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Intercultural effectiveness is commonly indentified as a desired outcome of college, yet little research exists to suggest which educational experiences promote that outcome. This study examined the relationship between educational good practices, high-impact activities (undergraduate research, first year seminar course, living-learning community, non-residential learning community, or community service/volunteering), and the development of intercultural effectiveness. The sample consisted of more than 4,000 students at 26 institutions. Results of our regression analysis suggest that the curricular structures recently touted as high-impact activities do not foster intercultural effectiveness. However, three educational practices, which could be incorporated into any college class or program, did positively influence intercultural effectiveness: diversity experiences; integrative learning; and clarity and organization of instruction.

	Intercultural effectiveness entails understanding and accepting that individuals have both similarities and differences based on cultural characteristics; individuals who demonstrate intercultural effectiveness are able to adapt their behavior and thinking to ensure positive interactions with others (Breuning, 2007; Fuertes, Miville, Mohr, Sedlacek, and Gretchen, 2000; Miville et al., 1999). Many colleges and universities have identified intercultural effectiveness as a desired learning outcome (AAC&U, 2005; Eisenchlas & Trevaskes, 2007; Ippolito, 2007; King & Baxter Magolda, 2005; King, Kendall Brown, Lindsay, & VanHecke, 2007). As the effects of globalization manifest themselves in American society, this generation must learn to interact successfully across all manner of differences within the workplace, interpersonal relationships, or civic realms of society (AAC&U, 2005; 2007). Yet, surprisingly, little is known about which postsecondary educational practices best foster intercultural effectiveness. 
Principles for good practice in undergraduate education such as student-faculty contact, cooperation among students, active learning, and academic effort/time on task have been associated with positive educational experiences for more than three decades (Chickering & Gamson, 1987, 1991, 1999). More recently, scholars have identified several curricular structures such as learning communities, first-year seminars, and service learning as “high-impact” activities because they have been associated with positive gains on multiple outcomes associated with attending college (Kuh, 2008; NSSE, 2007). However, research has not yet clearly explained the complex interconnections between educational practices, curricular structures, and intended learning outcomes. This study begins to fill that gap by assessing the influence of high-impact activities and educational good practices on the development of intercultural effectiveness in the first year of college.
Intercultural Effectiveness as a College Outcome
	In their extensive review of educational research and literature to ascertain outcomes most commonly associated with liberal education, King, Kendall Brown, Lindsay, and VanHecke (2007) found intercultural effectiveness to be among the seven most desired outcomes. The definition they synthesized from that research suggests that:
Intercultural effectiveness includes knowledge of cultures and cultural practices (one’s own and others’), complex cognitive skills for decision making in intercultural contexts, social skills to function effectively in diverse groups, and personal attributes that include flexibility and openness to new ideas (p. 5).
This definition is similar to those we found while doing our own literature review. While there seems to be no standard definition of intercultural effectiveness, scholars who study it and educators who advocate it tend to agree: intercultural effectiveness includes the ability to successfully interact with diverse others (AAC&U, 2005; Breuning, 2007; Eisenchlas & Trevaskes, 2007; Fuertes, Miville, Mohr, Sedlacek, and Gretchen, 2000; Ippolito, 2007; King & Baxter Magolda; Miville et al., 1999). Furthermore, intercultural effectiveness involves complex cognitive capacities and an appreciation of similarities and differences among people.
	Eisenchlas & Trevaskes (2007) express a growing sentiment among college educators: “All students, local and international, need to obtain at least a minimal level of intercultural competence in order to operate effectively in an increasingly ethnically and culturally diverse society and globalised economy” (p. 414). Proponents of fostering intercultural effectiveness in college suggest that it is a required ability for life in the 21st century because globalization has led to a more diverse society that requires interacting with individuals of different cultural backgrounds in the workplace, in social lives, and in civic life (AAC&U, 2005; 2007). Furthermore, employers are increasingly seeking employees with intercultural effectiveness and they expect colleges to foster that ability (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005; Kuh, 2008). 
	Despite the widely held belief that intercultural effectiveness is an important outcome of college (AAC&U, 2005; Eisenchlas & Trevaskes, 2007; Ippolito, 2007; King & Baxter Magolda, 2005), it is not clear to what extent educational institutions are achieving this goal and what educational practices contribute to the development of intercultural effectiveness. Indeed, as AAC&U (2005) pointed out in their report on student achievement of liberal education outcomes, there is a need for researchers to study learning outcomes associated with college attendance, because the current evidence is scant and incomplete. There have been no national, longitudinal studies on gains in intercultural effectiveness made in college (AAC&U). Moreover, a clear understanding of which educational practices and curricular structures foster the development of intercultural effectiveness in college is lacking. The scholarly literature that exists tends to focus on models of intercultural development and anecdotal suggestions for pedagogical and programming ideas to foster intercultural effectiveness. 
Models of Intercultural Development
	While many models of intercultural development exist, three are commonly referred to in relation to fostering intercultural effectiveness in college. The Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (Bennett, 2004) is a six-stage model which suggests that individuals progress from a worldview where their own cultural beliefs are the primary reality (ethnocentrism) to a worldview that recognizes one’s own beliefs are just one of many viable options (ethnorelativism). Advancement from ethnocentrism to enthnorelativism requires increasingly complex cognitive capacities in order to organize perceptions of actions into “more differentiated categories” (p. 73). In turn, this skill of perceptive-taking (being able to recognize and understand cultural influences on behaviors of others) increases the likelihood that interactions with individuals different from oneself will be more successful.
	Universal-Diverse Orientation (UDO) is a grounded theory which posits that individuals must understand and accept both similarities and differences among people in order to interact effectively with others (Fuertes et al., 2000; Miville et al., 1999). Understanding similarities between oneself and others creates a sense of connection, which in turn makes it easier to accept differences based on cultural and social groups. Development of UDO consists of change along three domains (Fuertes et al.). The first domain is behavior, which entails engaging and interacting with diverse others. The second domain is cognition, which allows one to see how similarities and differences with another individual affect one’s self-understanding and personal growth. The final domain is affect, which reflects an individual’s comfort with difference. 
	The Model of Intercultural Maturity is a holistic model that also addresses development along three domains: cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005). As an individual develops along the cognitive domain, they shift from a naivety concerning cultural differences to an ability to purposefully shift perspectives and behaviors using alternative cultural worldviews. Along the intrapersonal domain, individuals develop from a belief that difference is a threat to their own identity to an ability to engage with multiple social identities while constructing one’s own identity. Development along the interpersonal domain moves from engaging in relations with similar individuals and an inability to understand the systemic influences of intergroup differences to engaging in relationships with diverse others and understanding social and systemic influences on individuals and communities.
	These three models have several common elements. First, they are each derived from an analysis of multiple psychological and social theories. Second, they are all developmental in that they describe how individuals advance through increasingly complex levels of cultural competence. Third, each of these models is holistic and suggests that competence in intercultural interactions develops across multiple dimensions. 
	While these models explain the process of developing intercultural effectiveness, other scholarly work has provided recommendations for pedagogies and programming to foster intercultural effectiveness. However, most of the recommendations are anecdotal rather than empirical.
Pedagogy and Programming
	Content versus process is a theme that runs through much of the literature, suggesting that intercultural development is not about teaching skills or knowledge; rather it is about helping individuals learn perspective-taking and communication with those who are different from themselves (Bennett & Salonen, 2007; Lee, 2005). Lee proposes that teaching to promote intercultural development requires teachers to model the cognitive skills required for intercultural effectiveness by “stepping in and out” of multiple intellectual traditions to demonstrate how to think through a dialogue between cultures. She provides several examples, including competing cultural perspectives concerning censorship and free speech that she presents to her students. By working through these perspectives, she believes students will gain intercultural understanding and develop critical thinking skills. 
	Ippolito (2007) suggests that educators must help students overcome barriers to interacting with those that are different from themselves by drawing on the multiple identities and cultures represented on campus. She advises educators to be attentive to the needs of individuals and their own personal development in order to set the context for diverse interactions to happen. She provides an example of a course which is focused on computing and information systems. She drew on the diverse experiences of students to help them develop intercultural skills by dividing them into four diverse groups of students and incorporating discussions of intercultural communications and group processes into the group projects. 
	Singley and Sedlacek (2004) advocate for institutions to employ longitudinal studies of students’ intercultural development as they move through college. Longerbeam and Sedlacek (2006) recommend that educators be attuned to student development as well as their own attitudes toward diversity in order to promote intercultural effectiveness. 
	Single-institution studies have used the Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale (MGUDS) to measure UDO (Fuertes et al., 2000; Miville et al., 1999) or ascertain student characteristics associated with UDO (Singley & Sedlacek, 2004; Strauss & Connerly, 2003). One investigation found a positive correlation between high school class rank and higher UDO scores (Singley & Sedlacek). Another study, focused on business students at two institutions, hypothesized that personality traits, race, gender, and contact with diversity would be related to UDO and found only agreeableness (a personality trait) predicted UDO (Strauss & Connerly).
	Educators have hypothesized that service-learning, community volunteering, and learning communities are educational experiences that may foster intercultural effectiveness in college students (Bennett & Salonen, 2007; Eisenchlas & Trevaskes, 2007; Longerbeam & Sedlacek, 2006). However, a recent study on students enrolled in a living learning community focused on civic engagement found that UDO scores did not change over an 18 month period for either students in the living-learning community or in the control group (Longerbeam & Sedlacek). 
	While the literature on developing intercultural effectiveness provides some theoretically based models to explain development, it is lacking as far as providing longitudinal, multi-institutional studies that discover which learning experiences promote that development. Most of the recommendations for pedagogy and programming to foster intercultural development are anecdotal in nature. However, three recommended activities – service-learning, volunteering, and learning communities – overlap with recent research on high-impact activities, and thereby warrant a look at the relationship between high-impact activities and intercultural effectiveness.
High-Impact Activities
	Activities such as first-year experiences, undergraduate research, learning communities, service-learning, and other shared intellectual experiences have a high-impact on learning (NSSE, 2007; Kuh, 2008). Students who participate in these activities report gains in solving problems, working effectively with others, and critical thinking (NSSE, 2007). The educational benefits attributable to participation in high-impact activities are especially meaningful to students of color, first-generation college students, and students who begin college with lower academic test scores (Kuh). However, these groups are less likely to engage in high-impact activities than their more advantaged counterparts, and overall, a relatively small percentage of students are participating in the activities. For these reasons, Kuh and AAC&U encourage colleges and universities to engage all students in high-impact activities at least twice during their undergraduate years (Kuh; NSSE; AAC&U, 2007). 
	Swaner and Brownell’s (2008) extensive review of the research on high-impact activities confirms the many educational benefits of participating in learning communities, service-learning, undergraduate research, first-year experiences, and capstone projects. Although the effects of each differ, high-impact activities tend to promote persistence, increased grades, intellectual gains, civic engagement, and tolerance (Swaner and Brownell). The effect of high-impact activities on underserved populations is less apparent, but the research does suggest that these students experience higher grades, increased persistence rates, and higher enrollment in graduate school when they engage in the high-impact activities.
	The authors also point out limitations of the research on high-impact activities: it tends to focus on single institutions; it is descriptive vs. longitudinal; it uses limited outcomes that tend to be self-reports; and it fails to examine experiences of underserved populations (Swaner and Brownell, 2008). Perhaps most important, the experience of these activities varies greatly from institution to institution and program to program, which leads Swaner and Brownell to conclude that research needs to uncover what elements within effective high-impact practices lead to educational gains. In their review, they identified three factors “as potentially having an impact on student outcomes: classroom environment and activities; degree and quality of faculty and student interaction; and number of hours (or ‘time on task’)” (Swaner & Brownell, p. 130). These conclusions are consistent with Kuh’s findings that high-impact activities are important because they create environments that cause students to interact with faculty and peers concerning substantive topics (NSSE, 2007). Furthermore, he stressed that in order for high-impact practices to be effective, “these practices must be done well” (NSSE, 2007, p. 9). These comments suggest an analysis of the good practices in undergraduate education is warranted as well.
Good Practices in Undergraduate Education
More than three decades ago, Chickering and Gamson articulated seven principles for good practice in undergraduate education which highlight experiences associated with undergraduate students’ cognitive and personal development (Chickering & Gamson, 1987, 1991, 1999). These good practices include student-faculty contact, cooperation among students, active learning, academic effort/time on task, prompt feedback to students, high expectations, and respect for diverse experiences and ways of knowing (Chickering & Gamson).
Many studies of higher education have incorporated the seven principles of good practice in undergraduate education and they have become the foundation for national student surveys such as the National Study of Student Engagement and the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (Chickering & Gamson, 1999; Pascarella et al., 2006). Good practices in undergraduate education have been associated with positive educational outcomes like better critical thinking, reading comprehension, and openness to diversity (Cruce, Wolniak, Seifert, & Pascarella, 2006). 
Research Purpose
	Our purpose is to better understand the educational experiences that foster intercultural effectiveness, a common goal of higher education. Because the extant literature provides little evidence concerning the experiences that we should study, we hypothesized that perhaps high-impact activities promote intercultural development. These experiences have recently been touted as important for all students, yet the research concerning their effectiveness has been sparse. Because evidence suggests that the good practices or experiences within high-impact activities are contributing to the positive outcomes, we have included them in our model as well. 
	Three research questions guide our study: 1) To what extent do high-impact activities (undergraduate research, first year seminar course, living/learning community, non-residential learning community, or community service/volunteering) foster development of intercultural effectiveness during the first year of college, when controlling for pre-college demographics, a pretest of the outcome, and institutional type? 2) To what extent do good practices in education foster development of intercultural effectiveness during the first year of college when controlling for pre-college demographics, a pretest of the outcome, institutional type, and high-impact activities? 3) To what extent do significant high-impact activities and good practices vary for students based on race, gender, academic ability, and economic status?
Methods
We drew our date from the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education (WNSLAE), a longitudinal study of the outcomes and experiences generally associated with liberal arts education. Funded by the Wabash Center of Inquiry in the Liberal Arts at Wabash College, this study utilizes an array of vetted outcome measures, a series of surveys about student expectations, values, and experiences, and demographic data provided by the institution. The overarching purpose of WNSLAE is to examine the ways and means by which full time college students develop the intellectual and personal skills expected of a liberal arts education over the course of four years in college. This data allows institutions and researchers to isolate the effects of external influences and identify educational practices that positively influence progress toward each outcome. Although the study was initially conceived to follow one cohort of students who entered college in the fall of 2006, WNSLAE now includes two subsequent cohorts of student who entered college in 2007 and 2008. This paper examines data from students in both the 2006 and 2007 cohorts.
The 2006 cohort includes 4,501 students at 19 institutions that vary by size, Carnegie classification, selectivity, geographic location, and private or public control. Over 60 institutions responded to an invitation to participate in this study and the final participants were chosen based upon their application. Because WNSLAE focuses on the effects of a liberal arts education, liberal arts colleges make up the largest portion of the institutions in the sample. However, the sample also includes three research institutions, three regional comprehensive universities, and two community colleges. Initial data was gathered using paper and pencil instruments at the beginning of the fall semester with institutions providing demographic data shortly thereafter. 3,081 students (68.5%) returned to provide data by similar means in the spring of 2007. Students participating in the 2006 cohort were paid $50.00 each time they provided data.
	The 2007 cohort includes 2,379 students from 7 institutions that also vary in size, Carnegie classification, selectivity, geographic location, and private or public control. This group of institutions includes an array of institutions serving diverse populations. Institutions participating in this cohort were selected based upon their interest in participating in WNSLAE and their ability to fund its implementation on their campus. 1,026 students (43.1%) returned to provide data in spring of 2008. Although some institutions created incentives to encourage participation in the second data collection, students in the 2007 cohort were not paid to participate. Consequently, the response rate across the institutions in this cohort varied substantially. 
Analysis
	The 2006 and 2007 cohorts of WNSLAE are combined into one dataset for the purposes of this analysis. To take into account potential differences between each cohort of students, we created a variable labeled cohort07 and included it in our model as a control. In addition, since all students in this study are nested within institutions, we employed statistical procedures to account for the clustering effect (i.e., students within institutions tend to be more similar than student across different institutions) throughout our analysis (Groves et al., 2004). To assist with ease of interpretation and comparability across the model, all continuous variables were standardized prior to analysis.
	The WNSLAE chose the Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale (MGUDS) to measure the development of intercultural effectiveness. This instrument measures the respondent’s Universal-Diverse Orientation (UDO), defined by Miville et al. (1999) as “an attitude of awareness and acceptance of both the similarities and difference that exist among people” (p. 291). To expedite the data collection process, WNSLAE utilized the MGUDS short form (Fuertes et al., 2000) – a 15 item instrument that culled from the original 45 item form. We regressed the MGUDS score generated at the end of the freshman year on our model of control variables, high-impact activities, and educational good practices.
	To control for background characteristics, we chose structural and demographic variables that have repeatedly proven influential in shaping students prior to college (Astin, 1993; Feldman and Newcomb, 1969; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991, 2005). Thus, we included race (white=1, nonwhite=0), gender (male=1, female=0), pre-college tested academic ability (ACT, SAT, or COMPASS score converted to an ACT metric), parents’ educational attainment (an average of father’s and mother’s highest educational attainment), and whether or the student had received a federal grant (yes=1, no=0). This last measure served as a proxy to control for economic status since students receiving a federal grant had to have met the federal government’s threshold for federal financial aid. In conjunction with parents’ educational attainment, these two variables provided reasonable controls for the potentially confounding effects of socioeconomic status.
	The fundamental advantage of longitudinal research design in examining the impact of college on students is the opportunity to utilize a pre-test measure and thereby control for differing developmental levels among students upon matriculation. This allows researchers to isolate gains made during college (Astin & Lee, 2003; Pascarella, 2006). Therefore, we included the respondents’ MGUDS score generated during the fall data collection in our regression equation.
	Because implementation of high-impact activities and student experiences of educational good practices can vary substantially by institutional type, we included three institutional type variables in the model to account for potential differences when compared to liberal arts colleges. Since liberal arts colleges are the most common type of institution in this study and liberal arts colleges have been shown to excel in exhibiting educational good practices (Pascarella, Wolniak, Cruce, and Blaich, 2004), we chose them as our reference category. Three dichotomous variables representing research institutions, regional comprehensive universities, and community colleges were created according to the Carnegie classifications available through IPEDS. In addition to the specific procedures taken to account for the clustering effect, these institutional type variables represent additional measures intended to isolate the unique effects of high-impact activities.
	Although the range of structured experiences identified by Kuh (2008) as high-impact activities includes a number of programs available throughout a college career, this study specifically examines those high-impact activities that are commonly available to first year students. We chose five high-impact activities in which the number of participants was sufficient to conform to the basic assumptions of OLS regression. These activities include participation in: a structured undergraduate research with a faculty member; a first year experience course; a living/learning community; a curricular learning community; or a service learning, community service, or volunteering project. Three individual items specifically asked if the student had participated in undergraduate research with a faculty member, had enrolled in a first year experience course, and had participated in a living/learning community that included a residential component. We included those variables in our regression model. Isolating participation in the final two activities required that we create new variables from multiple item responses. 
	To create a variable representing participation in a curricular (non-residential) learning community, we needed to differentiate between participation in a curricular learning community and a living/learning community. One item asked whether or not a student had participated in a learning community that involved two or more courses. However, this question did not sufficiently ensure that students in a living/learning community could be analyzed separately from students enrolled in a curricular learning community. To eliminate the potential overlap in respondents, a new variable was created to indicate those who affirmed their participation in a curricular learning community but had indicated that they were not in a living/learning community. 
	To create a variable that accurately identified students who had participated in service learning, community service, or volunteering, we combined two items. The first item asked whether the student had participated in a class-based service-learning project. The other asked whether the student planned to, did not plan to, did not know, or had already volunteered during their college career. Since our sample was entirely first year students, we could safely deduce that students who indicated they had already volunteered during their college career had done so during their freshman year. Thus, a new variable was created to represent those who had either participated in class-based service-learning or community service or had volunteered in their first year. 
	The variables representing background characteristics, institutional type, the difference between cohorts, the pre-test, and each of the high-impact activities composed the first block of the regression model. We added educational good practices as a second block. College impact research has repeatedly demonstrated the pervasive effects of several sustained or frequently recurring faculty, staff, and peers behaviors on students across a range of outcomes and attainment measures (Astin, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). These influential experiences have long been identified among higher education and student development scholars as educational good practices because of their overarching positive effect on college students’ development (Chickering and Gamson, 1987, 1991, 1999). To ensure that any significant findings produced in our model by participation in one of the high-impact activities can be uniquely attributed to the activity itself instead of the educational practices or experiences occurring within the activity, our second block included ten vetted good practices. These scales are: student/faculty contact; faculty interest in student development; instructor clarity and organization; prompt feedback; integration of knowledge, information, and ideas; challenging classes and high faculty expectations; academic challenge and effort; positive peer interactions; cooperative learning; and diversity experiences. 
	Finally, higher education researchers have increasingly realized that specific programs and experiences do not affect all students in the same way. With this in mind we took steps to look for conditional effects by race, gender, tested academic ability, and economic status. However, we could not simply add interaction variables to the model without compromising the statistical procedures necessary to account for the clustering effect. Therefore, we created subsets of the data based on the dichotomous nature of the race, gender, and federal grant variables. In the case of ability, we identified the midpoint of the distribution and divided the data in half. We then ran our complete model on corresponding subsets and ran t-tests to compare any significant coefficients produced by high-impact activities or good practice scales.
Results
	We standardized (converted to z scores) the dependent variables and all continuous independent variables. Therefore, the b coefficients indicate the amount of change in standard deviation of intercultural development for each change in one standard deviation (s.d.) of the continuous independent variables. The findings are reported in Table 1, Estimated Effects of High-impact Activities and Educational Good Practices on Intercultural Effectiveness.
	The pre-test variable was significant in both models with b coefficients of .633 s.d. and .551 s.d. respectively – coefficients that are almost four times larger than any other significant result. This demonstrates the importance of including the pre-test as a control. In addition, it shows the advantages of a longitudinal research design in examining the impact of college on students.
	Although being male did not generate a significant finding in the first model, once controls were added for experiencing educational good practices, being male produced a significant negative effect of -.099 s.d. Compared to students of color, white students made smaller gains on intercultural development. In Model 1, being white produced a negative significant effect of -.127 s.d. Even after controlling for experienced educational good practices in the second model, white students on average scored .116 of a standard deviation less on MGUDS. No other background characteristic proved to be significant to the model. Furthermore, neither the institutional type variables nor the cohort07 variable produced a significant finding.
	Based on the extent to which a variety of scholars and stakeholders have promoted the positive impacts of all of the high-impact activities included in our model, it seemed reasonable to expect that at least some of these activities would produce a finding of significance on intercultural effectiveness development – especially in the first model (before we added the educational good practices variables). However, undergraduate research, first year seminar courses, living/learning communities, curricular learning communities, and service-learning/volunteering all produced nonsignificant findings. 
	Among the good practice scales included in the second model, the scales representing teaching clarity and organization, integration of knowledge, information, and ideas, and diversity experiences each produced significant positive results. For each unit of increase on the teaching clarity and organization scale, the gains on intercultural effectiveness, while significant, were small, increasing the average MGUDS score by .058 of a standard deviation. The magnitude of the effect for the integration scale and the diversity experiences scale were substantially larger. For each unit increase in the integration scale, the average MGUDS score increased by .141 of a standard deviation at a significance of .05. For each unit increase in the diversity experiences scale, the average MGUDS score increased by .145 of a standard deviation at a significance of .001.
Conditional Effects
	The exploration for conditional effects produced two nonsignificant and two significant findings. In the case of gender and economic status, we found no differences between male and female students or between students who were and were not receiving a federal grant in the effect of any of the high-impact activities considered in this study on gain of intercultural effectiveness. In the case of race and pre-college tested ability, the findings are quite different. 
	Participation in a curricular learning community had a small but significant positive effect on nonwhite students. It had no significant effect on white students. However, the difference between the white and nonwhite students proved to be significant at .001, suggesting that the difference between the two findings can be attributed to race. 
	Differences in tested academic ability also produced a finding of interest. Participation in a curricular learning community had no significant effect on students who scored above the mean in pre-college tested ability. But participation in a curricular learning community had a significant negative effect (-.142 s.d.) on students with pre-college tested ability scores below the mean. The difference between the students above and below the mean proved significant at .001, indicating that the difference between the two subsets can be attributed to differences in pre-college tested ability.
Discussion
	Our findings indicate that mere participation in high-impact activities during the first year of college does not affect gains in intercultural effectiveness. When controlling for gender, race, academic ability, parents’ educational attainment, receiving federal grant money, pre-college intercultural effectiveness scores, and institutional type, participation in high-impact activities did not significantly influence changes in the students’ intercultural effectiveness scores compared with students who did not participate in these high-impact activities. However, when we added the degree to which students report experiencing a range of educational good practices to our analysis - while continuing to take into account background characteristics and participation in any of the high-impact activities - we found that three educational good practices positive influence intercultural effectiveness. 
Pedagogy Matters
	We conclude that the significant factors influencing improved scores in intercultural effectiveness were not simply participation in any specific high-impact activity – rather, it was the educational good practices they experienced within those activities. Specifically, diverse experiences, integrative learning experiences, and clarity and organization of instruction had a significant positive impact on intercultural effectiveness. See Table 2, Three Educational Good Practices that Foster Intercultural Effectiveness, for a list of the items included in each of the scales that had a significant effect. 
Our research reinforces that there is no “one size fits all” solution to achieve desired outcomes in college. While formalized high-impact activities can provide a convenient structure to implement good practices, merely adding those activities does not guarantee anything. The good news is that incorporating diversity experiences, integrative learning, and clear, organized instruction into any class or program can foster the development of intercultural effectiveness. These good practices can be used anywhere, anytime, without necessarily requiring additional resources.
Assessment is Essential
Our analysis illustrates the challenge of creating educational practices that demonstrably foster intercultural skills among college students. Starting and maintaining high-impact activities such as those included in this analysis, requires substantial investments of time, money, and personnel. Because of the extensive efforts to put these programs in place, it can be tempting to laud the structural addition of high-impact activities and neglect the continuous task of ensuring that educational experiences within those structures produce the intended learning outcomes. While adding programs is an important first step; attention to pedagogy, curriculum, and assessment are equally important to fostering desired college outcomes (Leskes & Miller, 2006). 
Compensatory Practices?
It has been suggested that high-impact practices can be especially beneficial for underserved populations (Kuh, 2008; NSSE, 2007; Swaner & Brownell, 2008). Our findings indicate that, for the most part, within our sample the high-impact activities and good practices did not have a different effects on different populations of students. However, the one exception, curricular learning communities, provided mixed results that suggest educators should proceed with caution regarding potential compensatory practices. While curricular learning communities did provide an advantage in developing intercultural effectiveness for students of color, that same activity hindered the development of intercultural development for students with pre-college tested ability scores below the mean.
Recommendations for Practice
These findings also reaffirm what prior literature has suggested: it is not enough to expose students to diverse populations and expect that intercultural contact and learning will automatically happen (Eisenchlas & Trevaskes, 2007). Educators must craft intentional learning opportunities. We suggest structuring activities that engage students in serious discussions with students or staff whose political, social, or religious opinions differ from their own.  Likewise, create opportunities for students to engage in serious discussions with students from a race or ethnicity different than their own, rather than leaving those interactions to chance. Provide opportunities and incentives (such as making it a course requirement) for students to attend lectures on current political/social issues or participate in a racial or cultural awareness workshop. 
	Furthermore, we propose creating classroom and non-classroom experiences that encourage students to: understand the historical, political, and social connections of past events; see the connections between intended career and how it affects society; connect what was learned in the classroom with life events; and translate knowledge and understanding from the classroom into action. Assignments and discussions that require integrating ideas or information from various sources, putting together ideas or concepts from different courses, synthesizing and organizing ideas, and connecting class reading with out-of-class experiences are forms of integrative learning that can enhance intercultural competence.
	Finally, we suggest that educators be attentive to the clarity and organization demonstrated in their teaching. Students value the clarity and organization that educators exhibit when they give clear explanations, provide illustrations and examples to explain difficult concepts, interpret abstract ideas and theories clearly, use class time effectively, and explain course goals and requirements clearly. More importantly, these effective teaching skills, which can be incorporated into any educational activity or course, are associated with improved learning, including the development of intercultural competence.
Conclusion
	This study attempted to discover which educational practices foster intercultural effectiveness by analyzing the experiences and outcomes of a multi-institutional, longitudinal sample of college students. It found no evidence to support the hypothesis that high-impact activities contribute to the development of intercultural effectiveness. However, three good practices were positively associated with intercultural effectiveness: diversity experiences, integrative learning, and clarity and organization of instruction. Recommendations for incorporating these three good practices into classes and programs were provided.
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TABLE 1
Estimated effects of high-impact activities and educational good practices on intercultural effectiveness, Wabash National Study, N=4048.

	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	VARIABLES
	MGUDS
	MGUDS

	
	
	
	
	

	Pre-test
	0.633
	***
	0.551
	***

	
	(0.039)
	
	(0.038)
	

	Male
	-0.070
	
	-0.099
	*

	
	(0.039)
	
	(0.042)
	

	White
	-0.127
	*
	-0.116
	*

	
	(0.059)
	
	(0.048)
	

	Ability
	0.024
	
	0.006
	

	
	(0.030)
	
	(0.030)
	

	Parents' Education
	0.005
	
	0.002
	

	
	(0.021)
	
	(0.024)
	

	Receiving Federal Grant
	-0.069
	
	-0.030
	

	
	(0.046)
	
	(0.044)
	

	Attending Research I University
	-0.122
	
	-0.024
	

	
	(0.059)
	
	(0.065)
	

	Attending Regional Institution
	-0.065
	
	0.014
	

	
	(0.054)
	
	(0.055)
	

	Attending Community College
	-0.028
	
	0.015
	

	
	(0.113)
	
	(0.075)
	

	Cohort 07
	-0.079
	
	-0.066
	

	
	(0.076)
	
	(0.074)
	

	Undergrad Research
	-0.118
	
	-0.170
	

	
	(0.099)
	
	(0.097)
	

	First Year Seminar
	0.126
	
	0.077
	

	
	(0.081)
	
	(0.069)
	

	Living Learning Comm.
	0.041
	
	0.017
	

	
	(0.062)
	
	(0.067)
	

	Learning Comm.
	-0.017
	
	-0.052
	

	
	(0.044)
	
	(0.034)
	

	Service Learning / Volunteering
	-0.029
	
	-0.076
	

	
	(0.062)
	
	(0.050)
	

	GP - student/faculty contact
	
	
	0.023
	

	
	
	
	(0.022)
	

	GP - faculty interest in student dev.
	
	
	0.022
	

	
	
	
	(0.038)
	

	GP - teaching clarity / organization
	
	
	0.058
	*

	
	
	
	(0.027)
	



Table continues next page


TABLE 1 continued

	GP - prompt feedback
	
	
	-0.026
	

	
	
	
	(0.021)
	

	GP - integration
	
	
	0.141
	*

	
	
	
	(0.051)
	

	GP - in class challenge expected
	
	
	-0.005
	

	
	
	
	(0.015)
	

	GP - academic challenge / effort
	
	
	-0.022
	

	
	
	
	(0.033)
	

	GP - peer interaction
	
	
	0.038
	

	
	
	
	(0.022)
	

	GP - cooperative learning
	
	
	-0.032
	

	
	
	
	(0.032)
	

	GP - diverse experiences
	
	
	0.145
	***

	
	
	
	(0.017)
	

	Constant
	0.144
	*
	0.171
	**

	
	(0.058)
	
	(0.053)
	

	R-squared
	0.456
	
	0.512
	



Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05


TABLE 2
Three educational good practices that foster intercultural competence.

Teaching clarity and organization
This scale consists of ten survey questions that ascertain students’ perceptions of the frequency that faculty:
· gave clear explanations 
· made good use of examples and illustrations to explain difficult points 
· effectively reviewed and summarized the material
· interpreted abstract ideas and theories clearly 
· gave assignments that helped in learning the course material 
· presented well organized material 
· were well prepared for class 
· used class time effectively
· clearly explained course goals and requirements
· had a good command of what they were teaching

Integrative Learning Experiences
This scale consists of four survey items that ascertains the extent to which the student believes classroom and non-classroom experiences have helped her or him:
· understand the historical, political, and social connections of past events 
· see the connections between intended career and how it affects society
· connect what was learned in the classroom with life events
· translate knowledge and understanding from the classroom into action 
It also includes five questions that ascertain the extent the student has experienced integrative learning such as:
· working on a paper or project that required integrating ideas or information from various sources
· putting together ideas or concepts from different courses when completing assignments or during class discussions
· discussing ideas from readings or classes with others outside of class (students, family members, co-workers, etc.)
· synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or experiences into new, more complex interpretations and relationships
· making judgments about the value of information, arguments, or methods, such as examining how others gathered and interpreted data and assessing the soundness of their conclusions

Diversity Experiences
This scale includes six survey questions to ascertain whether students have engaged in diverse experiences such as:
· attending a debate or lecture on a current political/social issue
· engaging in serious discussions with staff whose political, social, or religious opinions were different from own
· perceiving that the institution encourages contact among students from different economic, social, and racial or ethnic backgrounds
· engaging in serious conversations with students of a different race or ethnicity than own
· engaging in serious conversations with students who are very different in terms of their religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal values
· participating in a racial or cultural awareness workshop
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