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This article focuses on the development of
intercultural maturity, which is frequently cited
as a desired collegiate outcome. We position our
work on intercultural maturity in the context of
a holistic approach to human development using
Kegan’s (1994) model as a foundation and
relating this outcome to other collegiate learning
outcomes. We introduce a multidimensional
[framework that describes the development of
intercultural maturity. We first explicate the three
dimensions of the framework, link these to
existing theory and research on student develop-
ment and intercultural competence, and then
illustrate the developmental levels of the
[framework using examples from interviews with
college students.

In times of increased global interdependence,
producing interculturally competent citizens
who can engage in informed, ethical decision-
making when confronted with problems that
involve a diversity of perspectives is becoming
an urgent educational priority (Gurin, Dey,
Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002). For example, when
a group of Fortune 500 companies filed a brief
in support of the University of Michigan’s
affirmative action policies (Fortune 500
corporations, 2000), they noted that students
with an appreciation for diversity:

are better prepared to understand, learn
from and collaborate with others from a
variety of racial, ethnic and cultural
backgrounds; demonstrate creative prob-
lem solving by integrating differing
perspectives; exhibit the skills required for
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good teamwork; and demonstrate more
effective responsiveness to the needs of all
types of consumers. (J 6)

Colleges and universities are in many ways well
suited to foster the development of these skills;
however, “they are what corporations find in
shortest supply among entry-level candidates”
(Bikson & Law, 1994, p. 26). Levine and
Cureton (1998) provided evidence that
appreciation for diversity is also in short supply
on college campuses: In their discussion of the
growing tension on U.S. campuses around
multicultural issues, they noted that “multi-
culturalism remains the most unresolved issue
on campus [in the US] today” (p. 91). Further,
persistent reports of racially-motivated hate
crimes on college campuses suggest that this
remains an unresolved issue and that there is
a strong need to find better ways to help
students achieve this desired collegiate
outcome.

How do people come to understand
cultural differences in ways that enable them
to interact effectively with others from
different racial, ethnic, or social identity
groups? How can institutions of higher
learning better address the seemingly intrac-
table problems associated with educating for
intercultural understanding? Finding ways to
answer these questions lies at the heart of
national and institutional efforts to achieve
diversity outcomes and at the center of research
designed to better understand how students
achieve this important collegiate outcome.
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Several scholars have proposed conceptual
models to describe intercultural (or multicul-
tural) competencies (e.g., Howard-Hamilton,
Richardson, & Shuford, 1998; Ottavi, Pope-
Davis, & Dings, 1994; Pope & Reynolds,
1997; Pope, Reynolds, & Mueller, 2004; Pope-
Davis, Reynolds, Dings, & Ottavi, 1994).
These models provide useful starting points
for identifying the attributes that are associated
with this ability. For example, Pope and
Reynolds include among their listing of
multicultural skills “the ability to identify and
openly discuss cultural differences and issues,”
to “differentiate between individual dif-
ferences, cultural differences, and universal
similarities,” and “to use cultural knowledge
and sensitivity to make more culturally
sensitive and appropriate interventions”
(p. 271). Unfortunately, theory development
on multicultural competence has been limited
by heavy reliance on the assessment of attitudes
as a proxy for competence.

Landreman (2003) conducted a compre-
hensive review of the intercultural competence
literature, drawing from the fields of inter-
cultural communication, multicultural compe-
tence, and developmental psychology, and
literature on critical-, stratum-, and ethnic-
consciousness. In her critique of this literature,
she offered the following observations:

Definitions of “competence” are theo-
retically and empirically inconsistent, and
do not address the application of one’s
understanding and skills to intergroup
relationships or social justice issues; the
heterogeneity of cultural groups, the
multiplicity, complexity, and inter-
sectionality of identity, and individuals’
relationship to institutional and societal
power and their social location have been
minimally considered . . . as well as the
influence these factors have on the
individual’s experiences, perspectives and
presenting problems; absent from the
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competence literature are considerations
concerning students’ underlying assump-
tions about intergroup differences. . . .

(p. 39)

She suggested that intercultural consciousness
is a more appropriate educational goal than
multicultural competence; the prefix “inter”
encompasses both domestic and international
contexts and implies cultures interacting. She
also noted that “achieving consciousness
implies an understanding of self and identity
(intrapersonal), while interacting with others
in a historical and socio-cultural-political
context (interpersonal), leading to reflection
(cognitive) that motivates action” (pp. 41-42).
These observations illustrate that intercultural
competence is a complex, multifaceted
construct, and that educating for this outcome
requires a broader, more comprehensive
approach than that suggested by training for
knowledge or skills alone.

Similarly, several national reports on
undergraduate education have called for the
achievement of outcomes that are complex,
multi-faceted abilities that require a wide
variety of attributes that are interdependent
and mutually reinforcing; these include the
Association of American Colleges and Univer-
sities’ (2002) Greater Expectations and the
ACPA/NASPA (Keeling, 2004) report entitled
Learning Reconsidered. Using a holistic lens to
examine scholarship on intercultural or
multicultural competencies allows one to
identify underlying capacities that may guide
(or at least affect) a learner’s ability to integrate
knowledge, skills, and awareness, and to act
in interculturally mature ways. We argue that
the developmental ability that undergirds
regarding another culture favorably is ground-
ed in the same ability that undergirds one’s
ability to regard an interpersonal difference
favorably. That is, the developmental com-
plexity that allows a learner to understand and
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accept the general idea of difference from self
without feeling threat to self enables a person
to offer positive regard to others across many
types of difference, such as race, ethnicity,
social class, gender, sexual orientation, and
religion. Without this foundation, students
may be able to learn about cultural differences;
however, this model suggests that they will find
it difficult if not impossible to use this
knowledge in an intercultural interaction. In
other words, less complex levels of cognitive
and intrapersonal (identity) development may
hinder one’s ability to use one’s intercultural
skills. Similarly, having a sense of identity
driven predominantly by others’ expectations
may diminish one’s capacity to apply cognitive
and interpersonal attributes in intercultural
contexts.

Many scholars of human development
have argued that a more holistic approach to
educational research and practice is required
to help students develop the array of skills that
will enable them to tackle complex con-
temporary problems, especially those with an
intercultural dimension (Baxter Magolda,
1997, 1999, 2001, 2003; Baxter Magolda &
King, 2004; M. Bennett, 1993; Bidell,
Lee, Boucie, Ward, & Brass, 1994; Jones
& McEwen, 2000; Kegan, 1994; King &
Baxter Magolda, 1996; Knefelkamp, 2005;
Mentkowski & Associates, 2000; Ortiz, 2000;
Storti, 1990). Looking at intercultural
maturity using a holistic perspective provides
a possible explanation for the ineffectiveness
of simpler, more superficial approaches to
intercultural competence that rely on dispens-
ing information and teaching desirable
behavior and skills: Perhaps they are ineffective
because they fail to consider one or more
domains (cognitive, identity, interpersonal) of
development. For example, omitting the
cognitive component in conflict resolution
risks being ineffective with students who see
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the world in “either/or” terms and who are
thus cognitively unable to analyze an inter-
cultural conflict from the perspective of both
parties involved. Similarly, omitting the
interpersonal component risks being in-
effective with students who decide how to act
based on others’ expectations rather than on
the interculturally appropriate criteria that
educators may have tried to teach them.

In this article, we argue that educators
could be more effective in achieving diversity
outcomes if they could organize their goals and
programs using a conceptual framework that
provides a more holistic approach to defining
diversity outcome goals and how students
progress toward these goals. In particular, we
propose a multidimensional framework that
describes how people become increasingly
capable of understanding and acting in ways
that are interculturally aware and appropriate;
we call this capacity intercultural maturity. We
first describe our proposed framework and
then illustrate the developmental levels of the
framework using examples from interviews
with college students. We conclude with a
discussion of implications for educational
practice and for further research.

A MULTIDIMENSIONAL FRAME-
WORK OF THE DEVELOPMENT
OF INTERCULTURAL MATURITY

Our proposed model of intercultural maturity
draws from several genres of research in
multicultural education (see C. Bennett, 2001
for a comprehensive analysis) as it attempts
to integrate three major domains of develop-
ment (cognitive, intrapersonal, and inter-
personal). We draw our conceptualization of
intercultural maturity primarily from the
literature on college student and adult
development and, in particular, from Kegan’s
(1994) model of lifespan development.
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According to Kegan, mature individuals are
better equipped to approach and respond to
complex life tasks because they exemplify what
he has termed “self-authorship” (p. 185).
Using this way of organizing one’s life,
individuals act as authors of their lives (not
just the stage on which their lives are played
out), balancing external influences with their
individual interests and those of others
around them (Baxter Magolda, 2000a). Many
demands placed on adults in contemporary
society “require self-authorship because they
require the ability to construct our own
visions, to make informed decisions in
conjunction with coworkers, to act appro-
priately, and to take responsibility for those
actions” (Baxter Magolda, 2001, p. 14). Self-
authorship requires complex ways of making
meaning of experience, drawing on one’s
understanding in all three dimensions of
development.

Kegan’s (1994) model is holistic in that it
incorporates and integrates three dimensions
of development. The cognitive dimension
focuses on how one constructs one’s view and
creates a meaning-making system based on
how one understands knowledge and how it
is gained. The intrapersonal dimension focuses
on how one understands one’s own beliefs,
values, and sense of self, and uses these to guide
choices and behaviors. The interpersonal
dimension focuses on how one views oneself
in relationship to and with other people (their
views, values, behaviors, etc.) and makes
choices in social situations. Kegan argued that
development in all three dimensions is
required for a person to be able to use one’s
skills. Those for whom development in one
or more dimensions does not provide an
adequate basis for coping with the complex
life tasks they face often report being over-
whelmed or “in over their heads.”

Our framework for discussing inter-
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cultural maturity encompasses Kegan’s (1994)
three dimensions of development (cognitive,
intrapersonal, and interpersonal), as well as
their interconnections. Our choice of the word
“maturity” in the name of this educational goal
refers to the developmental capacity that
undergirds the ways learners come to make
meaning, that is, the way they approach,
understand, and act on their concerns. Thus,
demonstrating one’s intercultural skills requires
several types of expertise, including complex
understanding of cultural differences (cogni-
tive dimension), capacity to accept and not
feel threatened by cultural differences (intra-
personal dimension), and capacity to function
interdependently with diverse others (inter-
personal dimension). In other words, through
this proposed model, we are building on
Kegan’s contention that producing inter-
culturally competent citizens requires helping
students achieve intercultural maturity in all
three dimensions.

This conceptual framework is designed to
reflect two elements that are not apparent in
most of the existing literature on collegiate
outcomes. First, in recognition that this is a
complex collegiate outcome, we define
intercultural maturity as multi-dimensional
and consisting of a range of attributes,
including understanding (the cognitive
dimension), sensitivity to others (the inter-
personal dimension), and a sense of oneself
that enables one to listen to and learn from
others (the intrapersonal dimension). Second,
acknowledging that students typically learn
and become capable of more complex learning
by taking a series of steps (whether gradually
or quickly), the framework proposed here not
only identifies the desired outcome itself, but
also includes two steps that lead to the
achievement of the outcome, benchmarks
along a developmental continuum. For
example, being aware of cultural differences
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is an important first step in cultural com-
petence; respectfully demonstrating this
awareness in a conversation with a coworker
or community member is a more compelling
indication of the achievement of this outcome.
Each of these examples shows a basic develop-
mental progression, with the application of
one’s learning in changing contexts as the more
stringent criterion of educational success.

The three proposed developmental levels
are offered here as general descriptions of these
benchmarks, not as detailed, comprehensive
lists of capacities at each level. We also wish
to note that the framework is the result of our
attempts to integrate insights from existing
theories of human development, prior research
on student development and intercultural
competence, and from our own experience
teaching graduate students and researching
college student development. The framework
has not yet been subjected to empirical
analysis. This framework appears in the form
of a 3 x 3 matrix, linking the three domains
of development (cognitive, intrapersonal, and
interpersonal) with three levels of development
(initial, intermediate, and mature). Table 1
thus consists of nine cells that show how
development in each domain unfolds across
three developmental benchmarks, the last of
which (the far right column) describes the kind
of maturity that is consistent with the
description of intended collegiate outcomes
noted above. Next, we discuss each dimension
separately, and then make some observations
about their interrelationships.

Role of the Cognitive Dimension in
Intercultural Maturity

The first row of Table 1 describes the trajectory
of the cognitive dimension and how it
mediates the way people think about and
understand diversity issues. For example, the
assumption in the initial level that knowledge
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is certain and that knowledge claims can be
readily judged as right or wrong serves as a
barrier to learning about or accepting differing
perspectives. At this level, beliefs tend to be
adopted from authorities rather than being
internally constructed, so challenges to beliefs
are often ignored or quickly determined to be
wrong. Differing cultural perspectives that do
not agree with one’s view of what is true are
often considered wrong rather than different.
This phase has been characterized in several
theories of cognitive development as dualistic
thinking (Perry, 1968), received knowing
(Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule,
1986), absolute knowing (Baxter Magolda,
1992), pre-reflective thinking (King &
Kitchener, 1994), ethnocentric reasoning (M.
Bennett, 1993), and as the use of repre-
sentational skills (Fischer, 1980).

In the intermediate phase of the trajectory,
views about knowledge shift from seeing
knowledge as certain to increasingly acknowl-
edging the uncertainty associated with making
a knowledge claim. This shift is accompanied
by decreasing reliance on authority’s knowl-
edge claims and increasing reliance on personal
processes for adopting knowledge claims.
Increasing uncertainty yields more openness
to differing perspectives, while personal
processing of knowledge claims yields the
notion that different people can hold different
views for legitimate reasons. The intermediate
phase has been characterized as multiplistic
thinking (Perry, 1968), subjective and pro-
cedural knowing (Belenky et al., 1980),
transitional and independent knowing (Baxter
Magolda, 1992), quasi-reflective thinking
(King & Kitchener, 1994), the beginning
stages of ethnorelative reasoning (M. Bennett,
1993), and as the coordination of repre-
sentational systems and abstract mapping
(Fischer, 1980).

The mature phase of the trajectory is
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TABLE 1.
A Three-Dimensional Developmental Trajectory of Intercultural Maturity

King & Baxter Magolda

Domain of Development
and Related Theories

Initial Level of
Development

Intermediate Level of
Development

Mature Level of
Development

Cognitive

(Baxter Magolda, 1992,
2001; Belenky et al.,
1986; M. Bennett, 1993;
Fischer, 1980; Kegan,
1994; King & Kitchener,
1994, 2004; Perry, 1968)

Assumes knowledge is
certain and categorizes
knowledge claims as right
or wrong; is naive about
different cultural practices
and values; resists
challenges to one’s own
beliefs and views differing
cultural perspectives as
wrong

Evolving awareness and
acceptance of uncertainty
and multiple perspectives;
ability to shift from
accepting authority’s
knowledge claims to
personal processes for
adopting knowledge
claims

Ability to consciously shift
perspectives and
behaviors into an
alternative cultural
worldview and to use
multiple cultural frames

Intrapersonal

(Cass, 1984; Chickering &
Reisser, 1993; Cross,
1991; D'Augelli, 1994;
Helms, 1995; Josselson,
1987, 1996; Kegan, 1994;
Marcia, 1980; Parks,
2000; Phinney, 1990;
Torres, 2003)

Lack of awareness of
one’s own values and
intersection of social
(racial, class, ethnicity,
sexual orientation)
identity; lack of
understanding of other
cultures; externally
defined identity yields
externally defined beliefs
that regulate interpretation
of experiences and guide
choices; difference is
viewed as a threat to
identity

Evolving sense of identity
as distinct from external
others’ perceptions;
tension between external
and internal definitions
prompts self-exploration of
values, racial identity,
beliefs; immersion in own
culture; recognizes
legitimacy of other
cultures

Capacity to create an
internal self that openly
engages challenges to
one’s views and beliefs
and that considers social
identities (race, class,
gender, etc.) in a global
and national context;
integrates aspects of self
into one’s identity

Interpersonal

(M. Bennett, 1993;
Chickering & Reisser,
1993; Gilligan, 1982;
Kegan, 1994; Kohlberg,
1984; Noddings, 1984)

Dependent relations with
similar others is a primary
source of identity and
social affirmation;
perspectives of different
others are viewed as
wrong; awareness of how
social systems affect
group norms and
intergroup differences is
lacking; view social
problems egocentrically,
no recognition of society
as an organized entity

Willingness to interact
with diverse others and
refrain from judgment;
relies on independent
relations in which multiple
perspectives exist (but are
not coordinated); self is
often overshadowed by
need for others’ approval.
Begins to explore how
social systems affect
group norms and
intergroup relations

Capacity to engage in
meaningful,
interdependent
relationships with diverse
others that are grounded
in an understanding and
appreciation for human
differences; understanding
of ways individual and
community practices
affect social systems;
willing to work for the
rights of others

marked by the shift to knowledge as con-
structed and as grounded in context. The
ability to consciously shift perspectives emerges
because judgments derive from personal
experience, evidence from other sources, and
others’ experience. The ability to entertain
multiple perspectives in multiple contexts leads
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to the ability to use multiple cultural frames.
This mature phase has been described as
relativistic thinking (Perry, 1968), constructed
knowing (Belenky et al., 1986), contextual
knowing (Baxter Magolda, 1992), reflective
thinking leading to the ability to make
reflective judgments (King & Kitchener,
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1994), integration, the final ethnorelative stage
of M. Bennett’s (1993) model, and co-
ordination of abstract systems (Fischer, 1980;
see also Fischer & Bidell, 1998; Kitchener,
2002; Kitchener & Fischer, 1990).

Milton Bennett’s (1993) model specifically
explicates the role of cognitive complexity in
the development of intercultural competence,
focusing on the ways individuals come to
understand cultural differences. This model is
grounded in constructivism (how individuals
make meaning of experience) and, in partic-
ular, how individuals interpret their experi-
ences with diverse others in intercultural
situations. It also delineates six major markers
that indicate increasing sophistication in
complexity of understanding intercultural
issues, from ethnocentric (three stages) to
ethnorelative (three stages) perspectives. The
two forms of adaptation (the second ethno-
relative stage) illustrate this link particularly
well. The first form is “cognitive frame-
shifting,” or taking a cultural perspective
different from one’s own; the second form is
“behavioral code-shifting,” in which the
individual can act from another frame of
reference. Both require the cognitive com-
plexity to hold at least two cultural perspectives
in mind at the same time.

Since there is cognitive complexity in the
presence of diverse worldviews, accepting
ambiguity and understanding the basis of
differing worldviews require complex thinking
skills. Perry (1968), Baxter Magolda (1992,
2001), Fischer (1980), and King and Kitchener
(1994, 2004) all posit that earlier, more
simplistic levels of cognitive development
involve concrete thinking and a belief in
absolute knowledge, whereas later, more
complex levels reflect an ability to consider
knowledge grounded in context, deriving
judgments from personal experiences, evidence
from other sources, and from the perspectives
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of others. This raises the distinct possibility
that complexity in thinking is a prerequisite
for mature understanding of culturally
different worldviews (M. Bennett, 1993; King
& Shuford, 1996). Intercultural perspective
taking, another cognitive task, also has
application as students are able to develop the
ability to consider both cognitive and affective
elements that affect culturally different
students (Kappler, 1998; Steglitz, 1993).
Evidence of the role of cognitive complexity
in the development of intercultural maturity
is provided in a study of U.S. students who
had studied abroad: Moore and Ortiz (1999)
found that interculturally competent students
were critical thinkers who suspended judgment
until the evidence was in and who included a
diverse range of knowledge in what they
considered as evidence. Taken together, these
findings suggest that there are strong reasons
to include and to continue to explore the role
of cognitive development in various aspects
of intercultural maturity.

Role of the Intrapersonal Dimension
in Intercultural Maturity

The second row in Table 1 traces ways in
which the intrapersonal dimension mediates
how people think about and come to under-
stand diversity issues. As noted above, this
dimension focuses on how people view
themselves; this is variously referred to as
identity development, ego development,
developing a sense of identity, or self-develop-
ment. This broad category includes a range
of identity-related topics, from ways people
use their values and beliefs to make life choices
and decisions to how they view and interpret
their social identities based on factors such as
race, ethnicity, class, sexual orientation, and
religious affiliation. Each of these factors has
been reported to affect the ways students act
in intercultural situations, examples of which

577



are offered below.

Fortunately, there is a wealth of literature
on identity development to inform this
dimension. In the last two decades, there has
been a virtual explosion of literature on iden-
tity development. This includes theory and
research on general models (e.g., Chickering
& Reisser, 1993; Josselson 1987, 1996; Kegan,
1994; Marcia, 1966, 1980) as well as models
addressing particular dimensions of identity
development, such as racial/ethnic identity
(e.g., Cross, 1991; Helms, 1995; Parks, 2000;
Phinney, 1990; Thompson & Carter, 1997;
Torres, 2003; Torres & Baxter Magolda, 2004;
Wijeyesinghe & Jackson, 2001) and sexual
orientation (e.g., Cass, 1984; D’Augelli, 1994;
Evans & D’Augelli, 1996). In these models,
individuals at more complex stages of develop-
ment have considered and integrated these
dimensions into a sense of self that is main-
tained through interactions with diverse others
and through participation in majority-defined
and -dominated society. While these models
tend to focus on culturally distinct differences,
they also contain some noteworthy similarities,
especially when examined from a holistic,
developmental perspective. For example, these
theories tend to describe movement from lack
of awareness of one’s particular identity,
through a period of confusion and exploration,
to a complex, internally defined perspective
on how one’s race, ethnicity, or sexual
orientation are integrated into one’s view of
oneself and the world. In addition, these
theories indicate that intercultural competence
requires an internally defined sense of self to
avoid feeling threatened by difference (Kegan,
1994). In other words, several overarching
theoretical perspectives are apparent, per-
spectives that in some ways subsume or overlap
with theories addressing particular dimensions
of identity development.

As outlined in Table 1, perspectives on
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diversity issues at the initial level are charac-
terized in ways that tap a variety of aspects of
identity; these include a general lack of
awareness about one’s own social identity.
Among racial/ethnic identity development
models, this is reflected in Cross’s (1991)
Preencounter and Encounter stages; Helm’s
(1995) Contact and Disintegration statuses;
and Phinney’s (1990) Diffusion-Foreclosure
stage; it is also consistent with Josselson’s
(1987, 1996) foreclosures/guardians. This level
is also characterized as being defined by others’
expectations; endorsing cultural beliefs, values,
or practices in an unreflective or unconsidered
way; and being threatened by different cultural
values or by others of different social identity
groups. Having an externally defined identity
yields externally defined beliefs that regulate
interpretation of experiences and guide
choices. Thus the “resistance” multicultural
educators experience from some students may
result not only from their reliance on simplistic
cognitive categories that do not accommodate
multiple cultural perspectives, but also from
a sense of self that is largely defined by others,
as described in Kegan’s (1994) third order. At
this level of intercultural maturity, an indi-
vidual’s sense of self might be defined in a
restrictive sense by one’s primary social identity
group, whether or not the values of that group
are internally endorsed.

The tension between an externally derived
sense of self (e.g., reliance upon affirmation
by others or peer group acceptance) and an
internally derived self-definition is heightened
at the intermediate benchmark of intercultural
maturity. This level is characterized by an
intentional self-exploration that allows for the
simultaneous examination of one’s experiences
in one’s own cultural contexts and an exami-
nation of that culture in broader social
contexts. For example, it allows for a more
visible expression of one’s own cultural values
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and is reflected in Cross’s (1991) Immersion/
Emersion stage, Helm’s (1995) Reintegration
and Pseudo-Independence statuses, Phinney’s
(1990) Diffusion-Foreclosure stage, and in the
ability to take a more candid look at the nature
of one’s own privilege (McIntosh, 1989).

By contrast, a mature level of intrapersonal
development as applied to diversity issues is
characterized by a sense of self in which various
aspects of one’s identity are integrated in ways
that provide a culturally-sensitive and well-
considered basis for making decisions about
intercultural interactions. In the theoretical
models noted above, this level of development
is reflected in Cross’s (1991) Internalization
and Internalization-Commitment stages,
Helms’s (1995) Immersion-Emersion and
Autonomy statuses, and Phinney’s (1990)
Identity Achievement stage. Individuals are
still open (indeed, eager) to have their views
and perspectives questioned, but are not
threatened by this process. This mature
level resonates with Kegan’s (1994) fourth
order meaning making, with achievement of
Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) identity
vector, and with Josselson’s (1987, 1996)
pathmaker.

Ortiz (1997) noted that in campus
communities where culture is expressed,
opportunities for learning are enhanced when
students successfully integrate their ethnicity
into their identity. For example, Howard-
Hamilton (2000) showed how a student’s level
of racial identity development could affect his
or her response to and performance on class
assignments that call for analysis of issues that
involve racial dynamics. Broido (2000) found
that students who became social justice allies
during college had developed self-confidence,
defined as “comfort with one’s identity and
internal loci or worth and approval” (p. 12),
and weren’t threatened by being aligned with
underrepresented or non-dominant groups.
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These examples illustrate the central role of
identity development in achieving inter-
cultural maturity.

Role of the Interpersonal Dimension
in Intercultural Maturity

The third dimension of intercultural maturity
involves the ability to interact effectively and
interdependently with diverse others. In
particular, this draws on the mature capacity
to construct and engage in relationships with
others in ways that show respect for and
understanding of the other’s perspectives and
experiences, but that are also true to one’s own
beliefs and values. Developmental theories
informing the social dimension of intercultural
maturity tend to show change from an
egocentric, individualistic perspective (“I act
in ways that serve me”), to a perspective that
acknowledges that different social groups have
different values, sensitivities, and experiences
(“to each her own”), to a perspective that
reflects an appreciation for ways in which
social systems affect relations between and
among culturally different groups. Because
members of underrepresented groups have not
been treated fairly at a societal level, this is a
key concern underlying intergroup relations
in the US.

Several theories have described develop-
ment in this domain. Chickering and Reisser
(1993) described the development of mature
interpersonal relationships among college
students, focusing on how students come to
appreciate differences across intercultural and
interpersonal boundaries. Kohlberg (1984)
developed a theory of moral development
based on principles of distributive justice, and
other scholars focused on an ethic of care as the
ethical imperative (Brabeck, 1989; Gilligan,
1982; Martin, 1985; Noddings, 1984); more
recently, Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, and Thoma
(1999a, 1999b) proposed using schema theory
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to explain changes in moral judgment.

The last row of Table 1 outlines key
developmental features as individuals develop
mature capacity in social contexts, including
intercultural contexts. At the initial level, social
relations are grounded in one’s primary social
identity or affinity group, often using ego-
centric standards to judge cultural differences
(“that’s not how my family celebrates that
holiday”) or to judge social policy issues
(“what’s in it for me?”). Perspectives and values
held by others may be tolerated, but are judged
as ignorant or wrong. There is little acknowl-
edgement of or reference to abstract concepts
such as social ideals of community or to the
goals of organized society. This kind of
understanding of one’s relationships with
others is also apparent in the ethnocentric
stages of M. Bennett’s (1993) model, the
Personal Interests schema (similar to pre-
conventional reasoning) of Kohlberg’s theory
(Rest et al., 1999a), and with Level I of
Gilligan’s (1982) model, which is characterized
by an egocentric, survival orientation where
self-interest motivates moral reasoning.

By contrast, there is a much greater
capacity to explore the nature and sources of
intergroup differences at the intermediate level
and to interact effectively with others who are
seen as different. Individuals tend to be less
judgmental, acknowledging the legitimacy of
multiple perspectives. Associated with this
broadening perspective that allows for a wider
range of views and experiences is a broader
understanding of social systems; at this level,
students show an early awareness of these
systems as social/cultural constructions that
include not only social expectations that are
codified in law, but also social conventions and
community rules governing behavior. This
kind of reasoning is consistent with the early
ethnorelative stages of M. Bennett’s (1993)
model and with the Maintaining Norms
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schema (similar to conventional reasoning) as
applied to Kohlberg’s (1984) theory, reflecting
a more inclusive view of roles, rules, and duties
as having society-wide implications. It may
also be seen in Level II of Gilligan’s (1982)
model, where connection with others is
highlighted, even to the point of forfeiting
one’s own view to seek others’ acceptance and
thus avoid hurting them. However, this
openness to new perspectives is mitigated by
the continued use of others’ approval as a
standard for one’s decisions about what to
believe and how to act, as described in Kegan’s
(1994) third order reasoning and Gilligan’s
Level II.

The mature level of the interpersonal
dimension is characterized by heightened
awareness and capacity to engage in inter-
cultural interactions that are interdependent,
respectful, informed by cultural under-
standing, and mutually negotiated. Instead of
experiencing such interactions as com-
promising or diminishing one’s own cultural
values and experiences, or as threatening one’s
own sense of self, they are experienced as
enhancing one’s identity and role as a member
of society. This type of understanding is
reflected in M. Bennett’s (1993) stage of
Integration, in which an individual can
integrate disparate aspects of one’s identity as
one moves between cultural perspectives. It is
also consistent with Kohlberg’s (1984) descrip-
tion of Postconventional reasoning, where
moral criteria (such as respect for human
rights) have primacy over social conventions
(such as roles or contracts) in making moral
decisions. At this level, individuals acknowl-
edge that there are many possible social
arrangements, so members’ duties and rights
should derive from the moral purpose of the
arrangement, not from its existence per se. It
is also consistent with Gilligan’s (1982) Level
III reasoning, in which a woman’s own needs
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are added to the mix of those that should be
taken into account in resolving a moral
conflict. The ways of making meaning of
intercultural experiences at this level of
development appear to enable individuals to
comfortably and more effectively act as
advocates or social justice allies across a range
of social issues, from civil rights to causes
related to specific social identities.

Several studies on moral development
have addressed the development of inter-
cultural maturity in the college years. Based
on their comprehensive literature review of
moral judgment development among college
students, King and Mayhew (2002, 2004)
reported that students who relied on moral
principles to reason about moral dilemmas
held more positive attitudes toward diversity
issues (e.g., Derryberry & Thoma, 2000) and
had a higher level of intercultural sensitivity
(Endicott, Bock & Narvaez, 2003). They also
found that moral reasoning level was a strong
predictor of acting in prosocial ways in that
those whose moral reasoning relied on moral
principles were more likely to engage in
prosocial behaviors. They explained these
findings by suggesting that the shift from
norm-based to principled reasoning reflects
students’ ability to examine the fairness of
social systems; it also reflects the under-
standing that social systems are cultural
constructions and can be changed. These
findings illustrate the connections between
moral development and intercultural maturity.

Interrelationships among the Three
Dimensions

Links across the three dimensions of develop-
ment are evident through findings from several
studies. For example, having an internal sense
of self supports the cognitive ability to
acknowledge that people hold multiple

perspectives on many issues, including
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intercultural issues (Baxter Magolda, 2000b;
Ortiz, 2000), and for defensible reasons (King
& Shuford, 1996). In a study that directly
examined this relationship, Guthrie (1996)
found that almost half of the variance in
college students’ level of tolerance for diversity
was explained by their level of cognitive
complexity in reflective judgment. Similarly,
Kitchener and Fischer (1990) argued that the
ability to understand abstract concepts (e.g.,
White privilege) emerges with the ability to
engage in abstract mapping; this ability
coincides with Stage 4 of quasi-reflective
thinking in the Reflective Judgment Model,
where knowledge is first understood as an
abstraction (King & Kitchener, 1994). In
other words, the capacity to examine one’s
identity through the lens of privilege requires
at least an intermediate level of cognitive
development. Endicott et al. (2003) reported
a similar link to the cognitive dimension. They
examined patterns of correlations between
moral judgment and intercultural sensitivity
and suggested that the obtained shared
variance could be explained by the fact that
both postconventional and ethnorelative
thinking are “rooted in cognitive flexibility, or
the ability to understand, consider, and weigh
multiple frameworks, or schemas. In flexible
moral thinking one is considering frameworks
of moral principles and in flexible intercultural
thinking one is considering cultural frame-
works” (p. 16). Further evidence that these
dimensions are related was recently reported
by Torres and Baxter Magolda (2004); they
found that among a sample of Latino college
students, increased cognitive complexity
reduced stereotype vulnerability and enabled
more complex constructions of ethnic identity.

As can be seen by looking at Table 1,
juxtaposing domains of development with
varying levels of development illuminates both
similarities and differences among the rows
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and columns. While each row focuses on a
different dimension of development, each
column reveals similarities in approaches to
meaning making within developmental level.
At the early phases of development, learners
tend to accept authorities’ views (cognitive
dimension), define themselves through others’
views and expectations (intrapersonal dimen-
sion), and act in relationships to acquire
approval (interpersonal dimension). In the
context of racial, ethnic, or sexual orientation
identity development, these characteristics are
consistent with the lack of awareness of one’s
particular identity that stems from accepting
external (often dominant) perspectives.
Dissonance in various aspects of identity
development often stems from marginalization
by others, which can call into question the
validity of external authority. As learners
struggle through the confusion that comes
with realizing that all knowledge is not certain
and that they must consider establishing their
own views (cognitive dimension), they also
come to question their reliance on others for
self-definition (intrapersonal) and on others’
approval in relationships (interpersonal). The
particulars of race, ethnicity, or sexual
orientation are intertwined in this confusion
and exploration. The need to explore these
issues for oneself and move away from
uncritically accepting authorities’ views is
consistent with the exploration phases of these
layers of identity. In later, more complex phases
of development where self-authorship on all
three dimensions is achieved, it is possible to
construct an internally defined perspective on
how one’s race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation
is integrated into one’s view of oneself.
Other researchers have also reported
findings that illustrate interrelationships across
domains of development. One prominent
example was offered by Parks Daloz, Keen,
Keen, and Daloz Parks (1996) in a study of
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100 individuals who had committed them-
selves to the public good. They reported the
following:

In sum, many of our interviewees are able
to coordinate several cultural perspectives
at once, including their own. Thus, they
can appreciate what they find worthwhile
and are open to what they may not easily
grasp in another culture, yet they are
forthright in their abhorrence of brutality
regardless of where it is found. At the
same time, they are conscious of their own
cultural frame from which they are
rendering their judgment. In effect, their
appreciation for cultural difference does
not invalidate their sense of a moral
compass. On the contrary, their experi-
ences appear to strengthen it by taking
them across the boundaries of and beyond
the blind spots of their own tribal
perspectives. (p. 119)

STUDENT REFLECTIONS ACROSS
LEVELS OF INTERCULTURAL
MATURITY

In the prior section, we presented a conceptual
framework for the development of inter-
cultural maturity. Here, we offer examples
from interviews with White and Latino
students that informed the identification of
these developmental themes and that illustrate
these themes. These excerpts are drawn from
studies conducted by Baxter Magolda (1992,
2001) and Torres (2003).

Initial Perspectives on Intercultural
Maturity

Lauren, a White participant in Baxter Magolda’s
(1992) longitudinal study, relied on external
authority to define herself during college. Her
stance on differences was apparent in this
story:

One thing that living off campus showed
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me the most is that it’s really hard
sometimes to live with your friends and
be good friends with them at the same
time. I lived with my best friend last year,
and that might have been a mistake
because we fought over trivial matters.
Buct it turned into bigger things. This year,
we are in the same house but on different
floors. We havent had a fight yet. It’s
important to learn that theyre your
friends; however, you can't eat, breathe,
and live twenty-four hours a day with
them. (Baxter Magolda, pp. 313-314)

Lauren and her best friend fought about their
differences when they lived in the same room,
leading Lauren to suspect it might have been
a mistake to live together. Lauren’s revelation
the second year that it was easier to get along
with friends when living on different floors
or not being together so much suggests that
maintaining relationships requires avoiding
difference. From the vantage point of external
self-definition, others’ approval is crucial to
maintaining relational bonds; thus difference
threatens relationships. Elements of her
meaning-making process that support this as
a threat include viewing difference as wrong,
needing affirmation from dependent rela-
tionships with similar others, and lacking
awareness of one’s own values and social
identity. This perspective no doubt con-
tributed to Lauren’s focus on building friend-
ships with those who were like her during
college. This stance does not reflect the ability
to deal effectively with difference, a key aspect
of intercultural maturity.

Elizabeth, a participant in Torres’s (2003)
longitudinal study of Latino students’ identity
development, offers another example of the
initial phase of the trajectory. Despite having
grown up in a bicultural family (her father is
Latino and her mother is Anglo), she accepted
the values and attitudes of the majority culture
and identified her cultural orientation as
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Anglo. Torres reported that Elizabeth initially
found the diversity in the college environment
created an internal conflict:

I have felt that I have been more segre-
gated [in college] because when I was
in high school, there weren’t many
Hispanics, and so like I [being Cuban]
.. . would be neat, like “Yes, I am Cuban,
and this is how we do things.”

And here there are so many His-
panics, but most of them have grown up
with both Hispanic parents, or in a
Hispanic neighborhood, or in a Hispanic
country, and so they are like very, very
cultural, and I am like half and half, so
sometimes I feel like a . . . an outsider in
the Hispanic group, but then like I don’
want to be, because that is my culture,
but I don't speak fluent Spanish anymore,
and they [other Latino students] do
things different than I would. (Torres,
p- 538)

Torres interpreted Elizabeth’s perspective as
one of unexamined ethnic identity because of
the lack of focus on her Latino culture in her
earlier environment. Elizabeth’s comments
suggest that she relies on external others at
college for her self-definition, and her lack of
similarity to her peers in terms of parental
heritage and speaking Spanish limits her ability
to connect with them. She feels segregated
because she perceives herself as different from
her Hispanic peers.

Intermediate Perspectives on
Intercultural Maturity

Both Lauren and Elizabeth shifted to the
intermediate phase of the trajectory over time.
Lauren reported a very different perspective
on interacting with others after college. She
worked in various business contexts during her
early twenties. During this time she struggled
to shift from relying on her parents for
direction to making her own choices. By her
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mid-twenties she reported changes in her
relations with others:

I also matured in my relationships because
people my age were not plentiful, so I did
make some new friends that were older.
And, also, different types of friends. In
high school and college, everybody I hung
around with was like me. You should give
everybody an opportunity to be your
friend regardless of where they work or
where they went to school or if they didn’t
go to school or if their economic back-
ground was different than yours. And I
can honestly say that I didn’t give the
other people a chance [before]. And I
don’t know why. But coming here opened
some doors. You just really realize that
everybody’s different and everybody’s
unique in their own way. That doesn’t
mean that they’re less because they don’t
have a college degree, for example. And
I'll tell you, too, I think I’'m more
appreciative right now because from what
I see there are so many other sides and
walks of life. Everybody’s situation isn’t
like the situation that I have. So maybe a
little bit more open, I guess. (Baxter
Magolda, 2001, p. 288)

Lauren’s experience with people different from
herself in age and economic background
helped her understand multiple realities. Her
shift from external to internal self-definition
allowed her to be open to these new realities,
leading her to construct relationships with
people she avoided in college. Her own
evolving sense of her identity in her twenties
allowed her to move beyond dependent
relationships with similar others to explore
differences in a new way. Because she was able
to associate with similar peers during college,
this challenge did not present itself until after
college.

In contrast, Elizabeth’s internal conflict
prompted her to begin exploring her ethnic
identity early in college. At her second-year
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interview she identified her cultural orienta-
tion as bicultural and described to Torres
(2003) why she planned to study abroad for
a year. She reported that being in a class in
which many of the students were Hispanic had
an influence on her plans:

So, in that class, I just really felt whiter
than white, like more American than ever,
and they would stay afterwards with the
professor and speak Spanish and . . . oh,
I just hurt. I really want to be able to do
that and that’s like a really big deal why I
am studying [abroad] the entire year,
because my Spanish is horrendous and . . .
I want to be fluent by the time I get back.
I want to be able to read in Spanish, write
in Spanish and be good at it. And it’s been
really hard because the Hispanic kids
don’t look at me as very Hispanic. But
the white kids or the American kids, . . .
[with] their racism issue, they'll look at
me and they’ll hear me sing a Spanish
song or listen to Spanish music or, you
know, things like that, or I want to eat
Spanish food and they look at me like,
“Oh, God, she is so Spanish” you know,
and I'm not. Ic’s just because it is so
different to them. So, I don’t know, it’s
hard. . .. My quest or journey to learn
Spanish is a really big deal but also the
education I get and the different classes
in Latin America . . . they all kind of deal
with like the same things, like, cultural
identity and that’s why I am really, really
interested in anthropology. But that’s like
a really big deal, how people see them-
selves, how people identify because it
really has an effect on your whole outlook

on life. (Torres, p. 542)

Subtle changes are evident in Elizabeth’s
second year story. She drew distinctions
between how other students see her and how
she identifies herself. Although she still desires
the approval and acceptance of her Hispanic
peers, she identifies herself separately from
their perceptions of her. Her awareness of the
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importance of how people identify themselves
suggests her increasing awareness of multiple
perspectives. She has concrete plans to explore
her cultural identity further and to develop
the language that is central to it.

Mature Perspectives on Intercultural
Maturity

Carlos, also a participant in Torres’s (2003)
study, grew up in an environment in which
he was the majority. Torres regarded this as
an important factor in Carlos’s comfort with
his ethnicity upon entering college and his
having achieved a complex understanding of
his ethnic identity during his second year. He
shared the result of seeking out a diverse group
of friends during his second year at college:

I definitely found my place. I know a lot
more Hispanic students. That’s great—I
can speak Spanish with them a lot and
love that. Also I've learned to live with
like the fact that I am different culturally,
myself. I've learned to integrate myself
and I've culturalized [adapted]. . .. The
way I found it is not by trying to change
others, but just by trying to understand
and making them understand more about
me. The Mexican culture within the
Hispanic culture is different and I talk
about it in conversation, but I also learned
not to focus on the fact that my skin may
be a different color or my name might
be a lot different than others, but rather
that all our blood is red. In a way I have
become blind to it, but not completely
blind to it . .. In a way I accept it more
and I think that through me accepting it
like that, I think others accept. (Torres,
p. 543)

Carlos describes himself as having become
blind to difference, but in a qualified way. He
sought out diversity within the Hispanic
culture and focused on trying to understand
different cultural orientations. He talked about
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his own cultural orientation in conversation
with diverse peers to get them to understand
him. In accepting his own cultural orientation
and how it differs from that of others, he
encourages others to accept difference. His
understanding of cultural difference goes
deeper than skin color or names. He is able
to shift perspectives and use multiple cultural
frames to understand his friends, can engage
in meaningful relationships with diverse others
without seeking their approval, and has an
internal identity that allows him to stay true
to himself and his culture, while openly
engaging with others to discuss diverse views.

Christina was a White participant in Casa
de la Solidaridad, a Jesuit-based study abroad
program where students work with the poor
in El Salvador (Yonkers-Talz, 2004). She
developed a mature intercultural perspective
by living in a rural village in El Salvador and
through her relationships with people in the
Salvadoran community. She described how it

changed her:

It has turned my world upside down and
has made me more aware of things in the
world. Spending time in the communities
in Tepecoyo [praxis site] and really talking
to the people and hearing what they have
to say about political issues, their beliefs,
and their spirituality. It opens your eyes,
seeing how other people live, and the
atmosphere and the setting, but also the
Casa students have been a key aspect of
my learning, because I looked at them and
what they say, and they have a lot of views
and have so many wonderful things to
share. I'd get so much more out of what
they had to say than out of any class. . . .
The classes helped solidify it all. (Yonkers-
Talz, p. 173)

Having sustained relationships with Salva-
dorans helped Christina understand multiple
cultural frames. She used these frames to
challenge her views of herself, as evidenced in
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these comments:

I feel like I have been inwardly trying to
figure out what this experience means to
me and how I'm going to take that back,
and how that is going to shape what I do
in the future. So I feel right now I am
more inwardly focused on myself and
on my own development of ideas and
thoughts and stuff and political thoughts
and things along those lines. . .. Some-
times I wonder why I am so grateful for
this experience. Now I can never ever
again be the same person I was. Some-
times I think it would be so much easier
if I didn’t know that people live like this
and could go on living in my happy little
world, thinking everything is perfect,
doing the service project and not ques-
tioning things. . . . It has affected what
I’'m going to do. It affected every action
that I take. 'm forever dedicated to these
people that I have met here. I am dedi-
cated to them and their struggle for
justice. In a way I am pushed to figure
out why people are living so awfully in
the United States. There is still so much
poverty in the United States. ... 1
thought I would go into nursing and be
a missionary but now I feel drawn towards
education—to learn about the realities of
the world, to do education. . . . I am more
aware of how my little decisions affect the
greater population, and how things in the
U.S. affect smaller countries like El
Salvador. My train of thought is changed,
asking questions that I would never have
bothered to ask before. When we don’t
know a lot of this stuff [poverty], you
don’t think about it. You just think about
if there are people living like this here,
how are people living in the rest of the
world and what is the way to deal with
that? (Yonkers-Talz, pp. 173-174)

Christinas reflections illustrate her recognition
of the need to define her beliefs internally and
to define her role in the larger world. She
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understands how her actions and community
practices affect larger social systems and is
willing to work to improve the lives of those
whose experience differs from her own.

Summary

In this section, we have presented verbatim
examples of student reflections that illustrate
the three levels of development of intercultural
maturity described in Table 1. These examples
illustrate the ways students reflect on their
diversity experiences in ways that show
development in their meaning-making over
time, and how seemingly separate strands of
development (cognitive, intrapersonal, and
interpersonal) are interrelated as students
develop intercultural maturity.

EDUCATIONAL APPLICATIONS
AND FUTURE INQUIRY

The changes in students’ intercultural skills
being called for today require not just knowing
more facts or having more awareness, but a
genuine maturity, an individual transforma-
tion that enables students to apply their
knowledge and skills in a variety of contexts.
That is, educators are being asked to produce
graduates who see the world, themselves, and
their own agency in more sophisticated and
enabling ways, and who can appropriately
draw upon that understanding as the need
arises. To achieve this goal, we argue that
promoting intercultural maturity will be more
effective if it is approached in a manner that
takes into account related aspects of develop-
ment (that is, defined not only as knowledge
or as a set of social skills) and that acknowl-
edges that this type of maturity doesn’t emerge
fully formed, but unfolds with time and
experience. We now turn to ways educators
can apply this integrated, developmental
model to promote intercultural maturity.
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Existing frameworks for educational
practice illustrate how this developmental,
integrated model can be used to guide practice.
For example, Ortiz and Rhoads’s (2000)
framework for multicultural education out-
lines a series of five steps that are part of an
individual’s journey toward intercultural
maturity. The first step, understanding culture,
acknowledges the dynamics of the initial level
of development of intercultural maturity and
introduces students to new ways of thinking
in a low-risk approach. Many students
(especially majority White students) report
being afraid to discuss diversity issues, either
not feeling comfortable with the language of
the topic, or afraid that their comments will
be misunderstood and labeled racist; both
discourage motivation for cultural learning.
Ortiz and Rhoads’s framework explicitly starts
at a lower threshold of risk to encourage the
conversation at a place that challenges but does
not overwhelm students at the initial level of
maturity. The increasingly complex steps
engage students in moving toward the inter-
mediate level of intercultural maturity as they
learn about other cultures (step two) and
deconstruct White culture (step three). The
most complex fourth and fifth steps of
recognizing the legitimacy of other cultures
and developing a multicultural outlook guide
students into the mature level of intercultural
maturity. The goals and activities for each step
engage students in exploring and gradually
reformulating how they see the world (cogni-
tive), how they see themselves (intrapersonal),
and how they relate to others (interpersonal).

Hornak and Ortiz (2004) demonstrated
the utility of this framework to design a
multicultural education class for business
students at a community college. They
chronicled the challenges that students faced

when addressing diversity content and found
that the Ortiz and Rhoads (2000) framework
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provided ways for the course instructor to both
challenge and support students’ efforts to
develop a self-authored multicultural per-
spective. Fernandez (2002) adapted the Ortiz
and Rhoads framework to examine the
development of intercultural competence. She
explored how students’ experiences with
culture shock could be used to enhance self-
authorship. For each of five developmental
steps, she noted specific self-authorship goals,
cognitive dissonance caused by culture shock,
and the role of the guide in providing support
for students trying to make meaning of their
experiences. Thus this framework provides a
rich illustration of the potential of a develop-
mental, integrated model of intercultural
maturity in multiple settings.

A second framework for educational
practice in multicultural education is used in
intergroup dialogue programs on college
campuses (Schoem & Hurtado, 2001); these
offer another example of how to implement a
developmental, integrated model. Designed to
promote student interaction and under-
standing among students from different social
backgrounds, these dialogues are structured to
explore students’ own experiences and assump-
tions as the basis for enabling them to
understand more fully the idea of socially
constructed group distinctions and how these
are played out in intergroup interactions in
the US. The four-stage design of this approach
takes into account the trajectory of initial to
mature levels of development. The program
opens by establishing the foundations for
dialogue, including introductions and guide-
lines (e.g., no personal attacks, respect
confidentiality). This welcomes students
whose initial level of development may lead
them to be fearful of this exchange. At the
second stage, the purpose is to develop a shared
vocabulary around issues of social identities
and social stratification, and then to introduce
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and explore concepts such as prejudice, in/out
group dynamics, discrimination, and privilege,
and how each affects intergroup relationships.
Not until the third stage does the dialogue
focus on “hot topics,” difficult or controversial
issues such as separation/self-segregation on
campus, or racism on campus. Guiding
students gradually in exploring their assump-
tions and worldviews, hearing from others, and
formulating more complex perspectives helps
students move forward on each developmental
dimension. The last stage is designed to
prepare students for post-dialogue experiences,
especially for action planning and alliance
building. The effects of participation in these
dialogues are impressive (see Hurtado, 2001,
and Stephan and Stephan, 2001, for details
of these studies):

[Dlialogue participation is linked with
positive effects on cognitive outcomes
such as knowledge about other groups
and discrimination in society, stereotype
and prejudice reduction, the development
of complex thinking, social awareness of
self and others in systems of inequality,
and increased understanding about the
causes of conflict between social groups.
Dialogue participation is also found to
reduce anxiety about intergroup contact,
and to enhance skills related to com-
munication across differences, conflict
exploration, comfort dealing with diver-
sity, and perspective taking. Finally,
participation in intergroup dialogues, as
a participant or a student facilitator, seems
to promote more active involvement in

social justice work. (Zuiga, 2003, p. 18)

These outcomes reflect growth on all three
developmental dimensions.

Yonkers-Talz (2004) offers another ex-
ample of matching educational practice to the
continuum of initial to mature intercultural
maturity and to all three developmental
dimensions. He used Baxter Magolda’s (2004)
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Learning Partnerships Model (LPM) to
conceptualize the Casa de la Solidaridad, an
opportunity for U.S. college students to live,
study, and work in poor communities in El
Salvador. One of the goals of the Casa program
is for students “to learn to analyze information
from a variety of cultural perspectives and use
it to make wise decisions for themselves but
also for the common good” (Yonkers-Talz,
p. 151). This goal encompasses the cognitive,
intrapersonal, and interpersonal dimensions,
respectively. The Casa’s classroom pedagogy,
living/learning community, experiential
components, and emphasis on reflection
validate students’ ability to craft complex
perspectives and situate learning in their
experience to engage them at their varying
levels of intercultural maturity. All these
components also engage students in sustained
reflection and in mutual construction of
meaning with each other, students from the
University of Central America, staff, faculty,
and local Salvadorans. Thus participants are
engaged in exploring increasingly complex
perspectives, experiences, and notions of
themselves and others. Yonkers-Talz shares
narratives from Casa participants that reveal
meaningful progress toward intercultural
maturity.

The successful implementation of strate-
gies designed to promote intercultural matu-
rity is enhanced when educators themselves
have a sophisticated understanding and a high
level of capacity in regard to intercultural
issues. For example, Landreman, Rasmussen,
King, and Jiang (2004) examined how multi-
cultural educators applied their own critical
consciousness to their efforts on behalf of
intercultural education.

Despite the success of these educational
practices, focused research would strengthen
our understanding of how to best promote the
important goal of intercultural maturity.

Journal of College Student Development



A Development Model of Intercultural Maturity

Further study of educational practices aimed
at promoting intercultural maturity might
address these questions: (a) What educational
practices promote the developmental com-
plexity that undergirds intercultural maturity?
(b) What educational practices promote
growth toward self-authorship in all three
dimensions simultaneously to support inter-
cultural maturity? (c) What kinds of educa-
tional practices promote intercultural maturity
by helping learners apply insights gained or
lessons learned in one domain to another
domain? (d) What kinds of experiences
enhance, hinder, and/or mediate the develop-
ment of intercultural maturity?

Inquiry to address theoretical and assess-
ment issues arising from the developmental,
integrated perspective is also warranted. Rich
questions related to theoretical issues include:
(a) How do various dimensions of students’
development (e.g., cognitive complexity, racial
identity status, sense of ownership of one’s
opinions) contribute to their capacity to
become interculturally competent? (b) How
does development in one domain relate to
development in the other two domains?
(c) How does intercultural maturity unfold
over time, and what are the steps in this
developmental process? (d) Does race, ethni-
city, or cultural heritage mediate growth
toward intercultural maturity? (e¢) How do the
dimensions of development intertwine in the
growth of self-authorship that is directed
toward intercultural maturity? (f) In students’
journeys toward intercultural maturity, what
levels of cognitive, intrapersonal, and inter-
personal complexity are required to achieve
intercultural maturity?

Many assessment questions are also
suggested by this model. Key questions
include: (a) How can the three domains of
development be measured in ways that capture
the qualities of each domain and that, when
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combined, reflect a holistic approach to
development? (b) What aspects of intercultural
competence should be assessed in a measure
of intercultural maturity? (c) What kinds of
research designs are needed to document the
development of intercultural maturity from an
integrated perspective? Progress in answering
these and other assessment questions would
assist researchers and educators alike in
understanding the development of inter-
cultural maturity.

CONCLUSION

In this article we have introduced an integrated
model of development that we think has great
potential for better understanding the nature
of intercultural maturity, how students develop
the capacity to achieve collegiate outcomes
around diversity issues, and why efforts to
promote the achievement of a variety of
diversity outcomes have met with mixed
success. This model lays a foundation for
developing an integrated model of the develop-
ment of intercultural maturity, one that is
multidimensional rather than one-dimen-
sional. We have tried to show how an inte-
grative model provides a more comprehensive,
and therefore more powerful, conceptual tool
for understanding and promoting develop-
ment than do models that focus predomi-
nantly or exclusively on one domain. Further,
we have tried to describe how the development
of intercultural maturity unfolds gradually and
in a manner that reflects an individual’s
maturity in each of the three dimensions.
We encourage other scholars to extend and
test the model we have proposed here, using
strategies that enable the assessment of
intercultural maturity both within and across
developmental domains, and to explore
whether the use of an integrated model yields
more effective educational interventions.
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Research on this topic presents not only
conceptual but methodological challenges;
nevertheless, national and international events
that reflect intercultural tensions suggest an
urgency to this agenda.

The need to address intercultural issues
personally and with more than one’s intellect
is not a new insight; in fact, Aldous Huxley
captured it eloquently in 1947:

Proverbs are always platitudes until you
have experienced the truth of them. The
newly arrested thief knows that honesty
is the best policy with an intensity of
conviction which the rest of us can never
experience. And to realize that it takes all
sorts to make a world one must have seen
a certain number of the sorts with one’s
own eyes. There is all the difference in
the world between believing academically,
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