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Competency 4:  The USC Upstate graduate should understand and demonstrate 
an awareness of distinctive features of language and cultures. 
 
4.1 Students demonstrate knowledge of linguistic and cultural diversity and 

contributions of such diversity to society. 
 

Assessment Measures 
 
4.1 The Intercultural Developmental Inventory (IDI) 
 

The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) measures how a person or a group of people tend 
to think and feel about cultural difference stemming from any aspect of diversity and human 
identity. IDI contains fifty items or statements to be answered at the extent to which a person 
agrees or disagrees with the statement. IDI measures how a person feels, thinks about, and 
reacts to cultural difference. It is, therefore, measuring how a person construes and organizes 
events, guided and limited by their cultural patterns. This is called one’s “worldview” regarding 
cultural difference. Unlike many other instruments, it does not compare a person to typical 
behaviors and it does not analyze behavioral reactions. IDI operates at the worldview level of 
how a person feels and thinks about cultural difference. This deeper level of one’s cognitive 
experience is what guides and limits behavior. We used the IDI to help capture student 
knowledge of the contributions of diversity to society rather than to test any specific student 
knowledge of linguistic and cultural diversity.  
 
• The IDI tests sensitivity, worldview, acceptance, adaptation, similarity, behavioral avoidance, 

denial and defense. 
• The Denial/Defense (DD) Scale measures a worldview that simplifies and/or polarizes 

cultural difference.  This orientation ranges from a tendency toward disinterest and avoidance 
of cultural difference to a tendency to view the work in terms of “us” and “them” where “us” is 
superior. 

• The Reversal (R) Scale measures a worldview that reverses the “us” and “them” polarization, 
where “them” is superior. 

• The Minimization (M) Scale measures a worldview that highlights cultural commonality and 
universal values through an emphasis on similarity and/or universalism.   

• The Acceptance/Adaptation (AA) Scale measures a worldview that can comprehend and 
accommodate complex cultural difference.  This can range from acceptance to adaptation. 

• The Cultural Disengagement Scale measures the sense of disconnection or detachment from 
a primary cultural group. 
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Description of Sections and Rubrics 
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Range of Developmental Orientations 

 

As a group begins to more fully recognize and appreciate cultural 
differences, it is well positioned to look for ways to shift cultural 
perspective and adapt behavior around cultural differences. 

 

This demonstrates a focus on both increasing cultural self-awareness 
and learning cultural general and cultural specific frameworks for 
more deeply understanding patterns of differences that emerge in 
interaction with people who are from other cultures.  It involves the 
capability to make moral and ethical judgements in ways that take into 
consideration other cultural values and principles as well as one’s own 
cultural values and principles. 

 

These cultural differences refer to values, perceptions, and behaviors. 
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Assessment Results 

Comparison of Freshmen to Senior Learning Outcome Attainment

 Fall 2011 
Freshmen 

Fall 2013 
Seniors 

 Perceived Orientation 115.78 121.5 

Development Orientation 82.02 94.11 

Adaption 0% 1.0% 

Acceptance 5.1% 10.4% 

Minimization 43.6% 52.1% 

Polarization 35.9% 16.7% 

Reversal 47% 47% 

Defense 53% 53% 

Denial 15.4% 4.2% 

Orientation Gap 33.76 27.38 

Trailing Orientation 

Denial 3.9 N/A 

Disinterest 3.7 N/A 

Defense 3.9 N/A 

Reversal 3.46 3.72 

 

Fall 2011 Freshmen Range of Developmental 
Orientation (wider range) 

 

Fall 2013 Seniors Range of Developmental 
Orientation (wider range) 
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Assessment Results Continued 

Comparison of Senior to Senior Learning Outcome Attainment

 Spring 2012 
Seniors 

Fall 2013 
Seniors 

Perceived Orientation 122.74 121.5 

Development Orientation 100.90 94.11 

Adaption 11.09% 1.0% 

Acceptance 16.5% 10.4% 

Minimization 48.7% 52.1% 

Polarization 21.1% 16.7% 

Reversal 49% 47% 

Defense 51% 53% 

Denial 1.8% 4.2% 

Orientation Gap 21.84 27.38 

Trailing Orientation 

Denial N/A N/A 

Disinterest N/A N/A 

Defense N/A N/A 

Reversal N/A 3.72 

 

Spring 2012 Seniors Range of Developmental 
Orientation (wider range) 

 

Fall 2013 Seniors Range of Developmental 
Orientation (wider range) 
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Assessment Results Continued  

Comparison of Senior to Senior Learning Outcome Attainment

 Spring 2016 
Seniors 

 

Perceived Orientation 118.99  

Development Orientation 87.97  

Adaption 0.0%  

Acceptance 1.6%  

Minimization 45.9%  

Polarization 32.8%  

Reversal 54%  

Defense 46%  

Denial 8.2%  

Orientation Gap 31.02  

Trailing Orientation 

Denial N/A  

Disinterest N/A  

Defense N/A  

Reversal N/A  

 

Spring 2016 Seniors Range of Developmental  
Orientation (wider range) 
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Overall Findings: 
 
Note: This is an update with 2016 findings. For previous comparisons, see 2015 report.  
 
Findings:  
 

1. The percentage of students in the polarization category effectively double to 32.8 in 2016 from 
16.7 percent in 2013. This could be a significant issue given the similar numbers in 2012 and 
2013. It could also be a function of a larger than normal gap in administration of the 
assessment and a resulting failure to note a changing trend in students.   

 
2. The percentage of students in the minimization category decreased by a more modest six 

percent between 2013 and 2016 seniors.  
 
3. Denial scores effectively doubled from 4.2 percent in 2013 to 8.2 percent in 2016.  Denial is 

the least desirable of the orientations. It remains low (less than 10% amongst our seniors). Peer 
institution data, however, is not available.  

 
Goals  
 

1. Restore minimization scores to 2013 levels (52 percent)  
 

2. Reduce Denial scores amongst seniors to 2013 levels (4.2 percent)  
 

3. Reduce polarization scores to 2013 senior levels (16.7 percent) 
 

 
  
 

CAT findings from data and suggested goals 
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Suggestions for improvement (from CAT to departments with courses supporting 
this competency) 
 
The General Education Committee has decided to spend the 2015-16 academic year developing 
detailed plans for achieving each goal identified in this year’s process.  The action plan may 
include some of the following: 

Note: The action plan for 2016-17 is not changing since faculty teaching courses supporting 
competency IV have only begun to implement their changes in the current semester (Fall 16).  

1.  Developing multicultural role-playing simulations 

2. Targeting high-enrollment courses (such as foreign language) for multicultural 
awareness modules.  

3. Deployment of mini grants to reward multicultural innovation in goal 4.1 courses 
(subject to funding).  

4. Increased dissemination of information to faculty teaching goal 4.1-alligned 
courses.   
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Appendices (tables to update with future results) 
 
The following paragraphs will not be included in future reports 
 
Intercultural Development Inventory—Fall 2010—Seniors 
Overview:  The IDI indicated that the overall results reflect a tendency to highlight commonalities across cultures that 
may not indicate knowledge of linguistic and cultural diversity.  Efforts at building awareness of cultural differences 
and commonalities are effective at times and ineffective at other times.  There is likely a sense (especially around 
issues of equal treatment and tolerance of cultural differences) that the institution is on the “right track” in creating an 
inclusive, multicultural community.  However, a likely “blind spot” is that the efforts at establishing common goals, 
policies, and practices may not attend as deeply as needed to cultural differences and integrating those differences in 
the solutions generated.  It is likely that the group will struggle with making decisions and solving problems when 
cultural differences arise that demand creative solutions in ways that value the differences.    

Intercultural Development Inventory—Fall 2011—Freshmen 
Overview:  The IDI indicated that the overall results reflect a tendency to view cultural differences in terms of “us” 
and “them”, where one is perceived as better than the other.  (This group is fairly evenly split on which group—“us” or 
“them” is better.)  Students are on the cusp of minimization, characterized by highlighting commonalities across 
cultures that may not indicate knowledge of linguistic and cultural diversity.  Efforts at building awareness of cultural 
differences and commonalities are effective at times and ineffective at other times.  There is likely a sense (especially 
around issues of equal treatment and tolerance of cultural differences) that the institution is on the “right track” in 
creating an inclusive, multicultural community.  However, a likely “blind spot” is that the efforts at establishing 
common goals, policies, and practices may not attend as deeply as needed to cultural differences and integrating 
those differences in the solutions generated.  It is likely that the group will struggle with making decisions and solving 
problems when cultural differences arise that demand creative solutions in ways that value the differences. The group 
has a significant Cultural Disengagement score, indicating they are experiencing a lack of involvement in core 
aspects of their primary cultural group. 

Intercultural Development Inventory—Fall 2012—Freshmen 
Overview: The IDI indicated that the overall results reflect a tendency to view cultural differences in terms of “us” and 
“them”, where one is perceived as better than the other. This group falls within Acceptance, reflecting an orientation 
that recognizes and appreciates patterns of cultural difference in one’s own and other cultures in values, perceptions 
and behaviors. The IDI’s Developmental Orientation Score indicates that the group’s primary orientation toward 
cultural differences is at the Cusp of Minimization, reflecting a relatively early tendency to highlight commonalities 
across cultures that can mask important cultural differences in values, perceptions and behaviors. There is likely a 
sense (especially around issues of equal treatment and tolerance of cultural differences) that the institution is on the 
“right track” in creating an inclusive, multicultural community.  However, a likely “blind spot” is that the efforts at 
establishing common goals, policies, and practices may not attend as deeply as needed to cultural differences and 
integrating those differences in the solutions generated. The group substantially overestimates its level of intercultural 
competence and may be surprised by their Developmental Orientation score is not higher. It is likely the group will 
find it difficult to achieve a “shared vision and focus” for meeting educational objectives in a culturally diverse 
environment. This group is focused on both increasing cultural self-awareness and learning culture general and 
culture specific frameworks for more deeply understanding patterns of difference that emerges in interaction with 
people who are from other cultures. In addition, this group’s capability to make moral and ethical judgments in ways 
that take into consideration other cultural values and principles as well as one’s own cultural values and principles. As 
the group begins to more fully recognize and appreciate cultural differences, it is well positioned to look for ways to 
shift cultural perspective and adapt behavior around cultural differences. Overall, the group’s Cultural Disengagement 
score identifies that the students are experiencing no sense of being disconnected from a primary cultural group.   

Intercultural Development Inventory—Spring 2012—Seniors 
Overview:  The IDI indicated that the overall results reflect a tendency to highlight commonalities across cultures that 
may not indicate knowledge of linguistic and cultural diversity.  Efforts at building awareness of cultural differences 
and commonalities are effective at times and ineffective at other times.  There is likely a sense (especially around 
issues of equal treatment and tolerance of cultural differences) that the institution is on the “right track” in creating an 
inclusive, multicultural community.  However, a likely “blind spot” is that the efforts at establishing common goals, 
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policies, and practices may not attend as deeply as needed to cultural differences and integrating those differences in 
the solutions generated.  It is likely that the group will struggle with making decisions and solving problems when 
cultural differences arise that demand creative solutions in ways that value the differences. 

Intercultural Development Inventory—Fall 2013—Freshmen 
Overview: The IDI indicated that the overall results reflect a tendency to view cultural differences in terms of “us” and 
“them”, where one is perceived as better than the other.  (This group is fairly evenly split on which group—“us” or 
“them” is better.) The IDI’s Developmental Orientation Score indicates that the group’s primary orientation toward 
cultural differences is at the Cusp of Minimization, reflecting a relatively early tendency to highlight commonalities 
across cultures that can mask important cultural differences in values, perceptions and behaviors. There is likely a 
sense (especially around issues of equal treatment and tolerance of cultural differences) that the institution is on the 
“right track” in creating an inclusive, multicultural community.  However, a likely “blind spot” is that the efforts at 
establishing common goals, policies, and practices may not attend as deeply as needed to cultural differences and 
integrating those differences in the solutions generated.  It is likely that the group will struggle with making decisions 
and solving problems when cultural differences arise that demand creative solutions in ways that value the 
differences. Overall, the group’s Cultural Disengagement score identifies that the students are experiencing no sense 
of being disconnected from a primary cultural group 

Intercultural Development Inventory—Fall 2013—Seniors 
Overview: The IDI indicated that the overall results reflect a tendency to highlight commonalities across cultures that                          
may not indicate knowledge of linguistic and cultural diversity. The group’s Perceived Orientation Score indicates 
that the group rates its own capability in understanding and appropriately adapting to cultural differences within 
acceptance. Efforts at building understanding and awareness of cultural differences and commonalities within the 
school environment is effective at times and less effective in other situations. However, a likely “blind spot” is that the 
efforts at establishing common goals, policies, and practices may not attend as deeply as needed to cultural 
differences and integrating those differences in the solutions generated.  It is likely that the group will struggle with 
making decisions and solving problems when cultural differences arise that demand creative solutions in ways that 
value the differences. 

Intercultural Development Inventory—Spring 2016—Seniors 
Overview: The IDI results indicate that minimization (highlighting commonalities) remains the modal category for 
students.  However, the percentage of polarized students has effectively doubled, suggesting a significant increase 
in “us” versus “them” judgements. Within polarization, more students are critical of their own culture while avoiding 
criticism other cultures than the converse. The percentage of students denying cultural difference has also increase. 
These are significant issues.  

 

 

Appendices continued on following pages 
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 Spring 2010 
Seniors 

Fall 2010 
Seniors 

Fall 2011 
Freshmen 

Spring 2012 
Seniors 

Fall 2012 
Freshmen 

Spring 2013 
Seniors 

Perceived Orientation 119.67 123.57 115.78 122.74 117.20 119.42 

Development Orientation 91.62 100.22 82.02 100.90 86.20 89.42 

Orientation Gap 28.05 23.35 33.76 21.84 31.00 30.00 

Adaption 1.1% 6.5% 0% 11.09% 0.0% 1.6% 

Acceptance 17.1% 31.5% 5.1% 16.5% 4.9% 10.1% 

Minimization 50.0% 46.8% 43.6% 48.7% 54.1% 56.3% 

Polarization 26.2% 14.1% 35.9% 21.1% 26.3% 24.2% 

Denial 5.7% 1.1% 15.4% 1.8% 14.8% 7.8% 

 

 

 
 
 

 Fall 2013 
Freshmen 

Fall 2013 
Seniors 

Spring 2016 
Seniors 

Perceived Orientation 117.31 121.5 118.89 

Development Orientation 84.11 94.11 87.97 

Orientation Gap 33.20 27.38 31.02 

Adaption 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 

Acceptance 5.1% 10.4% 1.6% 

Minimization 41.0% 52.1% 45.9% 

Polarization 30.8% 16.7% 32.8% 

Denial 14.1% 4.2% 8.2% 

 
 
 
*Scores for seniors in perceived orientation have stayed with in a 5 point range from spring 2010 to fall 2013 
*Scores for seniors in development orientation increased from spring 2010 to spring 2012 but decreased from spring 2012 to fall 
2013 
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Appendices continued 

The following is no longer Assessed as of Spring 2012 

 

Internal Writing Prompt  
 

One writing prompt was provided to senior seminar students during the IDI administration period.  The 
prompt was developed with the intention of eliciting information from the students regarding their 
recognition and acceptance of cross-cultural ideas, and was scored based on a rubric developed for the 
purpose 

 

To assess the writing prompts, CAT 4 team members each reviewed a sample of five student 
papers according to the rubric below.  Reviewers indicated how well the writing prompt 
displayed 1) Knowledge of Diversity and 2) Contribution of Diversity to Society by marking one 
of four choices under each heading. The rubric, with sample results, is included below. 

 Knowledge of Diversity Contribution of Diversity to Society 

Essay 
# 

Good 
understanding 

of both 
cultural and 

linguistic 
diversity 

Good 
understanding 
of cultural or 

linguistic 
diversity 

Vague 
understanding 

of cultural 
and/or 

linguistic 
diversity 

No apparent 
knowledge of 

cultural or 
linguistic 
diversity 

Clear 
understanding 

and explanation 
of contributions 

of diversity 

Moderate 
understanding 
and passable 

explanation of 
contributions of 

diversity 

Limited 
understanding 

and little 
explanation of 

contributions of 
diversity 

No 
understanding 
or no mention 

of contributions 
of diversity 

1 X    X    

2    X    X 

3  X     X  
 

Internal Writing Prompt—Spring 2012 (Out of 4) 
Knowledge of Diversity: 2.32 
Contribution of Diversity to Society: 2.00 
Overall: 2.16 

Internal Writing Prompt—Fall 2010 (Out of 4) 
Knowledge of Diversity:  2.35  
Contribution of Diversity to Society: 1.95  
Overall: 2.15  

Internal Writing Prompt—Spring 2010 (Out of 4) 
Cross Cultural Recognition:  2010=2.67 
Personal Reflection:  2010=2.17 
Overall:  2010=2.4 
 
 


