The Post Hoc Test results showed that when age group between 21-24, Degree 

Seeking have significant influence on agreeableness. The students who are seeking a 

bachelor’s have a higher agreeableness score compared with the students who are seeking a 

master’s degree. Master’s Degree Seeking had significant influence on Age. At last, in 

masters for the Degree Seeking group, the 17-20 age group had higher agreeableness scores 

compare with the 21-24 age group.  

        For research question 4, the relationship between demographics and Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity was researched using a Factorial MANOVA approach. The results showed that 

none of the factors were significant. In addition, none of the interaction had significant on 

cross-cultural sensitivity. 

        For research question 5 linear regression analysis was conducted. Results indicate 

that only Extraversion and Openness can good predict Cultural Integration, Extraversion and 
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Openness can good predict Behavioral Scale, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness, and 0-

3 Month Length dummy can good predict Intellectual Interaction, Conscientiousness, 

Openness, 0-3 Month Length dummy, 4-6 Month Length dummy, and 7-12 Month Length 

dummy can good predict Attitude Toward Others, and Extraversion and Agreeableness can 

good predict Empathy Scale. 

Conclusions 

        One conclusion of this quantitative study was that Chinese international students 

had higher scores in the agreeableness traits, and lower score in extraversion on the Big Five 

Personality Traits survey, Chinese international students had higher scores in Intellectual 

Interaction, and lower scores in Behavioral Scale on the Cross-Cultural Sensitivity Inventory. 

        The results showed males have more openness traits compared to females. In 

addition, Age and Degree Seeking had an interaction. The students who are seeking a 

bachelor’s have a higher agreeableness score compared with the students who are seeking a 

master’s degree. At last, in masters for the Degree Seeking group, the 17-20 age group had 

higher agreeableness scores compare with the 21-24 age group. 

Implications 

        Important educational implications for higher education institutions and educators 

was suggested as a result of this study in order to address development and improvement 

areas for Chinese students. Doing so will assist in promoting higher education for 

international students’ academic learning and cultural adaptation.  
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        According to the present study findings, Chinese international students had higher 

scores in agreeableness, and lower scores in extraversion in the Big Five Personality Traits 

instrument. Agreeableness is a tendency to cooperative with others rather than suspicious and 

antagonistic towards others (Toegel & Barsoux, 2012). Extraversion dimensions describe 

people’s interpersonal traits: extraversion or introversion, which always indicated if people 

preference of interacting with others or being alone by themselves. Therefore, Chinese 

students tend to cooperate with others and stay alone. These two results are not in conflict 

with each other. Educators can design more cooperative class activities but give enough 

private learning time for classes. 

        According to the present study findings, Chinese international students have higher 

scores in Intellectual Interaction, and lower scores in Behavioral Scale on the Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity Inventory. Intellectual Interaction reflects people’s intellectual orientation toward 

interactions with other cultures’ people. Behavioral Response refers to individuals’ 

perception of their behavior towards others. Therefore, educators can try different kinds of 

culture communication activities for Chinese students due to their high intellectual 

orientation toward interactions to raise their perception of other people’s behavior.  

        The results of Big Five Personality Traits instrument indicated that males had more 

openness factors compared with females. Openness is the personality traits that should help 

individuals perform well in occupations requiring independence (Judge, & Zapata, 2015). So 
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educators can design more cooperative tasks for Chinese students. This implication has 

interaction with the first results as well.  

        For international educators, the Big Five Personality Traits and Cross-Cultural 

Sensitivity inventory are good survey for students who are willing to study abroad in the 

future. Students’ survey results can give educators and students suggestions for future study. 

After taking those self-report survey, both of the students and educators will learn about 

students’ charterers better. According to their different charterers, well-designed course can 

be settled. For example, for students who have low extroversion score, educators can pay 

more attention on students’ emotion and give them more positive encouragement.  

Limitations 

        There are several limitations in this study. First, the present study involves the use 

of self-reported questionnaires. So students may not thoroughly understand their choices 

while completing the survey. As international students, the participants may have different 

conceptions about the United States’ culture when it comes to specific survey questions. 

Second, information was collected from participants in a large southeastern research 

institution, which may not represent all adult and traditional learners in the U.S. Finally, most 

of the participants’ age group was 17-20. Thus, information was collected from a limited age 

group, which may not represent all age groups of Chinese students’ and their personality 

traits and cross-cultural sensitivity.  
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Recommendations for Future Research 

        The following are recommendations for future research: 

1.   Further research with a large number of participants in a larger community to examine 

factors that influence Chinese students’ personality traits and cross-cultural sensitivity. 

2.   Further research with broader scope for international students group, not only limited in 

Chinese students who study in the United States. 

3.   Instructor’s perspectives can be investigated together with student’s perspectives in 

classrooms. 

4.   Qualitative studies can be combined with quantitative studies to further explore 

international students’ personality traits and cross-cultural sensitivity. 

5.   Further follow-up studies are needed to find relationships between learning styles, 

personality traits, and cross-cultural sensitivity. 

6.   Further Fellow-up studies are needed to be conducted with sample group students who have 

lived and studied in the United States for a long time, such as more than one year.  

7.   Future follow-up studies are needed to research the personality traits and cross-culture 

sensitivity for United States’ students who study in foreign countries. 

8.   Future research are needed to make connection of the Big Five Personality Traits and Cross-

Cultural Sensitivity Dimensions instruments. 

9.   Future research are needed to make practical guidance for international students succeed. 
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