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PERSPECTIVES ON GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP:
Q METHODOLOGY IN THE CLASSROOM
SHERRI ROBYN SKLARWITZ
Boston University School of Education, 2015
Major Professor: Scott Seider, Ed.D., Associate Professor of Education
ABSTRACT

This study seeks to contribute to an understanding of student attitudes
toward global citizenship at the classroom level. Previous quantitative studies of
civic attitudes have generally been designed for large sample sizes, and
qualitative assessments are time consuming for researchers. This dissertation
presents a tool utilizing Q methodology to bridge the gap between quantitative
and qualitative measures of attitudes. The first phase of the study focuses on the
design and validation of the research tool. The second phase of the study
describes the implementation of the tool using a pre and post design to capture
the shifts in attitudes that high school students have about global citizenship after
completing a course in the subject.

The results demonstrate that Q methodology is an effective measure for
analyzing attitudes at the classroom level. Teachers and researchers can use the
information from this tool to ensure that curriculum is effectively moving students
toward attitudes of global competence, social responsibility, and global civic

engagement.
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1. BACKGROUND

Within the social studies, global citizenship education provides students
with an opportunity to gain knowledge about the world’s people and problems,
explore tensions that affect the world, and discover how their own identify fits in
with these tensions (Hovland, 2005). This type of coursework is designed to
promote social responsibility and democracy, and develop a citizenry that is
active and attentive to global issues (Lima & Brown, 2007; Tarrant, 2010).
Participants in this coursework should be concerned about diversity, including
people representing racial, ethnic, and religious differences (Noddings, 2005).
Programs are based on the principle that students need knowledge and skills,
but also tools to develop their own individual citizenship in today’s world
(Sperandio, Grudzinski-Hall, & Stewart-Gambino, 2010).

Globalization, or the movement of capital, people, and labor, has made
global citizenship education an integral component of the learning process for
high school students (Bell-Rose & Desai, 2005; Myers, 2006). Myers (2006)
explains that global citizenship programs are often seen as controversial with a
goal of undermining patriotism to the nation state. This is seen in the United
States, where learning about national identity is disproportionally favored to
learning about the world (Myers, 2006; Nash, 2005). However, engagement in
global issues is becoming unavoidable, and students need the opportunity to
critically examine the transition from national independence to world

interdependence, the intersection of power and privilege in world affairs, and the
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impact of government policy on the lives of others (Barber, 2002; Hovland, 2005;
Myers, 2006). Global citizenship education is needed to examine the positive and
negative effects of globalization, and the ways of including those who are
excluded from the benefits (Lima & Brown, 2007).

In the current global citizenship programs that do exist in American high
schools, there is considerable interest in the affective elements of classroom and
civic practice. This includes the attitudes, beliefs, and dispositions students have
about global citizenship. Although these elements are critical to the success of
the coursework, they are often difficult to quantify (Berliner, 2002). Yet, the
success of these programs hinges on whether student attitudes can be shifted
toward a more global outlook.

Students enter global citizenship coursework with a variety of personal
values and beliefs. The individual experiences of the students will impact the way
they interact with the coursework presented, and two classes of students may
respond to the same curriculum and presentation completely differently. Based
on this, the evaluation of global citizenship coursework will depend on an
assessment of attitudes for individual students in a classroom at a given time. A
shift in attitudes for these individuals, in addition to an analysis of shifts in
patterns of attitudes across a classroom of students, can provide insight into the
effectiveness of global citizenship programs to move students toward global

attitudes.



Existing Methodologies in Global Citizenship

There have been a variety of studies aimed at capturing attitudes of
students participating in social studies coursework. However, this research has
generally not been geared toward capturing attitudes of students at the
classroom level. Previous quantitative studies can be too large to attain individual
student perceptions, and qualitative studies can be too small to provide
information that can be generalized to an entire classroom of students. The
researcher encountered firsthand experience with this conundrum when
conducting a pilot study in 2011 to determine how the attitudes of students
participating in a global citizenship course could shift toward a more global
outlook. The results were surprising, and provided the impetus for the current
study. An overview of the pilot study with the results is provided below.

Pilot Study

In 2011, a pilot study was conducted at the Sullivan School, an
independent secondary school for girls. The research sought to measure the
effects of a global citizenship curriculum on the beliefs and attitudes of the
participants. All juniors were required to participate in a semester long global
citizenship course called the “non-Western,” where students studied the literature
and history of a specific region of the world (Africa, the Middle East, and
Southeast Asia) as their English and social studies coursework. The course

incorporated principles for preparing global citizens that included: unity and



diversity, interdependence, human rights, and opportunities to practice
democracy (Banks et al, 2005).

These principles, which will be described in more detail in the following
chapter, facilitate identity exploration in addition to knowledge acquisition.
Students are learning new information while coming to terms with their own
power and privilege, and how they interact with the world around them. While
learning about how they can take action and participate in world affairs, they are
deciding whether they will wish to do so. These attitudes, which are critical to the
success of global citizenship education, are clearly difficult to analyze and
evaluate for change, especially at the classroom level.

To attempt an understanding of these attitudes, three types of data were
collected for the study during the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 academic years.
First, all Sullivan School juniors completed a confidential survey. In addition to
the surveys, interviews and classroom observations were conducted.

The interviews and observations in the pilot study indicated that the global
citizenship coursework at the Sullivan School was potentially affecting the
attitudes of the students who participated in the course, as students described
how the course taught them about other cultures, encouraged them to pursue
careers in social justice, and made them think about global issues they had never
previously considered. They also discussed a newfound interest in obtaining
global news and information on their own time, and talking with family and friends

about global issues that were important to them.



However, although the interviews revealed rich data about the positive
impact of the global citizenship course on the attitudes and beliefs of students to
shift them toward a social justice focus, the survey data did not capture this shift
in attitudes and showed very little significant change. The sample size was too
small to capture these subtle shifts with quantitative analysis, and the interviews
and observations were time consuming without providing an overview of the
attitudes for every student in the classroom.

The pilot study sought to understand how students’ attitudes about global
issues could shift after taking a global citizenship course, but it became clear that
the survey was not going to capture the quantitative information needed about
the attitude shifts. While the qualitative data was enlightening, interviews were
too time intensive to conduct with every student. The interviews that were
conducted indicated that the coursework was having a major effect on the
students, even though the quantitative measure did not indicate this result.

A different measure was needed to combine qualitative and quantitative
components to effectively analyze the shift in attitudes that was happening after
the students participated in the global citizenship coursework. The author offers
Q-methodology as a way of bridging the significant gap left by the current
configuration of studies and combining the strengths of both qualitative and

quantitative research traditions (Dennis & Goldberg, 1996).



Q Methodology: Addressing the Gaps

Q methodology has been described as an excellent means to measure
attitudinal change (Freie, 1997; Cook, Scioli, & Brown, 1975), for it is the
systematic and rigorous quantitative study of subjectivity (McKeown & Thomas,
1988). In this case, subjectivity is a person’s communication of his or her point of
view on any matter of personal or social importance. The purpose of Q
methodology is not about how many people believe a certain thing, but to
determine why people believe what they do (McKewon & Thomas, 1988).
Although previous quantitative assessment and case study measures of civic
attitudes have been limited in their ability to assess the attitudes and beliefs of
students in a global citizenship classroom, Q methodology can accomplish this
task using a combination of quantitative and qualitative measures. The
methodology is designed for small sample sizes, making it ideal for use in
gathering quantitative data in a single classroom of students.

A Q-sort, the measurement tool in Q methodology, offers the opportunity
to see clear, in-depth analysis of attitudes of particular respondents. This is in
contrast to a Likert scale survey measure designed to give an overall impression
(Klooster, 2010). Like a Likert scale, Q methodology uses statements about a
topic. In this case, the statements cover a broad range of perspectives about
global citizenship.

However, while traditional methods such as Likert scales place

respondents on a linear scale, Q methodology allows respondents to create



individual definitions based on their personal experience and opinions (McKewon
& Thomas, 1988; Sell & Brown, 1984; Yang, 2013). The goal of the Q-sort is to
achieve a “wide diversity of ideas while maintaining a balance that affords
significant freedom for participants to organize the statements to their own
satisfaction” (Anderson et al., 1997, p. 339). In other words, participants are
asked to rank the statements against each other, considering how all the
statements relate to the values and beliefs that the participants hold.

The Q-sorts can be analyzed individually to understand the attitudes that a
single person has about global citizenship. In addition, the sorts can be analyzed
as a group to determine the patterns of perspectives across a classroom of
students in a classroom at a given time. When used in a pre and post capacity,
the Q-sorts can provide a quantitative analysis of a shift in individuals’ attitudes
after taking a course in conjunction with quantitative information about how all the
students’ attitudes in the classroom have shifted. Follow up interviews provide
context for the information given by the quantitative analysis, and the quantitative
and qualitative results provided by Q methodology can illuminate whether student
attitudes have shifted toward a focus on global issues.

To accomplish the goals of understanding how coursework in global
citizenship can impact student attitudes at the classroom level, the current
research set out to design and implement a tool utilizing Q methodology. The

steps in this two-phase process are described below.



Designing and Implementing a Q-sort
Phase 1: Q-sort Development and Validation

The goal of Phase 1 of the research was to develop and validate a tool
using Q methodology. The purpose of the tool was to analyze information about
the attitudes students have about global citizenship. The complete development
and validation was completed in a four-step process.

Step 1: Development of the Q-sort Concourse

The first step in the process was to create the Q-sort itself. This was done
by completing an extensive analysis of the literature to gather a diversity of
perspectives pertaining to global citizenship. The theoretical framework
developed by Morais & Ogden (2012) guided the literature review, and these
authors propose three dimensions of global citizenship that include: social
responsibility, global competence, and global civic engagement. Additional
literature was included to expand on these dimensions, providing a variety of
perspectives on what these competencies encompass.

Since the tool was designed for use with high school students in a forty-
five minute classroom block, the desired outcome was 25 statements. This
number of statements fits in an acceptable range for a Q-sort. In addition, this
number of statements is manageable for students at varying reading and

comprehension levels to complete in a single class period block of time.



Step 2: Validation by Scholars

In the second step of the process, faculty members and graduate students
conducted an expert review to narrow down the statements for the final Q-sort
and to determine whether the statements fit into the theoretical framework
guiding the study. The statements that did not fit were excluded, and the scholars
provided insight into perspectives that were missing from the proposed list of
statements about global citizenship.
Step 3: Validation by Teachers

In the third step, high school teachers in social studies classrooms were
asked to evaluate the statements. The teachers ensured that the language in the
statements was clearly conveying the intentions of that statement, and were at
an appropriate comprehension level for high school students. Teachers were
selected from an urban, a suburban, and an independent school to provide
feedback from multiple perspectives.
Step 4: Validation by Students

The final step in Phase 1 validated the Q-sort by having students from
three classrooms use the tool. The students came from an urban, a suburban,
and an independent school, as the teachers did, to provide feedback from
multiple perspectives. The purpose of this phase was to see if similar information
about attitudes was presented across the schools, and qualitative interviews

were conducted with students at each school to confirm that the quantitative



results that emerged from the Q-sort were an accurate representation of their
attitudes.
Phase 2: Q-sort Implementation

In Phase 2 of the study, the Q-sort was implemented using a pre and post
design at the same school where the initial pilot study was conducted. The goal
of this implementation was to determine if the Q-sort could capture a quantitative
shift in attitudes, where as the survey used in the pilot study could not. While
students interviewed in the pilot study clearly indicated that the coursework had a
profound impact on their attitudes about global citizenship, the survey tool
showed no indication that this was the case. The Q-sort was designed to
understand the attitudes of individual students in the classroom in conjunction
with the patterns of attitudes across the class. Unlike the tool in the pilot study,
this tool demonstrated the shifts in attitudes that students had after completing
the global citizenship coursework.

Summary

Success in the 21% century requires knowledge of global issues, but also
the attitudes to act on issues of social justice in a global context. For courses in
global citizenship to be successful, students need to develop attitudes that move
them toward a more global outlook. Since each student interacts with global
citizenship coursework differently depending on their own values and past
experiences, an analysis of student attitudes needs to be conducted at the

classroom level.
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Assessing attitudes is a difficult task, and previous research on attitudes is
not focused at the classroom level. The pilot study, which used traditional
quantitative measures, failed to capture the attitudes students had about the
global citizenship course they participated in. The qualitative interviews
conducted in that study indicated that the coursework was having a significant
effect on the students’ attitudes, but the survey measure used in the study did not
demonstrate this result. To capture attitudes at the classroom level, the current
research used Q methodology. This methodology is designed specifically for
small sample sizes, and is the quantitative study of subjective ideas such as
attitudes and beliefs.

In the first phase of the study, a tool using Q methodology was designed
and validated for use in a global citizenship classroom. In the second phase, the
tool was implemented in a pre and post design to capture the shift in attitudes
that students had after participating in a global citizenship course. Although the
tool used in the pilot study did not produce quantitative information about attitude
shifts in the students, the new tool was able to show how individual student
attitudes changed after participating in global citizenship coursework. In addition,
the tool demonstrated the patterns of change in attitudes across the classroom of

students.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

The following review focuses on establishing the context for the current
research by providing an overview of what constitutes global citizenship
coursework. This includes the theoretical framework guiding the study, in
conjunction with an explanation of the content and pedagogy that the Maplewood
School, Taylorsville High School, and the Sullivan School all employed to
constitute a global citizenship curriculum. Although the schools utilized different
practices, all three had the principles of the content and pedagogy frameworks
explained below.

In addition, the current research on attitudes and beliefs of students will be
explored to illuminate the strengths and weaknesses of current assessments,
and to demonstrate how Q methodology can contribute to research on attitudes
in the field.

Defining Global Citizenship

One of the challenges to conducting research on global citizenship is that
there is not one universally accepted definition. Instead, educators and scholars
conceptualize “global citizenship education” in different ways, and it is often used
to mean global education or multicultural education (Banks, 2003; Myers, 2010;
Noddings, 2005). Heater (2002) explains that global citizenship can be defined
on a spectrum ranging from people who feel linked to others and take it upon
themselves to act in the interests of the world community to an extreme

conception of a world government (as explained by Held, 1995) that involves
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complementary regional, national, and international assemblies all with
opportunities for popular participation.

In the present research, | draw upon Morais & Ogden’s (2010) definition of
global citizenship as a sense of responsibility for the well-being of fellow citizens
across the globe and a desire to engage in behaviors and actions that benefit
citizens beyond one’s own local, state, or national boundaries. More specifically,
these scholars characterize global citizenship as “a multidimensional construct
that hinges on the interrelated dimensions of social responsibility, global
competence, and global civic engagement” (p. 5). Social responsibility can be
defined as the recognition of one’s interdependence with individuals in one’s
local, national and global community as well a sense of concern for the well-
being of those individuals (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). Global competence can
be defined as effectively utilizing knowledge or receptivity to other cultural norms
and expectations to interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture
or home environment (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006). Finally, global civic
engagement can be defined as a predisposition to actively address social,
economic and political issues relevant to the global community through
volunteerism, political activism and other forms of community participation
(Parekh, 2003).

Morais & Ogden’s (2010) multidimensional conception of global citizenship
pulls together several of the key elements of global citizenship that have been

previously identified by scholars. For example, a 1996 report by the American
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Council on International Intercultural Education (ACIIE) asserted that a “globally
competent learner is able to understand the interconnectedness of people and
systems, to have a general knowledge of history and world events, to accept and
cope with the existence of different cultural values and attitudes and, indeed, to
celebrate the richness and benefits of this diversity” (Stanley Foundation, 1996,
p. 4). Likewise, Takkac (2012) has emphasized the importance of students
recognizing the ways in which issues and challenges in one region of the world
influence the lives and experiences of individuals throughout the world. Finally,
Banks and colleagues (2005) note that deeper study of global issues “allow
students to examine the power of individuals and groups to effect change and
solve problems through collaboration across nations or world regions” (p. 12).
Other scholars have emphasized that a definition of global citizenship
must extend beyond an individual’s global knowledge and include his or her
commitment to the wellbeing of individuals across the globe. Hanvey (1982)
argued that global citizenship consists of five explicit dimensions: a) Perspective
Consciousness, where individuals recognize that their own worldviews are not
universally shared, b) "State of the Planet" Awareness, where individuals develop
knowledge about emerging trends, c) Cross-Cultural Awareness, where
individuals become aware of the diversity of human practices across societies
around the world, d) Knowledge of Global Dynamics, where individuals have
modest comprehension of theories and concepts that affect global change, and

e) Awareness of Human Choices, where individuals understand the problems of
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choice confronting individuals.

Recent theorists have expanded on Hanvey’s framework, and Heater
(2002) and Davies (2006) have asserted that, in an increasingly globalized world,
effective civics curriculum must help students to conceptualize their sense of
social responsibility as extending beyond national boundaries. Other scholars
argue that effective global citizenship education helps students to “construct their
political voice by synthesizing their global knowledge and experiences in the
public domain as they engage in purposeful local behaviors that advance the
global agenda” (Ogden, 2010, p. 4). Finally, Parker (2007) warns that global
citizenship remains a contested concept, and that “developing a school
curriculum that neither fetishizes nor trivializes it will not be easy” (p. 29).

Key Theoretical Frameworks for Global Citizenship Curriculum & Pedagogy

Bates (2005) describes curriculum as what counts as knowledge, and
pedagogy as what counts as valid transmission. For the proposed study, | draw
upon two key theoretical frameworks that establish dimensions of effective global
citizenship programming with regards to curriculum and pedagogy. The first
framework emerged from a Diversity, Citizenship and Global Education
Consensus Panel convened in 2005 by the Spencer Foundation and Center for
Multicultural Education, and included eminent civic education scholars including
James Banks, Carole Hahn, Merry Merryfield, and Walter Parker. This theoretical
framework serves to provide an overview of the content knowledge essential to a

global citizenship course. The second framework, called “Educating for Global
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Competence: Preparing our Youth to Engage the World,” (Boix-Mansilla &
Jackson, 2011) was created by the Global Competence Task Force, a
partnership between the Council of Chief State School Officers, a nonpartisan,
nationwide, nonprofit organization of public officials who head departments of
elementary and secondary education, and the Asia Society, the leading global
and pan-Asian organization working to strengthen relationships and promote
understanding among the people, leaders, and institutions of the United States
and Asia. This framework provides a foundation for the pedagogy instrumental in
creating a successful global citizenship program.

Framework 1: Diversity, citizenship, and global education

The explicit charge of the 2005 Diversity, Citizenship, and Global

Education panel was to create a set of principles intended to guide educators
committed to preparing students “to become effective citizens in a global context”
(Banks et al, 2005, p. 5). Four principles emerged, and these included: 1)
Students should learn about the complex relationships between unity and
diversity in their local, national and international communities; 2) Students should
learn about the ways in which people in these various communities are
increasingly interdependent; 3) The teaching of human rights should underpin
citizenship education of all kinds; and 4) Students should be taught knowledge

about democracy and democratic institutions and have opportunities to practice

democracy. These principles are described in more detail below.
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Complex relationships between unity and diversity

Banks et al. (2005) assert that schools must prepare students to become
effective global citizens by addressing both diversity and unity together.
According to these scholars, “Unity refers to the common bonds that are
essential to the functioning of the nation-state. Diversity refers to the internal
differences within all nation-states that reflect variations in factors such as race,
class, ethnicity, religion, language, gender, disability, and sexual orientation” (p.
11). In other words, individuals acting as global citizens must simultaneously
embrace the uniqueness of all people while acknowledging the values and goals
that bind their active engagement within particular communities.

One example of curriculum at the forefront of this work, Facing History and
Ourselves (FHAQ), guides secondary students in unpacking major historical
events that have threatened nations’ unity across the globe. A number of
qualitative and quantitative studies have been conducted on FHAO for evaluation
and research purposes (e.g. Brabeck & Kenny, 1994; Fine, 1991; Selman, 2001).
For example, in a study of 346 eighth grade students in social studies and
language arts classes across fourteen schools in urban and suburban districts,
Selman (2001) found that students in classrooms that utilized FHAO curriculum
demonstrated significant increases in relationship maturity and decreases in
racist attitudes compared to the students in the same schools who did not have

the FHAO curriculum.
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Increasing interdependence

Banks, et al. (2005) also assert that teaching and learning about
interconnectedness is critical for students to become participants in a
multicultural democracy. Specifically, these scholars write that, “Students need to
understand how they, their community, nation, and region both influence and are
being influenced by people, non-governmental organizations, businesses,
regional alliances, global organizations, and events around the world” (p. 11). In
so doing, they echo claims by a number of other scholars that globalization
melds local, national, and international communities to the point where all human
lives are influenced by events in other parts of the world making isolation
impossible. Students must recognize that citizenship is no longer limited to a
national context, and that one’s own wellbeing is influenced by that of citizens in
other regions of the world (Appiah, 2007; Banks, 2001; Osler & Starkey, 2003).

In their own work on pedagogical approaches for teaching
interconnectedness, Merryfield & Kasai (2004) explain that teachers must
encourage students to recognize “commonalities and connections across time
and space” (p. 354). They provide examples such as finding connections
between the Zulus in twentieth century South Africa and the Cherokees in
nineteenth century Oklahoma, or exploring how the forced expulsions of Jews in
Spain in the late fifteenth century are related to Indians in Peru and Mexico
today. Merryfield (1998) describes how exemplary educators capitalize on

student’s own experiences to make interconnectedness relevant, such as

18



researching the global assembly line of how locally sold baseballs and shoes are
made. Likewise, Seider (2012) reports on an urban charter high school in which
students participated in a global citizenship seminar that introduced them to ways
in which their consumer choices can have implications for people around the
globe. For these students, examining the conditions of work and wages in the
production of these goods demonstrated the linkages between nations and the
chain of events that lead to the purchase of well-known items.
Teaching of human rights

The third principle cited by Banks and colleagues (2005) is that the
teaching of human rights should underpin global citizenship programming.
Although there have been numerous definitions of human rights education since
the founding of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) in 1953, there is generally consensus that human rights
education involves acquiring knowledge of rights and responsibilities, forms of
injustice, the history of movements to fight inequality, and international treaties
on human rights (Amnesty International, 1996; Torney-Purta & Wilkenfeld, 2008).
Scholars have reported that a recognition of global interconnectedness cannot
occur without a foundation in the basic understanding of human rights and the
rights that people are entitled to on a national and global scale. In conveying
these lessons, human rights education seeks to celebrate all humans rather than
citizens from a particular nation-state (Suarez, Ramierez, & Meyer, 2005;

Takkac, 2012).
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One leading program for this work is Model United Nations— an
educational program that replicates UN sessions for secondary students and has
been shown to enhance students' feelings of political efficacy in both the local
and global community (Levy, 2011). Students are organized as delegations and
assigned to play the roles of Member States of the United Nations. The
organization strives to provide students with a new perspective on international
issues and cultures and encourages the perspective-taking necessary to view the
world through the eyes of others. In his research on Model United Nations,
Mclintosh (2001) found that the program provides the excitement necessary to
create connections for students between international affairs and their own lives
and can motivate students to continue participating in international studies as
they enter college.

Opportunities to practice democracy

The final principle espoused by Banks and colleagues (2005) focuses on
giving students the opportunity to “practice democracy,” and a number of
scholars have asserted that the classroom is an ideal setting for students to
acquire the skills they need in the outside world. To frame conversations and
create an atmosphere where democracy can be practiced, educators must
establish a classroom space that promotes deliberation and independent thought
for students to critique what they have been socialized to know as truth (Ochoa,

2007; Parker, 2002).
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Hess (2009) argues that schools can support students’ development of the
skills necessary for democratic participation by fostering an atmosphere of
intellectual and political freedom that uses controversy to help students discuss
and envision political responsibilities; she defines a controversial political issue
as one with authentic questions about public policies. Hess uses case studies to
exemplify teaching through discussion with the goal of fostering future
participation on the local, national, and global scale. She found that student
ownership of the discussions allows power sharing with the teacher and a
chance for speaking directly with each other rather than being influenced solely
by the teacher’s opinions. Evidence demonstrates that students are not often
encouraged to speak about controversial issues, and the discussions held in
classrooms revolve around topics where there is little debate (Baldi, Perie,
Skidmore, Greenberg, & Hahn, 2001).

A foundation of content knowledge

The framework created by the Diversity, Citizenship, and Global Education
panel (2005) has created guidelines for researchers and practitioners to create
curriculum with the content knowledge essential for global citizenship. For the
purposes of this study, courses that are structured with the principles of unity and
diversity, interdependence, human rights, and opportunities to practice
democracy as the core content that students are expected to master will be

considered global citizenship courses.

21



Framework 2: Educating for global competence

At the foundation of the ‘Educating for Global Competence’ theoretical
framework is a definition of global competence developed by a task force led by
the Council of Chief State School Officers and the Asia Society. The definition
this group proposed is to understand global competence as, “the capacity and
disposition to understand and act on issues of global significance” (Boix-Mansilla
& Jackson, 2011, p. xiii). To this end, the group proposed four competencies that
globally competent students should be able to perform, and these competencies
ask students to: 1) investigate the world beyond their immediate environment, 2)
recognize perspectives, other’s and their own, 3) communicate ideas effectively
with diverse audiences, and 4) take action to improve conditions. The authors
stress that global competence is achieved while students are gaining knowledge
and skills, and that teachers should prepare curriculum which allows students to
meet national and local learning standards while simultaneously responding to
issues of global significance. The core competencies of this framework are
described in more detail below.
Investigating the world

Boix-Mansilla & Jackson (2011) assert that globally competent students
investigate the world by engaging with a variety of sources to gather information
instead of seeking one right answer to a problem. These students are able to
identify issues and generate questions, with the skills to explain the significance

of local, regional, and global questions. In addition, these students use a variety
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of languages and identify and weigh evidence from a variety of domestic and
international sources to construct coherent responses to researchable questions.
Finally, investigating the world helps students to develop an argument based on
compelling evidence that considers multiple perspectives and draws conclusions
that the students can defend. By following these guidelines, students move
beyond simple information gathering activities and avoid tackling questions that
are too large to research. While doing so, the creators of the framework argue
that these students are becoming globally competent while meeting the core
learning requirements of the school systems they are enrolled in.

For each of the competencies, the authors provide a multitude of
examples to illustrate the pedagogy behind the knowledge base. One example
provided to demonstrate how students learn to investigate the world explores the
work of a high school senior in Kenya who attends an International
Baccalaureate Academy. This student constructed a study to explore how three
religious communities—Christians, Hindus, and Muslims—understand the AIDS
epidemic in his city of Mombasa, Kenya. The study investigated what members
of the communities believed were the causes of HIV/AIDS and treatments that
existed. He wanted to find out if members of different communities shares similar
views, and what role the religious leaders played in shaping these beliefs and
attitudes. He asked leaders, adults, and youth from all three communities to
complete a questionnaire, and based on the results he was able to draw

conclusions. By executing this assignment, the authors of the framework

23



describe how this student investigated the world by identifying an issue and
crafting a researchable question. He used a variety of languages, since his
surveys were translated into English and Swahili, and crafted the survey
questions using a variety of sources. He analyzed his evidence, and was able to
draw conclusions with an argument he was prepared to defend.
Recognizing perspectives

A second component to becoming globally competent is the ability to
recognize that perspectives may not be universally shared. The authors of this
framework articulate that students need to recognize their own perspective on
situations or issues, and be able to identify the influences that have shaped their
perspective. In addition, students should examine the perspectives that other
people hold, and be able to identify the influences on these perspectives as well.
An understanding of how cultural interactions influence situations, including the
development of knowledge, is critical. Finally, students must be able to express
how differential access to knowledge, technology, and resources, affects quality
of life and shapes perspective. To recognize that these varying perspectives
exist, students need to overcome the social stereotypes that make up their
beliefs about people who are different from them. The authors stress that
overcoming stereotypes will not be achieved from general textbook knowledge,
but demands personal interaction, case studies, and reflection on intercultural

experiences.
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To expand on this point, Boix-Mansilla & Jackson (2011) provide
examples to illustrate how teachers can construct an experience for students to
recognize perspectives. One example describes a student who researched the
differences between humor in the United States and Afghanistan. He found that
the context and audience matter a great deal in how humor is received, since it is
the listener who determines the outcome of a joke. After researching, he
discovered that American humor is often based on observations made by one
person or a group of people, and can often be self-deprecating. In contrast,
humor in Afghanistan often imitates someone who is feared as a way to help
people heal from violence. This student is able to see that others view humor in a
different way than he does, and this view is shaped by the context in which they
live. Although his own humor is shaped by American norms, this humor would
likely not succeed in a country where humor plays a strong role in self-
preservation for the audience.

Communicating ideas

A third component of the framework is for globally competent students to
effectively communicate ideas by understanding that diverse audiences may
perceive the same information in different ways, and that this could impact
communication. In addition, students need the ability to communicate with
diverse groups of people using appropriate verbal and non-verbal behavior,
language, technology and strategies. Finally, students should reflect on how

effective communication impacts collaboration and understanding. The authors
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(Boix-Mansilla & Jackson, 2011) explain that students need a high level of
sophistication to communicate effectively, and they can draw on other disciplines
beyond language to provide linguistic, technological, graphical, and gestural
tools. An important component is for students to recognize that people may
communicate differently because of different norms, not just different languages.

Boix-Mansilla & Jackson (2011) provide the example of an eighth grade
classroom in Seattle, WA that was studying the impact of the global food crisis.
The students analyzed digital stories from students in India and South Africa,
learning about the rising prices of food and growing food in a community setting.
To address the problem, the American students created an edible garden at their
school and donated the harvest to the local food bank. In addition, the students
produced their own digital story to share in English and Spanish. By doing this
project, the students learned about online etiquette and norms while also learning
to communicate with a diverse group of people. The students also gained skills in
choosing appropriate technology for a specific audience, as the digital story
required audio, visual, and textual information as they participated in this
international conversation.
Taking action

The final competency outlined by this framework is for students to take
action based on evidence to make a difference in the world. To accomplish this,
students need to identify and create opportunities for personal or collaborative

action to improve conditions. They should assess the options for action based on
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evidence, varied perspectives, and potential consequences, and take the action
with the highest potential for positive impact. After assessing the impact of the
action taken, students should reflect on their capacity to advocate and contribute
to local, regional, and global improvement. Taking action allows students to see
that they are able to participate and make valuable contributions as citizens in
the present, and that they have the power to influence decisions and make
change.

The authors (Boix-Mansilla & Jackson, 2011) provide an example of ninth
grade students in Buenos Aires, Argentina who discovered that globalization was
leading to the homogenization of music heard by youth. As a result, the
traditional artifacts from the Andes region were disappearing, and the class
undertook a study of the Andean musical, cultural, and artistic heritage. The
class opted to create a sustainable initiative to preserve these traditional artifacts,
and the class built traditional flutes with recycled materials. The class also taught
groups of children with Andean descent in a nearby neighborhood how to
produce, decorate, and play the flutes themselves. The class was excited about
the project, and glad to share it with the children from Andean descent. The
authors highlight how the action this class took was interdisciplinary, for they
needed to budget for the project, collect materials, and perform. They also

learned to organize multiple groups of people around a common goal.
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A foundation of pedagogy

The framework created by the Global Competence Task Force (2011) has
established guidelines for researchers and practitioners to understand the
pedagogy for effective global citizenship courses. For the purposes of this study,
courses including pedagogy that helps students operationalize skills to:
investigate the world, recognize a variety of perspectives, communicate with
diverse audiences effectively, and take action to improve conditions will be
considered global citizenship courses.

Research Context

Previous studies on attitudes and beliefs toward global citizenship take
two general forms: 1) large-scale survey data that presents a general overview of
attitudes and beliefs, or 2) case studies using observations and interviews to
capture a qualitative picture of what students believe regarding global citizenship.
Quantitative assessments of civic attitudes

The International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA) conducted the Civic Education Study (CIVED), a seminal
series of studies to determine students’ civic attitudes and students’ levels of
civic engagement. This large-scale endeavor was performed on three occasions.
The first study was completed in 1971, where 14-year olds participated from nine
countries. The purpose of the study was to determine if there was one attitude or
quality that could identify a “good citizen”, or whether there are several,

independent civic attitudes. Overall, findings from this study indicated that
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students gained civic knowledge from the attitudinal factors of: 1) support for
democratic values; 2) support for national government; and 3) civic interest and
participation. The participants from the United States showed relatively minimal
global awareness compared with their counterparts abroad (Torney-Purta &
Barber, 2011).

The second IEA study, completed from 1995-1999, had two phases
involving 90,000 students in twenty-eight countries. Results from the study
indicated that an open classroom climate that fostered discussion was a predictor
of civic knowledge and political engagement, measured by whether young people
say they will vote when they are legally able to do so (McAvoy, 2013). The study
used national, qualitative case studies to examine the context and meaning of
civic education, and the case studies informed the development of a survey tool
that was administered across the participating countries. The study was repeated
in 2009, and the results from the IEA CIVED studies have contributed to an
understanding of participatory rights, support for human rights, and the
developmental processes that are common across countries (Torney-Purta,
Lehmann, Oswald, & Schulz, 2001).

In addition to the IEA studies, a battery of quantitative measures has been
developed to assess attitudes and beliefs from a variety of perspectives.
Although these studies are useful in providing information about global
citizenship, they do not provide information about small samples of students in a

classroom at a given time. Morais & Ogden (2010) created a theoretically
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grounded scale to measure global citizenship as an outcome of education
abroad, and this survey utilized Likert-scale questions that were created through
a literature review and edited by experts to establish a series of questions
relating to global citizenship. Other validated instruments aimed at assessing
dimensions of global citizenship include: the Intercultural Development Inventory
(Bennett, 1993) to measure intercultural competency development, although this
does not measure any other areas of global citizenship; the Cross-Cultural
Adaptability Inventory (Kelley & Meyers, 1992) to measure individuals’
adaptability in four dimensions affecting one’s ability to have a successful
experience in another culture, although this is not meant to be a standalone
measure; the Global Perspective Inventory, or GPI (Braskamp, Braskamp,
Merrill, & Engberg, 2008), to measure holistic student development in regards to
cognitive, intrapersonal, and interpersonal learning domains; and the Global
Competence Aptitude Assessment (Hunter, 2006), to measure knowledge, skills
and attitudes to become globally competent, although this does not address
individuals’ social responsibility or global civic engagement.

At the classroom level, Benitez (2011) conducted a study to determine if
students exposed to an experimental, critical approach to US history with a
global education model would become more globally sensitive compared to
students taking a course with a traditional curriculum emphasizing fact recall and
glorifying past patriots. She administered a pre and post survey representing a

continuum from internationalism to nationalism, and students answered the
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questions based on a Likert scale. She found that the group exposed to the
global curriculum developed attitudes that were more internationally focused,
meaning they were more accepting of alternative forms of government, appear
more multicultural, and are better able to see the relationships between domestic
and international problems than students in the more traditional coursework. The
students in the traditional curriculum became more nationalistic, indicating that
they were anti-Communist, ethnocentric, and less aware of the connections
among domestic and international problems.
Case studies of civic attitudes

The case study approach has been used by researchers to understand
global citizenship education in the classroom from the perspective of students
and practitioners. For instance, Myers (2012) examined two schools with diverse
approaches to teaching about the world with the purpose of challenging accepted
models and categories of global education. He conducted interviews with
teachers and focus groups with students to create portraits for each case. He
found that even within schools in the United States that have programs with an
aim to tackle global citizenship, the United States education system has not
overcome the political and cultural stigma of globalism as anti-American. He
discovered that the implications of global citizenship are not being taken
seriously as a curriculum topic.

Merryfield (1998) documented how outstanding global educators make

decisions about teaching about the world by observing teachers as they taught,
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recording what teachers and students said, and interviewing teachers after the
observations. She found that the most important contextual factors influencing
global educators are teachers’ beliefs, values, and experiences, their knowledge
of globalization, the accesses they had to resources to teach about it, and their
perceptions of student characteristics.

Davies, Harber, and Yamashita (2005) used qualitative measures to
examine what teachers need to do to implement global citizenship education in
addition to determining what students want to know about global citizenship and
world events. Through a series of interviews and observations at schools and
teacher training institutions in England, the researchers discovered that students
had a complex knowledge of what it means to be a global citizenship. All the
interviewed students believed themselves to be global citizens, and they were
interested in learning about human rights and social justice. They felt that the
National Curriculum was not adequately allowing them to learn about these
issues, and students wanted more time to go in depth about current issues in
their curriculum.

Knight (2011) explores how dialogic spaces can be constructed between
transnational youth and educators to learn about civic engagement. She uses the
case study of Kwame, a transnational immigrant youth from Africa living in New
York, to demonstrate the complexity of experiences that these youth can
contribute to conversations about democratic participation. His experiences

between to nations shaped his worldview to be responsive to human rights in
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state, local, and national contexts, with a keen awareness of disparities and
inequities of social concern for minority populations. Knight advocates for the
inclusion of transnational youths’ experiences into curriculum, allowing teachers
and students to dialogue with youth to further, sustain, and motivate their global
civic engagement.

Osler (2011) interviewed teachers in England to analyze their perceptions
of students’ needs as learner-citizens. She aimed to explore the relationship
between these perceptions and the choices teachers made about pedagogy and
curriculum design for citizenship education. She discovered that the teachers in
the study focused on the local aspects of citizenship, and although they were
comfortable teaching about global issues, they questioned whether national
affinity was necessary. The ambivalence toward teaching about European
citizenship stemmed from an unfavorable political climate, student indifference to
learning about these issues, and a lack of cohesion between students’ everyday
lives and the issues affecting the European Union.

Limitations of Existing Studies on Global Citizenship

Both the quantitative and qualitative scholarship described above offer
useful insights into effective global citizenship programming in K-12 schools;
however, there are limitations to these prior studies as well. In the example of the
IEA study described above, a limitation was “the focus on mean scores
compared across countries, which makes the country rather than the individual

the unit of analysis” (Torney-Purta & Barber, 2011, p. 476). The sample size for
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the IEA studies was 90,000 students, and this serves to provide a general
overview of attitudes and beliefs toward global citizenship rather than an in-depth
study of how coursework within a classroom can influence the attitudes and
beliefs of students who participate in it. The research conducted by Benitez
(2011) is an example of how quantitative, experimental studies at the classroom
level have shown that using student-centered pedagogical techniques in a global
citizenship curriculum are more effective in developing a global perspective than
using traditional, teacher centered techniques with a nationalistic curriculum.
While this type of study indicates that students have gained global knowledge
after taking a course to provide them with this information, it does not indicate
whether the students are prepared to take action as engaged citizens in a global
context.

Similarly, qualitative case studies provide an overview of the types of
global citizenship programs that exist, and the methods that teachers utilize to
engage students in the subject matter. However, while these studies are effective
in illustrating the experiences of small numbers of students, they do not provide
general knowledge about the class perceptions on the whole nor generalizable
information to the field.

A tool utilizing Q methodology can provide a valuable asset to gleaning
information about attitudes at the classroom level, as it combines quantitative
and qualitative elements for an overview of individual perspectives in conjunction

with the patterns of perspectives across a classroom of students. The following
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section provides an overview of Q methodology itself, in addition to how it has
been employed to glean information on attitudes in other fields of study in a pre
and post design.
Q Methodology

Q methodology has been described as an excellent means to measure
attitudinal change (Freie, 1997; Cook, Scioli, & Brown, 1975), for it is the
systematic and rigorous quantitative study of subjectivity (McKeown & Thomas,
1988). In this case, subjectivity is a person’s communication of his or her point of
view on any matter of personal or social importance. Although previous
guantitative assessment and case study measures of civic attitudes have been
limited in their ability to assess the attitudes and beliefs of students in a global
citizenship classroom, Q methodology can accomplish this task using a
combination of quantitative and qualitative measures. A Q-sort, the measurement
tool in Q methodology, offers the opportunity to see clear, in-depth analysis of
attitudes of particular respondents in contrast to a Likert scale survey measure
designed to give an overall impression (Klooster, 2010). Traditional methods
such as Likert measures place respondents on a linear scale, where Q
methodology allows respondents to create individual definitions based on their
personal experience and opinions (McKewon & Thomas, 1988; Sell & Brown,
1984; Yang, 2013).

The method, developed by William Stephenson, a British physicist and

psychologist, emerged from the Spearman School of factor analysis in the 1930’s
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(Brown, 2006). Although it was initially used in developmental psychology and
personality (Block, 1961; Stephenson, 1935), it has more recently been utilized in
political science, communication, and health sciences (Brown, 2006). In
developing Q methodology, Stephenson’s goal was to make subjectivity less
elusive by employing the scientific technology of factor analysis. The purpose of
Q methodology is not about how many people believe a certain thing, but to
determine why people believe what they do (McKewon & Thomas, 1988). It
allows the respondents to describe individual attitudes instead of having this data
lost in the calculation of group norms; the same data collection instrument can
capture typical respondent attitudes held by the particular group instead of
producing a broad generalization (Popovich & Masse, 2005).

The basic premise of Q methodology is “the transformation of subjective
events into an operant factor structure” (Stephenson, 1970/1980). To accomplish
this, Q-sorts are used as the data collection technique that focuses on individual
attitude differentiation to enable the examination of perspectives within
individuals (Yang, 2013). The Q-sort consists of a set of statements identified by
the researcher, known as a concourse, which provide a broad range of
perspectives on a topic. The respondents rank order the statements into a
normal distribution according to their own subjective understanding and personal
experiences (Anderson et al., 1997; Brown, 1980; McKeown & Thomas, 1988).
The respondents are provided with conditions of instruction, such as, “Sort items

according to those with which you most agree (+5) to those with which you most
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disagree (-5)” (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). Although the items are put into a
forced distribution, respondents are told that they are ranking items compared to
each other; the middle score is not an average, but instead a neutral point
without psychological significance (McKewon & Thomas, 1988). In Q
methodology, the items are always evaluated relative to each other rather than in
isolation. By design, respondents should look through all the statements before
beginning, and make comparisons between them to reach their final judgments
(Stephenson, 1953).

There are a variety of ways to construct the Q-sort, and a critical
component of this methodology is that the Q statements form the sample. This is
distinct from more traditional statistical measures where the participants are the
sample (Yang, 2013). The typical number of statements in a Q-sort is between
twenty and sixty, and although there can be as many as one hundred (Schmolck,
1999). A Q-sort sample is complete when a saturation of perspectives have
occurred, making it possible for all individuals to express their point of view
regardless of their perspective (Deignan, 2012). According to McKeown &
Thomas (1988), there are three general ways to create a Q-sort, although most
likely the final Q-sort will utilize a combination of these methods. The naturalistic
method of constructing Q-sorts is time intensive yet effective, and requires the
researcher to solicit statements taken from respondents’ oral or written
communications. This method draws from real world communication contexts,

and aims to mirror the opinions of the people who will perform the Q-sort to
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expedite the Q process. These statements can be drawn from interviews, written
narratives, newspaper editorials, letters to editors, and television and radio talk
shows. A second method is to use ready-made statements, which are items that
are borrowed from more traditional attitude and attribute scales. Finally, the most
likely method is known as a hybrid; this incorporates elements from the
naturalistic and ready-made methods to form the Q-sample.

After the respondents have rank ordered the statements in the Q-sort into
a forced order normal distribution curve, the results are factor analyzed to show
similarity or dissimilarity among them. When enough participants have sorted
items in the same manner to become representative, factors emerge to show the
attitudes of the group. The factors represent points of view, and the association
of each respondent with each point of view is indicated by the magnitude of his or
her loading on the factor. Each statement in the Q-sort is scored for each factor,
and the analysis produces a factor array to illustrate the composite of the
individual Q-sorts that constitute the factor (Brown, 1986; Freie, 1997; McKeown
& Thomas, 1988). The presence of independent factors is evidence of different
points of view among the respondents, and an individual’s positive loading on a
factor shows shared subjectivity with others on that factor. Negative loadings
show a rejection of that factor’s perspective (McKeown & Thomas, 1988).

There are many benefits to utilizing Q methodology, including the ability to
capture attitudes of small numbers of respondents. As Anderson et al. (1997)

describe, “No matter how small the sample of people, their perspectives are valid
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and will not change simply because we increase our study to include additional
people and perspectives” (p. 338). In addition, other benefits of using Q
methodology include: 1) creating a “forced choice,” with the need for respondents
to prioritize some statements over others to limit the likelihood of reporting bias,
2) offering a person-oriented view so data can be analyzed using simple,
commonly used statistical techniques where the respondent becomes the
experimental unit, and 3) treating attitudes as components of larger individual
perspectives rather than as discrete items (Yang, 2013), allowing researchers to
understand human subijectivity in a way that is impossible to capture via
traditional survey measures.

In most circumstances, Q methodology is employed to understand the
perceptions that people hold at a given time about a topic. However, there are a
number of research studies that have used Q methodology to compare results
based on pre and post applications. For instance, in a study conducted by
Popovich, Masse, and Pitts (2003), a pre and post Q-sort design was used to
determine if students’ attitudes toward writing shifted after completing a course in
journalism. The researchers developed the Q-sort concourse based on the Mass
Communication Writing Apprehension Measure (MCWAM) developed by Riffe
and Stacks (1988). The statements on this scale, designed to identify dimensions

of writing apprehension, fall into seven dimensions, which can be seen below.
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Figure 1

Seven dimensions in the Mass Communication Writing Apprehension Measure (Riffe

and Stacks, 1988)

Dimension
General Affect (GA)
Blank Page Paralysis (BPP)

Evaluation and Apprehension (EA)

Career and Essential Skills (CES)

Task Avoidance (TA)

Facts vs. Ideas (FI)

Audience Salience (AS)
(added in 1992)

Description

Encompasses enjoyment and anticipation of
writing

Occurs with actually starting the task. Students
“go blank” or fixate on the right word.

Encompasses both behavioral and
cognitive/affective aspects of apprehension. This
is more than just having writing read by someone,
and reflects fear of critical evaluation, judgment, or
grade.

Reflects the fact that some students see writing as
irrelevant to their careers

Is a straightforward avoidance by some students
when writing is involved, and is seen as
independent of Blank Page Paralysis.

Expresses the possibility that the student writer’s
confidence can be conditional, and tied to a
particular type of writing (facts or ideas).

Refers to the importance of writing for others
(whether to persuade or inform), as seems clear in
this new mass communication dimension.

Q methodology was used in this case to allow students to describe

individual preferences instead of having this data lost in the calculation of group

norms. A pre Q-sort was given to thirteen entering college students on the

second day of class, with the post Q sort administered on the next to last day of

the class. The statements and condition of instruction were the same for both the

pre and post Q-sorts, and a factor analysis was conducted separately on the pre

and post Q-sorts using PQMethod software. The comparison of results explained
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the effects of the course on student attitudes and perceptions. After the factors
emerged, the investigators assigned meaning to the factors based on the
significant statements that had an absolute z-score value of 1.0 or greater for
each factor.

After the pre Q-sort was administered, two factors emerged. The first
factor, which the researchers named “Optimists,” was comprised of students who
had a high level of confidence and joy about writing. The students contained in
this factor felt that their writing skills would be career assets, and they disagreed
with statements that downplayed the importance of writing. The second factor
that emerged in the pre Q-sort was labeled “Pragmatists,” and these students
showed apprehension about their writing. The students contained in this factor
believed writing was valuable in their career, but they only wanted to write when
necessary as opposed to students in the first factor who wrote for enjoyment.
After the post Q-sort was administered, two different factors emerged. The first
factor, termed “Professionals,” showed students who believed writing was critical
to them and their professions. Students believed they could express their ideas
clearly, and they rejected statements that downplayed writing in the professional
world. Students who previously had been in the “Pragmatist” category now
loaded into this “Professional” category, indicating that they “had changed their
attitudes about the value of writing” (p. 98). All but one student fell into the
“Professional” category after the post Q-sort was completed, and the last

remaining student was contained in a factor that the researchers labeled
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“Creative.” The statements in this factor supported delaying writing assignments,
and enjoying writing personal ideas rather than factual assignments. The
investigators found that the results of the Q sort provided evidence that the
journalism course could help students develop self-awareness.

In the current study, Q methodology will be used with the intention of
illustrating how students conceptualize global citizenship on an individual and
classroom level. Currently there are no previous known studies that have utilized
Q methodology to accomplish this task. As explained above, previous studies on
global citizenship have achieved different goals in evaluating the attitudes of
students. Qualitative studies have shown the attitudes and perceptions of small
groups of students and teachers, while quantitative studies have captured the
attitudes of large samples of students about global citizenship. A tool employing
Q methodology can help researchers develop an understanding of the
perceptions a classroom of students share while simultaneously understanding
how individual students’ attitudes change before and after taking a global
citizenship course.

Summary

Although global citizenship coursework is difficult to define, this study will
employ the framework developed by Morais and Ogden (2012) as a guide to
determine how schools are meeting the objectives established by the curriculum
they have developed. While a plethora of research exists to assess and evaluate

the attitudes that students have about global citizenship for large samples, there
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is not quantitative data to understand attitudes at the classroom level. Qualitative
interviews and case studies provide detailed information about attitudes, though
this work is time intensive and does not represent the beliefs of all students in the
classroom. Q methodology can be used in this context to gather quantitative data
about the attitudes that individual students have in conjunction with the patterns
of perceptions that students in a classroom share. The next section begins the
explanation of the first phase of the research, and begins with the methodology

utilized to develop and validate the Q-sort used in this study.
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3. METHODOLOGY, PHASE 1

The purpose of this phase of the study was to create a measurement tool
using Q methodology designed to assess the attitudes of students in a global
citizenship classroom. The following chapter outlines the four steps taken in the
development of Q-sort, including: a literature review; an expert review by
scholars; an expert review by practitioners; and a review by high school students
from an independent school, a suburban school, and an urban school.

Step 1: Literature review

The guidelines for scale development created by DeVellis (1991) informed
the development and validation of the Q-sort measurement. The first step was
completing an extensive analysis of the literature to gather a diversity of
perspectives pertaining to global citizenship. The theoretical framework
developed by Morais & Ogden guided this study, and these authors proposed
three dimensions of global citizenship that include: social responsibility, global
competence, and global civic engagement. Supplemental literature was used to
expand on these dimensions, providing a broad range of ideas on global
citizenship. Based on this literature review, an item pool of statements was
developed. This pool, known in Q methodology as the concourse, encompasses
a diverse range of opinions concerning global citizenship education. For the
purposes of this study, “ready-made” statements were drawn for the draft of the
Q-sort concourse, meaning that the statements were derived from previously

validated scales addressing global citizenship education. The selected
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statements comprised the survey from the pilot study described in the previous

chapter. See below for the original draft of concourse statements, as taken from

the pilot study survey.

Table 1

Draft of Q-sort concourse statements

Original Scale

Draft Statement List

World Mindedness 1. Our country is probably no better than many others.
Scale (Wiseman et 2. It would be better to be a citizen of the world than of any particular
al, 1989) nation.
3. Ourresponsibility to people in other countries ought to be as great
as our responsibility to people in the United States.
4. Our school should spend as much time teaching world history as
U.S. history
5. Our country should permit the immigration of foreign peoples even
if it increases the competition for jobs and in college admissions.
Cultural 6. What is right and wrong varies from culture to culture.
Relativism Scale 7. ltis ethical to do whatever your culture's moral code allows.
(Bock, 2009) 8. We can't judge people from other cultures by our moral
standards.
Global Citizenship 9. | consider the needs of the world’s most fragile people to be as
Scale (Morais & pressing as my own.
Ogden, 2010) 10. | think that many people around the world are poor because they
do not work hard enough.
Social 11. 1 am deeply concerned with the rights of all people, globally.
Responsibility 12. Developed nations have the obligation to make incomes around
the world as equitable as possible.
13. 1 do not feel very responsible for the world’s inequities and
problems.
Global Citizenship 14. | am confident that | can thrive in any culture or country
Scale (Morais & 15. 1 work to convince other people to care about global problems that
Ogden, 2010) concern me.
16. | adapt my behavior and mannerisms when | am interacting with
Global people of other cultures.
Competence 17. 1 am able to communicate in different ways with people from
different cultures.
18. | welcome working with people who have different cultural values

than me.
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Global Citizenship
Scale (Morais &
Ogden, 2010)

19.

20.

In the future, | expect to do volunteer work to help individuals and
communities abroad.

In the future, | plan to get involved with a global humanitarian
organization or project.

Global Civic 21. In the future, | will make a donation to a global charity.
Engagement 22. In the next few years, | will contact a newspaper or radio to
express my concerns about global environmental, social, or
political problems.
23. In the next few years, | will express my views about international
politics on a website, blog, or chat room.
24. In the next few years, | will sign an email or written petition
seeking to help individuals or communities abroad.
25. In the next few years, | will contact someone in government to
seek action on global issues and concerns.
26. In the next few years, | will wear a sticker or button that promotes
a more just and equitable world.
27. In the next few years, | will boycott brands or products that are
known to harm marginalized global people or places.
Multicultural 28. | try to get to know people who are different from me.
Experiences 29. | can respect the traditions of other cultures that go against my
Questionnaire own values.
(Narvaez and Hill, 30. I actively seek out news and information on global issues.
2010)
Global Perspective 31. lintentionally involve people from different cultural backgrounds in
Inventory my life.
(Braskamp et al, 32. | enjoy when my friends from other cultures teach me about our
2010) cultural differences.
33. People from other cultures tell me that | am successful at
navigating their cultures.
34. | am open to people who strive to live lives very different from my

own lifestyle.

The goal of the Q-sort concourse was to achieve “a wide diversity of ideas

while maintaining a balance that affords significant freedom for participants to

organize the statements to their own satisfaction” (Anderson et al., 1997, p. 339).

Typically, a final group of Q-sort statements ranges between 10-100 items

(Cross, 2005). Since this tool was designed for use with high school students in a

forty-five minute classroom block, the desired outcome was 25 statements. This

number of statements fits in the desired range for a Q-sort while still being
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manageable for students, who are at varying reading and comprehension levels,
to complete in this block of time. In addition, participants can easily rank 25
statements in a symmetrical, normal distribution curve.

Step 2: Validation, faculty members and graduate students

After the development of the initial Q-sort concourse, the next phase was
an expert review to narrow down the statements for the final Q-sort concourse.
The first group of experts was comprised of scholars with a theoretical
background in global citizenship and civics education, and the second phase of
experts was three groups of teachers with practical experience in global
citizenship and civics education.

For the first phase of scholars, five graduate students and five faculty
members were purposefully contacted to review the draft Q-sort statements via
an email document. The participants were selected from contacts cultivated
through attendance at the College and University Faculty Assembly (CUFA)
annual conference that attracts social studies professors and graduate students
from universities throughout the country. Although all conference attendees have
social studies affiliations, participants were selected based on their experience
with global citizenship and civics education. All of the contact information for the
faculty members and graduate students is public, and listed on the school
website where they have an affiliation. Since the faculty members chosen have
conducted research in civics and global citizenship education, they have an

understanding of the current theoretical frameworks in the field.
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Doctoral students were chosen who had at least two years of their
program completed in civics or global citizenship education, in addition to prior
middle or high school social studies teaching experience. Doctoral students with
prior teaching experience have an understanding of the concepts covered in
social studies classrooms, and if the students have completed at least two years
of a graduate program in social studies education it is likely that most of the
program’s coursework has been completed as well. By completing the
coursework in their respective doctoral programs, the students will have a
general understanding of the theoretical frameworks in the field of global
citizenship and civics education.

Scholars were chosen to represent diverse demographics in terms of
region, race, gender, and political affiliation. The majority of attendees at the
College and University annual conference are White democrats, and this is
reflected in the demographics of the participants. All but one participant had
secondary social studies teaching experience, and the majority of participants
currently focus on civics, global citizenship or multicultural education in their
current research. This combination of experience was helpful in allowing
participants to provide feedback on the theoretical framework for the study while
remaining grounded in its application. A complete description of the participant
demographics for faculty members and graduate students can be seen below in

Table 2.
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Table 2

Graduate student and faculty member participant demographics

Faculty/Graduate Region Race Gender Political Secondary Research Focus
Student Affiliation  Teaching
Experience
Faculty North-  White Female Democrat Yes Civic Education
East
Faculty West White Male Democrat No Global Education
Faculty Mid- Black Male Democrat Yes Multicultural
West Education
Faculty South White Female Democrat Yes Internationalization
Faculty West White Male Republican Yes Social Studies
Education
Graduate Student West White Female Independent Yes Civic
Education/Global
Citizenship
Graduate Student Mid- White Female Democrat Yes Civic Education
West
Graduate Student Mid- White Male Democrat Yes Civic Education
West
Graduate Student South Black Female Democrat Yes Civic Education
Graduate Student North- White Male Independent Yes Civic Education
East

To participate in the study, graduate students and faculty members were

either met with in person or emailed a copy of the statements for the draft Q-sort

concourse with an explanation of the three dimensions of global citizenship.

Participants were asked to:

1. Assign each statement to one of the three dimensions of global

citizenship (global competence, global social responsibility, and

global civic engagement) to ensure that all the statements fit into

the theoretical framework that defines global citizenship for this

study. Participants filled out a form (see Appendix B) that asked

them to assign each statement in the Q-sort to one dimension of
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global citizenship. If the statement did not fit in any dimension,
participants were asked to write “none” next to the statement. The
statements were kept in the Q-sort concourse if 60% of participants
assigned a statement to either the “civic engagement” or “social
responsibility” categories. There were more than twice as many
statements assigned to the global competence dimension (n=15)
than to the global social responsibility dimension (n=7) and to the
global civic engagement dimension (n=7), and 80% agreement was
needed for statements to be kept in the “global competence”
category.

2. Provide written feedback to ensure that the statements included in
the concourse spanned a range of perspectives about global
citizenship. This written feedback was analyzed for common
themes. If common themes emerged, new statements would have
been derived to reflect these themes; however, the written
feedback did not produce new themes.

The review by graduate students and faculty members was designed to
determine whether the statements fit into the theoretical framework guiding the
study. See Table 3 below for the ratings given to the statements by faculty

members and graduate students.
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Table 3

Items Advancing to the Next Round of Q-sort Validation

Statement

Our country is probably no better than many
others.

It would be better to be a citizen of the world
than of any particular nation.

Our responsibility to people in other countries
ought to be as great as our responsibility to
people in the United States.

Our school should spend as much time teaching
world history as U.S. history

Our country should permit the immigration of
foreign peoples even if it increases the
competition for jobs and in college admissions.
What is right and wrong varies from culture to
culture.

It is ethical to do whatever your culture's moral
code allows.

We can't judge people from other cultures by
our moral standards.

| consider the needs of the world’s most fragile
people to be as pressing as my own.

| think that many people around the world are
poor because they do not work hard enough.

| am deeply concerned with the rights of all
people, globally.

Developed nations have the obligation to make
incomes around the world as equitable as
possible.

| do not feel very responsible for the world’s
inequities and problems.

| am confident that | can thrive in any culture or
country

| work to convince other people to care about
global problems that concern me.

| adapt my behavior and mannerisms when | am
interacting with people of other cultures.

| am able to communicate in different ways with
people from different cultures.

| welcome working with people who have
different cultural values than me.

In the future, | expect to do volunteer work to
help individuals and communities abroad.

In the future, | plan to get involved with a global
humanitarian organization or project.

In the next few years, | will express my views
about international politics on a website, blog, or
chat room.

Dimension
50% Global Competence
50% Global Social Responsibility

80% Global Social Responsibility

60% Global Competence

60% Global Social Responsibility

90% Global Competence

70% Global Competence

80% Global Competence

70% Global Social Responsibility
No clear rating

60% Global Social Responsibility

80% Global Social Responsibility

50% Global Social Responsibility
60% Global Competence

100% Global Civic Engagement
100% Global Civic Engagement
100% Global Civic Engagement
100% Global Civic Engagement
80% Global Civic Engagement
90% Global Civic Engagement

100% Global Civic Engagement
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In the next few years, | will contact someone in 100% Global Civic Engagement
government to seek action on global issues and

concerns.

In the next few years, | will wear a sticker or 100% Global Civic Engagement
button that promotes a more just and equitable

world.

In the next few years, | will boycott brands or 100% Global Civic Engagement

products that are known to harm marginalized
global people or places.

| try to get to know people who are different 60% Global Competence
from me.

| can respect the traditions of other cultures that 90% Global Competence
go against my own values.

| actively seek out news and information on 80% Global Competence
global issues.

| intentionally involve people from different 100% Global Competence

cultural backgrounds in my life

100% Global Competence
| enjoy when my friends from other cultures
teach me about our cultural differences

People from other cultures tell me that | am 100% Global Competence
successful at navigating their cultures

| am open to people who strive to live lives very 90% Global Competence
different from my own lifestyle

The U.S. should focus its foreign aid on parts of 60% Global Social Responsibility

the world where the U.S. has military or
economic interests.

In tough economic times, the U.S should spend 60% Global Social Responsibility
less money on foreign aid to poor countries.
It is not the responsibility of countries like the 50% Global Social Responsibility

U.S to take care of the hungry and sick in other
parts of the world; that is the responsibility of
their governments.

Note: Shaded items will be kept in the final Q-sort concourse.

Step 3: Validation, high school social studies teachers

Once the statements were revised by the scholars, a group of currently
practicing high school social studies teachers in an independent school, a
suburban public school, and an urban public school were asked to analyze the
remaining statements to ensure that the language in the statements was clearly

conveying the intention of that statement and was at an appropriate
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comprehension level for high school students. Teachers were selected from: the
Sullivan School, an independent all-girls school in Boston, Massachusetts;
Maplewood High School, a public high school in Maplewood, MA; and
Taylorsville High School, a public high school in Boston, Massachusetts. All
teachers selected for the study had a minimum of three years of global
citizenship or civics teaching experience to ensure that they possessed an
understanding of what concepts are covered in these classrooms. In addition,
working with teachers from an urban, independent, and suburban setting
provided feedback from multiple perspectives.

The Sullivan School, an independent secondary school for girls in Boston,
Massachusetts, educates approximately 400 girls each year in grades 5-12. The
tuition for attending the Sullivan is approximately $35,000, and 75 percent of
Sullivan students pay full tuition. On the school’s website, the Sullivan School
articulates an explicit commitment to developing students’ global consciousness,
empathy, and a sense of responsibility for the local, national, and global
communities in which they live. As part of this commitment to global citizenship,
all eleventh grade students are required to participate in a semester-long study of
the literature and history of a Non-Western region of the world. Juniors can
choose to focus their studies on Africa, the Middle East, or Southeast Asia. Each
student selects one of these regions and is then placed in a social studies class
focused on the history of that region and an English class focused on the

literature of that region.
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Maplewood High is a four-year public high school outside of Boston in the
town of Maplewood, Massachusetts. The school educates approximately 1,800
students a year, and the mission statement explains that the school aims to
develop “capable, confident life-long learners who contribute to their community,
participate thoughtfully in democracy, and succeed in a diverse and evolving
global society” (Maplewood High School, 2011). In addition to traditional social
studies offerings, Maplewood High offers students the option of applying to
participate in a yearlong Global Leadership Academy. The main component of
the Academy is a one-year seminar course where students learn about
globalization and the skills needed to address problems from a diversity of
perspectives. In addition, students are expected to complete foreign language
coursework, participate in multi-cultural activities, gain technological
proficiencies, and complete a global action project.

As a pilot school, Taylorsville High has control over its own curriculum,
staffing, schedule, budget, and governance although it is part of the Boston
Public School district. The school mission statement reflects a focus on student
leadership and self-esteem with a goal of creating “a socially committed and
morally responsible community of learners,” (Taylorsville High School, 2011).
The curriculum at Taylorsville High includes civic expectations, indicating that
successful students will demonstrate mastery in the following capacities: civic
responsibility, by engaging in decision making for the betterment of all

communities; community involvement, by participating in community service and
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acting as an agent of change; integrity, by acting with respect to all persons;
diversity, by advocating for a multiplicity of interests; and global citizenship, by
actively using 21% century skills to understand interconnectedness of the modern
world.

Focus groups were held at each school with teachers in social studies or
Humanities cluster meetings. The demographics of the teachers in the study
showed a majority of white teachers, and this is representative of the current
demographics of teachers in Boston (Boston Indicators Project, 2012). See
below for the race, gender, current grade taught, and number of years that the
teachers in the study have taught their current subject.

Table 4

Teacher Participant Demographics

ID School Gender Race ¥:Z:j1ing g:;:;:nt
1 Sullivan M White 12 6,8

2 Sullivan F White 11 10, 12
3 Sullivan M White 25 10, 12
4 Sullivan M Black 15

5 Sullivan F White 7 7,8

6 Sullivan F White 30 7,8,9
7 Sullivan F White 8 9, 11

8 Sullivan F White 18 9

9 Sullivan M White 7 9, 11
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Taylorsville F White 6 9,10, 11
Taylorsville F White 10 9
Taylorsville M White 18 9,10, 11
Taylorsville F White 7 9,10
Taylorsville F White

Taylorsville F White 17 9
Maplewood M White 12 9
Maplewood M White 9-12
Maplewood M White 15 10

Teachers in the study (Sullivan, n=9; Taylorsville, n=6; Maplewood High,

n=3) were asked to analyze the statements in the Q-sort to ensure that the

language was appropriate for high school students, and that the statements were

likely to be interpreted by high school students as intended based on the

theoretical framework. The following procedure was used to guide the teachers in

this process:

1. The researcher presented a brief overview of the dissertation
objectives in a ten-minute power point presentation, including an
explanation of Q-methodology. The critical point of the presentation
was to emphasize that the Q-sort is designed to represent a range
of perspectives about global citizenship, and that the statements fall
into the categories of global competence, global social

responsibility, and global civic engagement based on the definition
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of global citizenship for this research. The teachers were told that
meaningful results could impact curriculum by allowing teachers to
craft courses with the attitudes of their current students in mind.

. Teachers had the opportunity to read through the draft list of
statements on their own for fifteen minutes and make notes about
statements that could be confusing or misleading. See Appendix C
for the handout given to teachers that included the updated list of
statements in the Q-sort concourse.

. After the teachers finished independently reading through the
statements, a fifteen-minute recorded focus group discussion about
the statements was held. The focus group model was used to
identify major themes (Krueger, 1994) about the statements to
make modifications as necessary.

. The teachers’ feedback was used as advisement on how to modify
the Q-sort concourse to create the final draft administered to the
students, with the final decision on changes to the statements
made by the researcher. A second benefit to holding focus groups
with the teachers was to explain the purpose and logistics of the Q-
sort tool. After participating in the focus groups, the teachers had
an understanding of what the students would be doing with the Q-
sort in class, and were more prepared to assist the students in

completing the Q-sort activity.
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5. Teachers were sent the revised Q-sort concourse via email and

asked to make any final comments before the next phase of

validation with students. See below for a revised list of Q-sort

statements with a compilation of feedback received from teachers

at the three participating high schools.

Table 5

Revised List of Q-sort Statements After Validation by Teachers

responsibility to
people in other
countries ought to
be as great as our
responsibility to
people in the
United States.

“should”

* Students assumed to
be American citizens

* Assumed positive
responsibility to people
in the US

Original Summary of Teacher Revised Statement
Statement Comments
1. Our * Change “ought” to It is our responsibility to

make sure people in
countries outside the
United States have their
basic needs met.

2. Our country
should permit the
immigration of
foreign peoples
even if it increases
the competition for
jobs and in college
admissions.

* Assuming students are
US citizens

The United States
should permit the
immigration of foreign
peoples even if it
increases the
competition for jobs and
in college admissions.

3. What is right and
wrong varies from
culture to culture.

* No comments

What is right and wrong
varies from culture to
culture.

4. We can't judge
people from other
cultures by our
moral standards.

* Who is “we?”

| do not judge people
from other cultures by
my own moral
standards.

5. | consider the
needs of the
world’s most fragile
people to be as
pressing as my
own.

* “Fragile” is vague and
misleading

* Replace with meaning
of the word

| consider the needs of
people who are poor in
other parts of the world
to be as important as my
own needs.
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6. | am deeply
concerned with the
rights of all people,
globally.

Students may feel like
bad people if they do
not rank this highly

| am deeply concerned
with the rights of all
people, globally

7. Developed
nations have the
obligation to make
incomes around the
world as equitable

Concern about the
words “developed” and
“equitable”

Similar to question 1,
and should take

The governments in
nations who have many
people living in poverty
should be responsible
for taking care of their

as possible. opposite frame own people without help
from other, wealthier
nations.

8. I work to What are global | work to convince other

convince other
people to care

problems?

people to care about
global problems (such as

about global poverty, war, health
problems that care) that concern me.
concern me.

9. | adapt my “Adapt” is confusing | adjust my behavior and

behavior and
mannerisms when |
am interacting with
people of other
cultures.

mannerisms when | am
interacting with people of
other cultures

10. I am able to
communicate in
different ways with
people from
different cultures.

Non-verbal or verbal
communication
Fluency in another
language

| am able to interact with
people from other
cultures even if | do not
know the language they
are speaking.

11. | welcome
working with people
who have different
cultural values than
me.

“Cultural values” is
confusing

| am glad to work with
people who come from
different cultural
backgrounds then | do.

12. In the future, |
expect to do
volunteer work to
help individuals and
communities
abroad.

Does not capture
current activism

| am interested in doing
volunteer work in
countries outside the
United States

13. In the future, |
plan to get involved
with a global
humanitarian
organization or
project.

Difficult to tell the
future, focus on current
activism

I am currently involved
with a club or
organization that helps
people around the world,
like Amnesty
International.
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14. In the next few
years, | will express
my views about
international politics
on a website, blog,
or chat room.

Difficult to tell the
future, focus on current
activism

| have used websites or
blogs to express my
thoughts on political
events happening
outside the United
States.

15. In the next few
years, | will contact
someone in
government to seek
action on global
issues and
concerns.

Difficult to tell the
future, focus on current
activism

| have contacted
someone in the United
States government to
encourage them to take
action on global issues.

16. In the next few
years, | will wear a
sticker or button
that promotes a
more just and
equitable world.

Difficult to tell the
future, focus on current
activism

| have worn a sticker or
button that promotes
world equality or peace.

17. In the next few
years, | will boycott
brands or products
that are known to
harm marginalized
global people or
places.

“‘Marginalized” is
unclear

Use a real-world
example

Frame as a positive

| would buy my favorite
brands even if | knew
that people were hurt or
not paid well in the
factories overseas where
they produce this
product.

18. I can respect
the traditions of
other cultures that
go against my own
values.

Too similar to other
statements

Remove this one,
change to incorporate
more conservative
statements

When people move to
the United States, it is
their responsibility to
dress like we do to try
and fit in.

19. | actively seek
out news and
information on
global issues.

No comments

| actively seek out news
and information on
global issues.

20. | intentionally
involve people from
different cultural
backgrounds in my
life

No comments

| intentionally involve
people from different
cultural backgrounds in
my life

21. | enjoy when
my friends from
other cultures teach
me about our
cultural differences

Share instead of teach

| enjoy when my friends
from other cultures
share their cultural
practices with me.
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22. People from
other cultures tell
me that | am
successful at
navigating their
cultures

“Navigating” is
confusing

Question is similar to
others, remove it and
replace with a

conservative statement

Global issues outside
the United States are not
as important to me as
issues happening in the
United States.

23. 1 am open to
people who strive
to live lives very
different from my

“Open” is patronizing,
respect instead
Similar to other
statements, change

It is sometimes difficult
to be respectful to
people who dress, act,
or have cultural

should focus its
foreign aid on parts
of the world where

broad
Students need
background to

own lifestyle frame traditions that are very
different from my own.
24. The U.S. “Foreign aid” is too The United States

should only send money
and troops to help
nations that have

economic times,
the U.S should
spend less money
on foreign aid to
poor countries.

broad
Students need more
realistic examples

the U.S. has understand concept something useful, such
military or as oil.

economic interests.

25. In tough “Foreign aid” is too The United States

government is
responsible for helping
the people who live in
the United States, not
people in other
countries.

Step 4: Validation, high school social studies students

After research experts and practitioners in the field of social studies

narrowed down the statements and offered feedback on the language, materials
were created to distribute to a sample of students from one high school social
studies classroom at the Sullivan School (n=11), one high school social studies
classroom at Maplewood High (n=23), and one high school social studies
classroom at Taylorsville High (n=22). The sample size at each school is
appropriate to validate the Q-sort, as large numbers of participants are not
needed for robust results. Q methodology is designed to establish the existence
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of particular viewpoints and to understand and compare them (Brown, 1980), and
this can be achieved with a number of participants that is less than the number of

items in the Q-sort concourse (Watts & Stenner, 2012).

Materials
There were three materials created to distribute to each student:

1. A 3% inch x 6 72 inch white envelope containing 25 cards. Each card had
a randomly assigned number (1-25), and a statement from the Q-sort
concourse. The cards were 1.7 inches x 1.5 inches, which is large enough
to contain one statement from the concourse written in Times New Roman
12 point font. This font was chosen as research has shown it is the easiest
font for most people to read in print (Wood, 2011). The cards were printed
on off-white card stock to ensure the material was durable to handle and
manipulate (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Each envelope contained an
identical stack of cards.

2. An instruction sheet, presented in Appendix E, which provided an
overview of the Q-sorting process. The goal of the process, called the
condition of instruction in Q methodology, was listed at the top to read:
“Sort the items according to those that are most like you (+4) to those that
are least like you (-4).” The researcher explained that even though the
students might agree with the statements, it was not a given that the

statement would fall into the “Most Like Me” category. The researcher
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provided an example of flossing teeth, explaining that even though
someone might agree that flossing is a good idea, if they do not act on
flossing, it is not most like them. If they do it occasionally, it might be in the
neutral category. Below the condition of instruction, directions were
provided in text form although the researcher walked the students through
every step of the process. After explaining the condition of instruction, the
students were asked to take out the cards from the envelope and count to
ensure that all 25 cards were in the envelope. The instruction sheet had
three printed boxes (the same size as the cards), and these boxes were
labeled: “Least Like Me,” “Neutral,” and “Most Like Me.”

. A student worksheet, which the students turned back in with the results of
the Q-sort process. This sheet contained demographic information that
allowed the students to self-categorize. Watts & Stenner (2012) explain
that avoiding fixed-choice responses increases the quality and personal
detail of the information provided. The demographic information included
race, age, and ethnicity to provide richness to the Q-sort data. In addition,
students were asked to fill out an ID number so that their results could be
linked to their interviews and discussed individually while protecting their
identity. The ID number was comprised of the first letter of the school
name, the last two digits of the students’ phone number, and the day of
their birth for ease of remembering if they were selected for an interview.

Most importantly, the student worksheet contained the normal distribution
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curve that instructed the participants how to rank items on a forced choice
scale. The distribution employed in this study is symmetrical, allowing for
the mean raking value of each Q-sort to fall at zero (Watts & Stenner,
2012). It is recommended that a nine-point (-4 to +4) distribution be used
for Q-sorts that have fewer than 40 items (Brown, 1980). The column
heights ranged from 1 box at the extreme left (-4, least like me) and right
(+4, most like me), with 5 boxes in the central column (0, neutral). See
Figure 2 below for an example of the normal distribution curve used in this
research.

Figure 2

Normal Distribution Curve, © Sklarwitz, 2014

LEAST LIKE ME < J MOST LIKE ME
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4

Participants
In Q methodology, the participant group is referred to as the P set, and
this group is selected because their point of view matters in relation to the subject
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at hand (Watts & Stenner, 2012). As described above, three high schools were
chosen to give a range of perspectives on global citizenship. While each school
has a clearly expressed commitment to address global citizenship, they are doing
so in different ways and with different populations of students. The Sullivan
school is an elite, independent school for girls, Maplewood High is a suburban
public school, and Taylorsville High is an urban public school. Students in all
three schools ranged between 15-18, although the ethnic background varied
across locations. No students at the Taylorsville identified as “White,” while 73%
of students at the Sullivan and 61% of students at Maplewood High identified
“White” as all or part of their racial background. The demographic information for
each school is described in the table below.

Table 6

Student Participants in Q-sort

School Age Gender Ethnicity
Taylorsville 18 M American/Dominican
Taylorsville 18 M Latino

Taylorsville 18 M Latino

Taylorsville 16 F Vietnamese
Taylorsville 17 F Latina

Taylorsville 17 M Cape Verdean
Taylorsville 17 M Black

Taylorsville 16 F Latina

Taylorsville 17 M Black

Taylorsville 17 F Af-American/Hispanic
Taylorsville 18 M European
Taylorsville 17 F African American
Taylorsville 16 F African American
Taylorsville 17 M Cape Verdean
Taylorsville 16 M African American
Taylorsville 16 M Hispanic/Af American
Taylorsville 17 F African American
Taylorsville 18 M Latino

Taylorsville 17 F Black

Taylorsville 17 F Latina

Taylorsville 17 F Latina
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Taylorsville 16 F Latina

School Age Gender Ethnicity

Sullivan 16 F White/Pacific Islander (Chamorro)
Sullivan 17 F Bengali

Sullivan 17 F White

Sullivan 17 F White

Sullivan 16 F Asian

Sullivan 17 F

Sullivan 16 F White

Sullivan 17 F White

Sullivan 17 F Hispanic/White
Sullivan 16 F White

Sullivan 17 F White/Irish/American
School Age Gender Ethnicity
Maplewood 17 M Asian

Maplewood 17 M White

Maplewood 17 M White

Maplewood 17 M White

Maplewood 16 M White

Maplewood 16 M African-Indian
Maplewood 16 F White

Maplewood 16 F White

Maplewood 15 F Chinese-American
Maplewood 16 F Asian (Kazakhstan)
Maplewood 18 F White

Maplewood 16 M White

Maplewood 17 M White

Maplewood 15 M White/Asian
Maplewood 15 M Iranian/American
Maplewood 16 M White

Maplewood 16 M White

Maplewood 15 M White

Maplewood 15 M White

Maplewood 18 F Latina

Maplewood 16 F Asian

Maplewood 15 F Latina

Maplewood 16 F African-American
Procedure

The data collection at each of the three high schools was a very similar
process that began with an introduction of the researcher and a description of
what the participant’s involvement would entail. A script utilized by the researcher
for this introduction is included in Appendix F. The data collection at each school

site was divided into two sections: the first section took approximately twenty-five
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minutes, and involved the entire class participating in the Q-sort together. This
was followed by individual student interviews.
For the Q-sort, the process went as follows:

1. The researcher presented an introduction, providing students with an
overview of the process that included the condition of instruction. As
mentioned above, the condition of instruction read: Sort the items
according to those that are most like you (+4) to those that are least like
you (-4).

2. Aninstruction sheet and an envelope of cards were distributed to each
student. Students were told to open the envelope and count the cards to
ensure that all twenty-five cards were in the envelope.

3. Students read through each card quickly placing it on the instruction sheet

” o«

in one of the boxes labeled “Most Like Me,” “Neutral,” or “Least Like Me”
based on their first impression of the statement.

4. The student worksheets were distributed, and students were asked to
slide the worksheet underneath the instruction sheet and their three piles
of cards. They were given a few minutes to fill out the demographic
information and the ID number on the Student Worksheet.

5. Students were asked to pick up the pile of “Most Like Me” cards, and
spread them out so they could see them all at once. The researcher

instructed students to choose the one statement that was most like them,

and place it in the +4 box of the student worksheet. They chose the next
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two statements that were most like them for the +3 box, after being told
that the statements in the columns were weighted the same. Students
continued placing statements on the student worksheet until the cards
from the “Most Like Me” pile were gone. Since students read at various
paces, those who finished first were asked to wait for everyone to finish
before moving on.

. When all participants had placed the statements from the “Most Like Me”
pile on the student worksheet, they were instructed to take the statements
from the “Least Like Me” pile and work through a similar process as the
one described above. They spread out the statements from this pile so
they could see them all, and chose the one statement that was least like
them to place in the -4 box.

. When all students had finished with the “Least Like Me” pile, they
completed the process by laying out the “Neutral” cards so they could see
them all. They placed these cards in the remaining slots on the student
worksheet.

. Students were asked to look over their rankings to ensure satisfaction with
their choices, and to make any final changes by shifting the cards.

. After all the cards were placed on the student worksheet, the students
wrote down the number on each card in the box on the student worksheet

where it had been placed. The cards were returned to the envelope, and
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the student worksheet contained one number in each box of the

distribution curve.
10.The researcher collected student worksheets and envelopes, and students

returned to normally scheduled classroom activities.

When the Q-sort was complete, the researcher met with four or five
students that teachers had pre-selected to participate in short, ten-minute,
individual interviews with the researcher. Face to face post-sort interviews
have been found to elicit more meaningful responses than a post-sort written
questionnaire (Militello and Benham, 2010). Teachers were asked to solicit a
diverse group of students based on gender and race, if possible. The purpose
of the interviews was to “explore each participant’s wider understanding of the
issue, to discover why they have sorted the items as they have and to get
them to focus on the meaning and significance of particularly important and
salient items” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p 82). The interviews were conducted
in vacant rooms nearby the classroom, and the interview protocol can be
found in Appendix G. The interviews were designed to glean more information
about the extreme rankings, asking students to explain their reasoning behind
the statements they chose to rank as most and least like them. The interviews
were recorded and later transcribed by the researcher.

Data Analysis
Once the students completed the Q-sorts, the results were analyzed using

PQMethod 2.20 Software (Schmolck, 2002). PQ Method is specifically designed
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to analyze studies using Q methodology, allowing researchers to easily enter Q-
sort data, find inter-correlations between the Q-sorts, and perform a factor
analysis.

The Q-sorts from each high school were examined separately to
determine if the student perspectives that emerged were different based on the
different school settings. Once the sorts were entered into the program, a
correlation matrix was created to determine the level of agreement between the
sorts (Watts & Stenner, 2012). This matrix describes the total variability present
in the study, indicating the relationship of each Q-sort with the other sorts. The
matrix displays correlation coefficients that range from -1.0 to +1.0. A correlation
of +1.0 would represent a perfect correlation with cards sorted in an identical way
as another participant, a correlation of -1.0 would represent all cards sorted in an
opposite column as another participant, and a correlation of 0.0 would represent
no correlation between the Q-sorts (Brown, 1980).

A factor analysis was done to account for as much of the variance as
possible by identifying relationships between the Q-sorts in each group and
shared meaning present in the data (Watts & Stenner, 2012). There are two
types of factor analysis offered in PQMethod, though both are likely to produce
similar results (Harman, 1976; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Centroid analysis
considers the commonality among the Q-sorts, to indicate how much a Q-sort
holds in common with all other Q-sorts in the study. This allows all possible

solutions to be evaluated by the researcher to determine the best results.
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Principal components analysis (PCA) finds the best mathematical solution. In this
study, an initial principal component analysis was conducted followed by a
centroid factor analysis.

Factors represent points of view, and when participants sort items in a
similar way a factor emerges (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). Every person who
participates in the study will contribute an individual perspective, and these
perspectives will condense around factors. If enough students sort the
statements in a similar way, the result will be a factor with an eigenvalue greater
than 1.0. An eigenvalue is the sum of squared loadings for a factor (Brown,
1980), and Cattell’'s (1966) scree test was used to prevent retaining arbitrary
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. The scree test plots eigenvalues
obtained from an initial PCA, and the number of factors to extract is determined
by the point the line changes slope.

The factors that emerged represented different perspectives, though factor
rotation was needed to determine the meaning from the data (Brown, 1993). A
varimax rotation was used in this research to examine the data objectively from
different angles. This type of rotation was chosen because it is exploratory, rather
than rotating the factors based on preconceived theoretical notions. The rotation
did not affect the relationship between the Q-sorts, but shifted the perspective
from which they were observed (van Exel, 2005). Factor rotation allows the
researcher to view the subject matter in a focused way that more accurately

describes the viewpoints of the participants (Watts & Stenner, 2012).
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Once the factors were rotated, the interpretation was based on factor
scores rather than factor loadings. A factor score is an average score, or z-score,
given to a statement based on all the Q-sorts associated with that factor (Brown,
1993). This composite represents how a hypothetical respondent with 100%
loading on the factor would have ranked the statements in the Q-sort (van Exel,
2005). The z-scores are converted into a factor array, which is a single Q-sort
designed to represent the viewpoint of a particular factor (Watts & Stenner,
2012). These arrays can be used to facilitate interpretation of the factors.

The purpose of factor interpretation is to provide a holistic explanation of
the viewpoints participants in the study hold about global citizenship (Watts &
Stenner, 2012). The items in the factor array are considered to understand a
factor’s overall perspective, and demographic information collected from
participants can also provide added information. The researcher designates a
name to accompany the interpretation of each factor, and a discussion of the
factor's meaning. The follow-up post sort interviews with students were designed
to validate whether the factors that emerged from the Q-sort are an accurate

representation of the perspectives in the classrooms.

Summary
This section outlined the methodology employed to develop and validate a
Q-sort that can determine the attitudes students have about global citizenship.
This included the literature review and the examination of the Q-sort statements

by experts in research and in the field. The process for administering the Q-sort
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was also described, and the following chapter discusses the results obtained

from the three schools.
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4. RESULTS, PHASE 1

The purpose of this phase of the study was to design an assessment tool
to analyze the perceptions that students have about global citizenship. This
chapter will present the results of phase one (development and validation of the
assessment), and will be broken down into sections to highlight the data from
each of the three high schools individually. In addition to the results of the Q-
sorts from the validation and implementation, this chapter will present excerpts
from the post-sort interviews conducted with the students.
The Sullivan School

To begin the analysis of the data obtained from students at the Sullivan
school, 11 Q-sorts were entered into PQMethod (Schmolck, 2002). The program
is designed to inter-correlate the Q-sorts and subject them to a factor analysis
(Watts & Stenner, 2012). The Q-sorts that load significantly on a certain factor
share similar sorting patterns, indicating that the participants who did the sorting
share similar perspectives on global citizenship. The factor analysis provided an
overview of individual student perceptions about global citizenship in addition to
the patterns of perceptions shared by the class.
Correlation matrix

The first step in analyzing the Q-sorts is to calculate a correlation matrix to
identify the relationship of each Q-sort with every other sort in the study (Watts &
Stenner, 2012). This shows the extent that the sorts are similar and dissimilar to

each other: a correlation of +1.0 would represent a perfect correlation with cards
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sorted in an identical way as another participant, a correlation of -1.0 would
represent all cards sorted in an opposite column as another participant, and a
correlation of 0.0 would represent no correlation between the Q-sorts (Brown,
1980).

In this case, an 11 x 11 matrix was created based on the number of
participants at the Sullivan school. A significant correlation (at the p < .01 level) is
defined by the equation 2.58 x (1/VN), where N is the number of items in the Q-
sort (Brown, 1980). In this case, with 25 items in the Q-sort, correlations are
significant if they are +/- .516. For instance, as seen in the correlation matrix
below, there is a high level of agreement that is significant between Participant 5
(S5) and Participant 6 (S6), with a correlation of .80. This indicates that these
respondents ranked the items in a very similar way. There is a low level of
agreement between Participant 8 and Participant 4 at .03, indicating that these
respondents sorted the items very differently from each other.

Table 7

Correlation Matrix for the Sullivan School, Validation Phase

Sorts S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11
S1 1.00 .57 .09 48 .55 49 31 -.34 -.38 38 .46
S2 57 1.00 A1 .50 46 .63 44 -.18 -.25 39 .33
S3 .09 A1 1.00 .18 .09 27 -.23 -.08 -.37 29 .26
S4 48 .50 18 1.00 46 .52 47 .03 .04 52 24
S5 .55 46 .09 46 1.00 .80 10 -.30 -.36 54 53
S6 49 .63 27 .52 .80 1.00 .18 -.19 -.46 49 54
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S7 31 44 -23 47 10 18  1.00 .01 A7 41 .09
S8 -34 -18  -.08 03 -30 -19 .01 1.00 56 -22 -7
S9 -38 -25  -37 04  -36 -46 A7 56  1.00 -22 -45
s10 .38 .39 29 52 54 49 41 -22 -22 1.00 .43
S11 46 .33 26 24 53 54 09 -17  -45 43 1.00
Factor Analysis

After the correlation matrix, the data is subjected to a factor analysis to

show the similarities across individual participants. If students sort the statements

in a similar way and are likeminded about the areas of global citizenship

presented to them, their Q-sorts will load on the same factor (Brown, 1993). A

principal components analysis was used to identify the factors at the Sullivan
School, and three factors were kept with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The

scree plot below illustrates that the slope does not have significant changes

within the first three factors, and all three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1

were kept for further analysis. In the figure below, the y-axis represents the

eigenvalues and the x-axis represents the factors.
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Figure 3

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues, Sullivan School Validation Phase
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Factors

A varimax rotation was conducted to understand the extent that the Q-
sorts are associated with the factors, demonstrating the perspective that each
factor represents. For factor loadings to be significant at the p < .01 level, the
equation is identical to finding significance in the correlations described above.
Factor loadings are significant when the factor scores exceed 2.58 x (1/N),
where N is the number of items in the Q-set (Brown, 1980). In this case, factor
scores are significant if they are +/- .516. Participants can have significant
agreement or significant disagreement with the perspective that the factor
represents. Factors need two or more significant loadings following extraction to
be accepted in the study (Brown, 1980).

The eigenvalues for the rotated factors are calculated with the equation:
Eigenvalue = Variance x (no. Q sorts in Study + 100). In this case, for example,
the eigenvalue for Factor 1 is: 23 x (11 + 100) = 2.53. See Table 8 below for the

factor loadings with indications of the Q-sorts that load on each factor.
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Table 8

Factor Loading and Description of Sorts, The Sullivan School Validation Phase

Participant
S-1
S-2
S-3
S-4
S-5
S-6
S-7
S-8

S-9

Eigenvalue

%
explained
variance

Factor 1

0.3875

0.3868

0.3616

0.4661

0.6885*

0.7729

-0.0962

-.0.0829

-0.3561

0.6025*

0.5604*

2.53

23

Factor 2

0.4360

0.5332*

-0.1075

0.5992*

0.2293

0.2359

0.8356*

-0.0424

0.3051

0.3511

0.0931

1.87

17

Factor 3

-0.5305

-0.3474

-0.0393

0.1069

-0.2774

-0.3060

0.0691

0.5686*

0.7839*

-0.1667

-0.3196

1.65

15

Age
16
17
17
17
16
17
16
17
17
16

17

Gender

F

Ethnicity
White/Pacific
Islander
Bengali
White
White

Asian

White
White
Hispanic/White
White

White

* indicates a defining sort , where p <.01

The factors explain 55% of the total study variance, and eight out of the

eleven participants load significantly on one of these factors. When participants

load significantly on a factor, this indicates that they have similar viewpoints

about global citizenship and have sorted the cards in a similar way. Factor 1

explains 23% of the variance, and three participants load on this factor. Factor 2

explains 17% of the variance, and three participants load on this factor. Factor 3

explains 15% of the variance, and two participants load on this factor. Three
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participants did not load on any of the factors, indicating that they sorted the
cards differently from their classmates.
Factor Interpretation

The interpretation of the factors is based on the factor scores, which
provide an in-depth analysis into the meaning of each factor. During the
interpretation process, the factor scores are converted into z scores to present a
standard comparison across the factors. The table below indicates how
participants who load on the factors have ranked each statement in the Q-sort,
and z scores are used to demonstrate this comparison. In the table below, each
statement has a z score and a ranking to indicate how much value participants
who load on a study factor have attributed to it. For instance, in the table below, it
is evident that statement 15, “In the future, | plan to promote a peaceful world by
getting involved with social justice organizations,” has a high z score of 1.17 for
Factor 1 and it is ranked 3™ of the items on this factor as indicated by the number
3 listed next to the z score. However, this same item has a very low z score of -
.92 for Factor 3, and was ranked 21% out of the 25 statements. Participants who
load on Factor 1 feel that statement 15 is more like them than the participants

who load on Factor 3.
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Table 9

Z-scores with Corresponding Ranks, The Sullivan School

10

11

12

13

14

Statement

| am currently involved with a club or
organization that helps people around the
world (such as Amnesty International).

| am able to interact with people from
other cultures even if | do not know the
language they are speaking.

The United States should permit the
immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs.

| intentionally try to involve people from
different cultural backgrounds in my life
Governments of nations who have many
people living in poverty should be
responsible for taking care of their own
people without help from wealthier
nations.

| consider the needs of people who are
poor in other parts of the world to be as
important or more important than my own
needs

When people move to the United States,
it is their responsibility to try to fit in.

The United States should only send
money and troops to help nations that
have something useful (such as oil).

| am glad to work with people who come
from cultural backgrounds that are
different from mine.

| have contacted someone in the United
States government to encourage them to
take action on global issues

| try to convince other people to care
about global problems (such as poverty,
war, and health care) that concern me.

| do not judge people from other cultures
by my own moral standards.

Global issues outside the United States
(or my country of origin) are not as
important to me as issues happening in
the U.S. (or my country of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people who live in
the United States, not for helping people
in other countries

Factor 1
z-score Rank
-0.16 16
0.14 11
0.05 13
1.37 2
-0.96 21
-0.04 15
-0.57 18
-1.84 25
1.09 5
-0.86 20
0.63 7
0.45 8
-1.05 22
-1.67 24

Factor 2
z-score Rank
-1.65 25
1.69 1
-0.19 16
0.24 12
0.29 10
-0.22 17
-1.05 20
-1.26 21
1.53 3
-1.43 23
0.58 7
1.02 5
-0.29 18
0.26 1

Factor 3
z-score Rank
-1.08 22
-0.22 14
-1.15 23
-0.86 20
1.47 2
-1.47 24
0.92 5
1.31 3
0.70 7
-0.77 19
-0.16 13
-0.38 16
1.24 4
1.85 1
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In the future, | plan to promote a peaceful 1.17
world by getting involved with social

justice organizations.

What is right or wrong varies from culture 0.11
to culture.

| use or have used social media (such as  -0.47
Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to express my

thoughts on political events happening

outside the United States.

| enjoy when my friends from other 0.68
cultures share their cultural practices with

me.

| am deeply concerned with the rights of 2.33
all people, globally.

It is our responsibility as people living in 0.17
the United States to make sure people in
countries outside the U.S. have their

basic needs met.

It is sometimes difficult to be respectfulto  -1.26
people who dress, act, or have cultural

traditions that are very different from my

own.

| would buy my favorite brands even if | -0.75
knew that people were hurt or not paid

well in the factories overseas where they

are produced.

| actively seek out news and information 1.12
on global issues.

| am interested in doing volunteer work in 0.31
countries outside the United States.

| adjust my behavior and mannerisms 0.00
when | am interacting with people of other
cultures.

12

17

10

23

19

14

-0.10

1.24

-0.85

1.55

0.68

-0.14

-1.36

0.45

-1.45

0.56

-0.12

13

19

15

22

24

14

-0.92

0.38

-0.63

-0.32

-0.54

-2.01

0.00

0.54

0.63

0.61

0.86

21

11

18

15

17

25

12

10

Once the z scores have been calculated, the most critical piece of

interpretation is known as a factor array. This is a single Q sort configured to

represent the viewpoint of a particular factor (Watts & Stenner, 2012), and is an

ideal sort for the factor. For instance, the factor array for Factor 1 represents how

an ideal participant would rank the cards to load on this factor. It is constructed

from the rank order of the z scores, allowing for a more holistic and visual

interpretation of the factors. Although there is error within the factor arrays, it
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provides the best possible estimate of each factor to demonstrate what a perfect
loading Q-sort on this factor would look like. The factor arrays are presented in
the same distribution as the original Q-sort, and in this case, the rankings range
from -4 (Least Like Me) to +4 (Most Like Me). By examining the factor arrays, the
individual characteristics of each factor become clear and an interpretation can
emerge.

The factor arrays for all three factors at the Sullivan School are presented
in Table 10 below. Each of the factors will be examined in detail, but the factor
array presents a general overview of the similarities and differences between the
factors. For instance, the factor array shows that a participant with an ideal sort
for Factor 1 would rank statement 19, “I am deeply concerned with the rights of
all people globally,” as +4 (Most Like Me). This is in stark contrast to an ideal
sorter for Factor 3, who would only rank this statement as a -1. Participants on all
three factors have similar views on volunteering abroad, for an ideal participant
on each of the factors would rank statement 24, “I am interested in doing
volunteer work outside the Untied States” with minimal agreement at +1. By
examining these factor arrays, the differences and similarities between the

factors emerge that lead toward interpretation.
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Table 10

Factor Arrays for Each Statement, The Sullivan School Validation Phase

10

11

12

13

14

Statement

I am currently involved with a club or
organization that helps people around the
world (such as Amnesty International).

| am able to interact with people from other
cultures even if | do not know the language
they are speaking.

The United States should permit the
immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs.

| intentionally try to involve people from
different cultural backgrounds in my life
Governments of nations who have many
people living in poverty should be
responsible for taking care of their own
people without help from wealthier nations.

| consider the needs of people who are poor
in other parts of the world to be as important
or more important than my own needs
When people move to the United States, it is
their responsibility to try to fit in.

The United States should only send money
and troops to help nations that have
something useful (such as oil).

I am glad to work with people who come from
cultural backgrounds that are different from
mine.

| have contacted someone in the United
States government to encourage them to
take action on global issues

| try to convince other people to care about
global problems (such as poverty, war, and
health care) that concern me.

| do not judge people from other cultures by
my own moral standards.

Global issues outside the United States (or
my country of origin) are not as important to
me as issues happening in the U.S. (or my
country of origin).

The United States government is responsible
for helping people who live in the United
States, not for helping people in other
countries

Factors
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

In the future, | plan to promote a peaceful
world by getting involved with social justice
organizations.

What is right or wrong varies from culture to
culture.

| use or have used social media (such as
Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to express my
thoughts on political events happening
outside the United States.

| enjoy when my friends from other cultures
share their cultural practices with me.

| am deeply concerned with the rights of all
people, globally.

It is our responsibility as people living in the
United States to make sure people in
countries outside the U.S. have their basic
needs met.

It is sometimes difficult to be respectful to
people who dress, act, or have cultural

traditions that are very different from my own.

| would buy my favorite brands even if | knew
that people were hurt or not paid well in the
factories overseas where they are produced.
| actively seek out news and information on
global issues.

| am interested in doing volunteer work in
countries outside the United States.

| adjust my behavior and mannerisms when |
am interacting with people of other cultures.

factors, and the goal of interpretation is to discover the viewpoints expressed by

the participants who load on the factors (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Participants

The factor arrays provide the foundation for the interpretation of the

chose to rank items in a certain way, and the interpretation of these rankings can

present a holistic view of their perceptions on global citizenship. In addition to the

factor arrays, demographic information and post-sort interviews with participants

served to clarify the meaning of the factors.

perspective they represent, and these labels, along with the reasoning behind

Each of the three factors were each given a descriptive label to explain the
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them, are presented below. Rankings from the factor arrays are used as
explanation for the factors, and the notation for this includes the ranking and
statement number. For instance, in reference to Factor 1, (19: +4) indicates that
statement number 19 (“I am deeply concerned with the rights of all people,
globally”) is ranked as +4 in the factor array for Factor 1. In other words, an ideal
participant who significantly loads on Factor 1 would have ranked item 19 as
“‘Most Like Me.”

The descriptive labels are drawn from the global citizenship framework
proposed by Morais and Ogden (2011) to include: socially responsible, where
students recognize interdependence with individuals in a local, national, and
global community and have a sense of concern for the well being of those
individuals (Kahne & Westheimer, 2004); globally competent, where students
effectively utilize knowledge or receptivity to other cultural norms and
expectations to interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture or
home environment (Godbey, Hunter, & White, 2006); and civically engaged,
where students show a predisposition to actively address social, economic, and
political issues relevant to the global community (Parekh, 2003). When the
characteristics of a factor strongly suggest or strongly lack one of these
dimensions, it was assigned a label to reflect this. If the characteristics of a factor
are not aligned with any of the dimensions, the factor was assigned the label
“Nationalistic.” This label will be explained in greater detail in the Discussion

section.
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Factor 1: Socially Responsible, Globally Competent

Four students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor 1,
and this factor is labeled “Socially Responsible, Globally Competent.” All
students at the Sullivan School are female, and two of the students who loaded
on this factor identified as White, one student did not list an ethnicity, and one
student described herself as Asian. Factor 1 explains 23% of the total variance in
this study, with an eigenvalue of 2.53. The eigenvalue was calculated with the
equation below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = 23 x (11 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = 2.53

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 1 are currently
engaged and interested in global affairs. For instance, these students purport to
care deeply about the rights of all people globally (19: +4), and believe that the
United States, as a wealthy nation, has a responsibility to help people from other
countries that are living in poverty (14: -3, 5: -2). As Participant 6 explained, “We
have all this money, we’re one of the greatest countries in the world. We have to
help these countries.” These students do not believe that the United States
should restrict help to countries that have commaodities to offer in exchange (8: -
4). In addition to a belief that the United States government has a role in helping

people around the globe, students who load on this factor think that individuals in
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the United States also have a responsibility toward meeting the basic needs of
others in the world (20: +1).

The students on Factor 1 are actively seeking out news and information
on global issues (23: +2), and they believe that global issues outside the US
deserve as much attention as issues happening inside the US (13: -2). However,
although these students exhibit a clear belief that people around the world should
receive assistance, this dedication falters when brought closer to home. For
instance, the students exhibit a neutral stance on allowing people to immigrate to
the United States (3: 0), and a neutral stance on whether the needs of people in
other parts of the world are as important as the students’ own needs (6: 0). While
the global issues are critical, the students are careful to maintain that their own
needs should be a priority as well.

In addition to feeling passionate about the global issues, the students on
this factor feel strongly about getting involved with social justice organizations in
the future to take action. However, they are only mildly against purchasing
brands if they are aware that conditions are poor in factories where products are
made (15: 3, 22: -1). Participant 11, a White female, described the moral
quandary that this statement posed by stating:

In principle, | would say no way, but when | think about it, | know that

Forever 21 is a store that makes clothes with child labor and things like

that. But | think a lot of times, especially when you are younger and you

don’t have a lot of money to spend on clothes, and there’s a place that's
cheaper... | know | shouldn’t shop there but | do... | was really torn.
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In addition, the participants who load on Factor 1 are not currently involved with
organizations that help people in other regions of the world (1: -1).

Finally, the students on this factor feel neutral about being able to interact
with people from other cultures without knowing the language they are speaking
(2: 0), though they are glad about working with people from cultural backgrounds
different from their own (9: 2). They are often seeking out these interactions, and
Participant 11 explains, “It's very important to me to be in a place with diversity. |
want my ideas to be challenged, so | am forced to think outside the box.” In
addition, they enjoy when friends share cultural practices (18: 2), and they do not
feel that it is difficult to be respectful toward people who dress, act, or have
cultural traditions that are different from their own (21: -3).

Factor 2: Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic
Engagement

Three students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor 2,
and this factor is labeled “Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and
Civic Engagement.” Two of the students describe their ethnicity as White, and
one is Bengali. Factor 2 explains 17% of the total variance in this study, with an
eigenvalue of 1.87. The eigenvalue was calculated with the equation below
(Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = 17 x (11 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = 1.87
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An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 2 present conflicting
views on developing relationships with people from outside the United States.
These students feel very confident about interacting with people from other
cultures even without knowledge of the language (2: +4), and they enjoy when
friends share cultural practices that are different from their own (18: +3, 9: +3).
They do not believe that when people move to the United States they have a
responsibility to fit in (7: -2), and they feel strongly that it is not difficult to be
respectful to people who dress, act, or have cultural traditions that are different
(21: -4). However, they are also leaning away from allowing immigrants into the
country for fear of job competition (3: -1), and they are neutral about whether the
United States government or individuals should provide aid to people outside the
United States. (14: 0, 20: 0). As Participant 4, a White female, explained:

There can be a lot of issues with poverty, and people can be so quick to

jump on issues in other countries when they might not be as aware of

things in our own country... it's weird to think that we need to go help

people in other countries when we have our own people to deal with.
Instead, they are leaning toward governments of nations that have people in
poverty taking full responsibility for meeting the basic needs of the citizens who
reside there (5: +1).

An additional point of interest occurs in terms of how the students think of
themselves regarding their empathy for people in other nations. Although

students express that they are concerned with the rights of all people, globally

(19:2), they lean away from considering the needs of people who are poor
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internationally to be as important as their own needs (6: -1), and they are not
actively seeking out information on issues happening abroad (23: -3). They have
not contacted people in government to encourage them to take action on global
issues (10: -3), potentially because they are not aware of what the issues are.
They are neutral about becoming involved in social justice organizations in the
future (15: 0), and they may buy brands even if they know that conditions are
poor for employees who manufacture them (22: +1).
Factor 3: Nationalistic

Two students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor 3,
and this factor is labeled “Nationalistic.” Both students describe their ethnicity as
White. Factor 3 explains 15% of the total variance in this study, with an
eigenvalue of 1.65. The eigenvalue was calculated with the equation below
(Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = 15 x (11 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = 1.65

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 3 are not concerned
with people in other nations, and the extreme rankings reflect a nationalistic
focus. For instance, these students do not identify with taking responsibility to
make sure people in countries outside the US have their basic needs met (20: -

4), and they feel committed to purchasing brands regardless of whether people
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overseas who produce the brands in factories are treated well or not (22: +4).
They do not believe that the needs of people in other regions of the world are as
important as their own needs (6: -2), and they took a neutral stance on whether
the US government should become involved in helping out people from other
nations (14: 0, 8: 0). This might be from feeling a lack of knowledge on the
subject, for as Participant 8 explained, “It was hard to rank all the ones that were
what is our government responsible for, and what are other governments
responsible for. I'm 17, and probably not the most qualified person to say.” They
feel strongly that moral judgment can vary from culture to culture (16: +3), and
they do not have interest in later becoming involved with social justice
organizations (15: -2).
Qualitative Reponses: The Q-sort Activity

During the post-sort interviews at the Sullivan school, all participants were
asked to describe their experience with the Q-sort process itself since it was
likely different from other surveys they had participated in before. In general, the
responses were positive to the activity, although the majority of Sullivan
participants felt it was difficult to rank the statements against each other. As
Participant 4, a White female, explained, ‘I felt like | was trying to lay out some of
my moral beliefs on paper which was hard.” However, she followed up this
comment by describing how the activity allowed her to reflect on these moral
beliefs, and she realized “even though | want to help I'm not really doing

anything.” Participant 11, a White female, agreed that the activity forced her to
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question if her actions were aligned with her beliefs, and she said, “To agree is
S0 easy, but to say this is what | do... that distinction was really interesting.”
Qualitative Reponses: Definition of Global Citizenship

In addition to providing feedback on the Q-sort activity itself, interviewed
students at the Sullivan School were asked to provide a definition of global

citizenship to the best of their knowledge. The definitions ranged in scope, and

they provide valuable insight into the mindset of the students at the time of the Q-

sort activity. The definitions of global citizenship given by the interviewed Sullivan

participants are given below.
Table 11

Definitions of Global Citizenship, The Sullivan School Validation Phase

Participant Definition of Global Citizenship Factor
4, White It might not necessarily mean acting, Factor 2, Globally Competent,
female because you don’t have to go to Lacking
another country and help. But if you  Social Responsibility and Civic
are reading the news, and you are Engagement

respectful of other people’s norms,
you don’t have to necessarily act on
it. It's more being aware and
respectful.

6, female Someone who is actively helping Factor 1, Socially Responsible,
others throughout the world and isn’t  Globally Competent
just concerned with the well-being of
their own country.

8, White Being aware. | don’t know if it means Did not load on a factor
female | have to go out in the world to save

everybody, but being aware of what

is going on in the world.

11, White It's about responsibility no matter Factor 1, Socially Responsible,
female who you are, making sure you are Globally Competent

not putting your own agenda on

people but realizing what is going to

be best for a group of people and

helping them gain it.
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Maplewood High School

To begin the analysis of the data obtained from students at Maplewood
High School, 23 Q-sorts were entered into PQMethod (Schmolck, 2002). The Q-
sorts that load significantly on a certain factor share similar sorting patterns,
indicating that the participants who did the sorting share similar perspectives on
global citizenship. The factor analysis provided an overview of individual student
perceptions about global citizenship in addition to the patterns of perceptions
shared by the class.
Correlation matrix

A 23x23 correlation matrix was created based on the number of
participants at Maplewood High School. In this case, correlations are significant if
they are +/- .516. For example, as seen in the correlation matrix below, there is a
high level of agreement that is significant between Participant 22 (M22) and
Participant 21 (M21), with a correlation of .79. This indicates that these
participants have sorted the Q-sort items in a very similar way. There is a low
level of agreement between Participant 1 and Participant 20 at .01, indicating that

these participants ranked the items very differently.
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Factor Analysis

After the correlation matrix, the data are subjected to a factor analysis to
show the similarities across individual participants. A principal component
analysis was used to identify the factors at Maplewood High School, and four
factors were kept with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. Although there were six
factors that initially emerged with eigenvalues greater than 1, Cattell’s (1996)
scree test was used to determine how many factors to keep in the analysis. The
figure below illustrates that the slope does not change within the first four factors,
and these four factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were kept for further
analysis. In the figure below, the y-axis represents the eigenvalues and the x-axis
represents the factors.

Figure 4

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues, Maplewood High School Validation Phase
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A varimax rotation was conducted to understand the extent that the Q-

sorts are associated with the factors, and the factor loadings were significant
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when the factor scores exceeded +/- .516. See Table 13 below for the rotated

factor matrix with indications of the Q-sorts that load on each factor.

Table 13

Factor Loading and Description of Sorts, Maplewood High School Validation Phase

M-1

M-2

M-3

M-4

M-5

M-6

M-7

M-8

M-9

M-10

M-11

M-12

M-13

M-14

M-15

M-16

M-17

M-18

Participant

Factor 1

0.3554

0.7128*

0.7536*

-0.0266

0.2836

0.8782*

0.0445

0.4918

0.5693

0.7902*

-0.0694

-0.0612

0.3102

0.6972*

0.7761*

-0.0868

0.4199

0.5572

Factor 2

-0.1676

0.3534

0.0767

0.0804

0.0972

0.1320

0.8572*

0.7775*

0.5416

0.3000

0.7237*

0.2118

-0.3316

-0.1845

-0.0293

-0.0560

0.1152

0. 3831

Factor 3

0.1288

0.0174

0.2847

0.8065*

0.1939

0.0997

0.1130

0.920

-0.0866

0.1926

0.2034

0.8499*

0.0258

-0.0855

-0.2532

0.5194

0.6523*

0.3465

Factor 4 Age

0.7086*

-0.2975

-0.0499

-0.0244

0.0706

-0.0721

0.1311

-0.0632

0.3553

0.0863

0.3982

0.0976

-0.8056*

0.2362

-0.0212

-0.0072

0.0369

0.0991

17

17

17

17

16

16

16

16

15

16

18

16

17

15

15

16

16

15

Gender

M

= 2 2 £ £

Ethnicity
Asian
White
White
White
White

African-
Indian

White
White

Chinese-
American

Asian
(Kazakhstan)

White

White

White
White/Asian

Iranian/
American

White
White

White
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M-19 0.2201 0.5871* 0.3624 -0.1096 15 M White

M-20 0.3885 0.6388* 0.1467 0.0366 18 F Latina
M-21 -0.1028 0.8916* 0.1028 -0.0791 16 F Asian
M-22 0.0499 0.9273* -0.0265 -0.0357 15 F Latina
M-23 .8358* 0.0135 0.0599 0.0016 16 F African-
American
Eigenvalue 5.75 5.29 2.76 1.61
% 25 23 12
explained
variance

Note: * indicates a defining sort, where p < .01

The factors in this study explain 67% of the total study variance, and 19
out of the 23 participants load significantly on one of these factors. Factor 1
explains 25% of the variance, and 7 participants load on this factor. Factor 2
explains 23% of the variance, and 7 participants load on this factor. Factor 3
explains 12% of the variance, and 3 participants load on this factor. Factor 4
explains 7% of the variance, and 2 participants load on this factor. Four
participants did not load on any of these factors, indicating that they sorted the

cards differently from their peers.

Factor Interpretation

The interpretation of the factors is based on the factor scores, which
provide an in-depth analysis into the meaning of each factor. During the
interpretation process, the factor scores are converted into z scores to present a
standard comparison across the factors. The table below indicates how

participants who load on the factors have ranked each statement in the Q-sort,

97



and z scores are used to demonstrate this comparison. In the table below, each
statement has a z score and a ranking to indicate how much value participants
who load on a study factor have attributed to it. For example, it is evident that
statement 9, “I am glad to work with people who come from cultural backgrounds
that are different from mine,” has a high z score of 1.95 for Factor 1 and it is
ranked 1% of the items on this factor as indicated by the number 1 listed next to
the z score. However, this same item has a very low z score of -0.28 for Factor 3,
and was ranked 17th out of the 25 statements. Participants who load on Factor 1
feel that statement 9 is more like them than the participants who load on Factor
3.

Table 14

Z-scores with Corresponding Ranks, Maplewood High School Validation Phase

# Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Z score Rank Zscore Rank Zscore Rank Z score Rank

1 I am currently involved with a -046 18 0.88 5 -1.08 22 098 3
club or organization that helps
people around the world (such
as Amnesty International).

2 | am able to interact with people  1.08 5 0.31 11 0.00 12 0.74 7
from other cultures even if | do
not know the language they are
speaking.

3 The United States should permit  0.21 11 038 10 1.66 2 1.8 2
the immigration of foreign
peoples even if it increases the
competition for jobs.

4 | intentionally try to involve 0.43 9 0.55 8 205 25 0.60 9
people from different cultural
backgrounds in my life

5 Governments of nations who 0.63 6 -1.74 25 -021 16 -0.5 18
have many people living in
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

poverty should be responsible
for taking care of their own
people without help from
wealthier nations.

| consider the needs of people
who are poor in other parts of
the world to be as important or
more important than my own
needs

When people move to the United
States, it is their responsibility to
try to fitin.

The United States should only
send money and troops to help
nations that have something
useful (such as oil).

| am glad to work with people
who come from cultural
backgrounds that are different
from mine.

| have contacted someone in the
United States government to
encourage them to take action
on global issues

| try to convince other people to
care about global problems
(such as poverty, war, and
health care) that concern me.

| do not judge people from other
cultures by my own moral
standards.

Global issues outside the United
States (or my country of origin)
are not as important to me as
issues happening in the U.S. (or
my country of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people
who live in the United States, not
for helping people in other
countries

In the future, | plan to promote a
peaceful world by getting
involved with social justice
organizations.

What is right or wrong varies
from culture to culture.

| use or have used social media
(such as Twitter, Facebook, etc.)
to express my thoughts on
political events happening
outside the United States.

| enjoy when my friends from

-0.50

-0.31

-0.36

1.95

-2.06

-1.11

0.02

-0.11

-0.04

-0.51

1.20

-1.17

1.14

19

16

17

25

22

12

14

13

20

23

0.47

-1.24

-1.42

1.07

-0.38

0.09

0.00

-1.29

-1.47

.87

-.19

-.85

.65

21

23

18

13

14

22

24

16

19

-0.83

-1.18

-1.45

-0.28

-0.17

0.45

-0.73

0.59

0.49

0.35

1.01

-0.80

0.00

20

23

24

17

14

10

18

11

13

0.14

-0.28

-0.83

0.46

0.89

1.9

-0.23

-1.9

0.69

0.37

-0.09

0.74

-0.37

12

15

20

10

14

25

11

13

17
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other cultures share their cultural
practices with me.
19 | am deeply concerned withthe -0.18 15 1.70 1 0.76 6 1.3 22
rights of all people, globally.
20 ltis our responsibility as people -0.97 21 1.39 3 0.80 5 -0.69 19
living in the United States to
make sure people in countries
outside the U.S. have their basic
needs met.
21 It is sometimes difficult to be -190 24 -114 20 -0.17 15 -14 24
respectful to people who dress,
act, or have cultural traditions
that are very different from my
own.
22 | would buy my favorite brands 0.50 8 -.35 17  -0.97 21 -1.3 23
even if | knew that people were
hurt or not paid well in the
factories overseas where they
are produced.

23 | actively seek out news and 0.35 10 .21 12 2.15 1 0.92 4
information on global issues.
24 | am interested in doing 0.55 7 1.57 2 1.14 3 -037 17

volunteer work in countries
outside the United States.
25 | adjust my behavior and 1.62 2 -.07 15 0.52 8 -0.89 21
mannerisms when | am
interacting with people of other
cultures.

The factor arrays for all four factors at Maplewood High School are
presented in Table 15 below. Each of the factors will be examined in detail, but
the factor array presents a general overview of the similarities and differences
between the factors. For instance, the factor array shows that a participant with
an ideal sort for Factor 1 would rank statement 9, “I am glad to work with people
who come from cultural backgrounds that are different from mine,” as +4 (Most
Like Me). This is in stark contrast to an ideal sorter for Factor 3, who would only
rank this statement as a -1. By examining these factor arrays, the differences and
similarities between the factors emerge that lead toward interpretation.
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Table 15

Factor Arrays for Each Statement, Maplewood High School Validation Phase

10

11

12

13

Statement

| am currently involved with a club or
organization that helps people around
the world (such as Amnesty
International).

| am able to interact with people from
other cultures even if | do not know the
language they are speaking.

The United States should permit the
immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs.

| intentionally try to involve people from
different cultural backgrounds in my life
Governments of nations who have
many people living in poverty should
be responsible for taking care of their
own people without help from wealthier
nations.

| consider the needs of people who are
poor in other parts of the world to be as
important or more important than my
own needs

When people move to the United
States, it is their responsibility to try to
fitin.

The United States should only send
money and troops to help nations that
have something useful (such as oil).

I am glad to work with people who
come from cultural backgrounds that
are different from mine.

| have contacted someone in the
United States government to
encourage them to take action on
global issues

| try to convince other people to care
about global problems (such as
poverty, war, and health care) that
concern me.

| do not judge people from other
cultures by my own moral standards.
Global issues outside the United
States (or my country of origin) are not
as important to me as issues

Factors
2

2
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happening in the U.S. (or my country of
origin).
14 The United States government is 0 -3 1 1
responsible for helping people who live
in the United States, not for helping
people in other countries
15 In the future, | plan to promote a -2 2 0 0
peaceful world by getting involved with
social justice organizations.

16 What is right or wrong varies from 3 -1 2 0
culture to culture.
17 | use or have used social media (such -3 -1 -1 1

as Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to express
my thoughts on political events
happening outside the United States.

18 | enjoy when my friends from other 2 1 0 -1
cultures share their cultural practices
with me.

19 | am deeply concerned with the rights 0 4 2 -2
of all people, globally.

20 Itis our responsibility as people living -2 3 2 -1

in the United States to make sure
people in countries outside the U.S.
have their basic needs met.
21 Itis sometimes difficult to be respectful -3 -2 0 -3
to people who dress, act, or have
cultural traditions that are very different
from my own.
22 | would buy my favorite brands even if | 1 -1 -2 -3
knew that people were hurt or not paid
well in the factories overseas where
they are produced.

23 | actively seek out news and 1 0 4 2
information on global issues.

24 | am interested in doing volunteer work 1 3 3 -1
in countries outside the United States.

25 | adjust my behavior and mannerisms 3 0 1 -2

when | am interacting with people of
other cultures.

Each of the four factors were given a descriptive label to explain the
perspective they represent, and these labels, along with the reasoning behind
them, are presented below. Rankings from the factor arrays are used as
explanation for the factors, and the notation for this includes the raking and

statement number. For instance, in reference to Factor 1, (9: +4) indicates that
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statement number 9 (“I am glad to work with people who come from cultural
backgrounds that are different from mine”) is ranked as +4 in the factor array for
Factor 1. In other words, an ideal participant who significantly loads on Factor 1

would have ranked item 9 as “Most Like Me.”

Factor 1: Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic
Engagement

Seven students from Maplewood High School significantly loaded on
Factor 1, and this factor is labeled “Globally Competent, Lacking Social
Responsibility and Civic Engagement.” Two of these students were female (one
Asian and one African-American), and the rest male (two White, one African-
Indian, one White/Asian, and one Iranian). Factor 1 explains 25% of the total
variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of 5.75. The eigenvalue was calculated
with the equation below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = 25 x (23 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = 5.75

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 1 feel comfortable
interacting with people from different cultures than their own (9: +4, 21: -3, 2: +2),
and they like when cultural practices are shared with them (18: +2). They feel

adept at adjusting behavior and mannerisms when interacting with people from
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other cultures (25: +3), and overall exhibit a willingness to interact with
individuals with diverse cultural backgrounds.

However, although these students may have the ability to overcome
cultural boundaries to interact with people different from themselves, the
participants who load on this factor have general a lack of concern for global
issues. For instance, they believe governments with people living in poverty
should be responsible for taking care of their own people without help from
wealthier nations (5: +2), and they are neutral about the rights of all people
globally (19: 0). They do not believe it is the responsibility of people in the US to
make sure others in poverty have basic needs met (20: -2), and they are neutral
on whether immigrants should enter the United States (3: 0).

In addition, these students lack civic engagement, as they do not attempt
to convince people to care about global problems (11: -2) or use social media to
express thoughts on political events (17: -3). They are willing to buy brands
regardless of working conditions for the employees who produce them (22: +1),
and they do not have an interest in becoming involved with social justice
organizations (15: -2).

Factor 2: Socially Responsible

Seven students from Maplewood High School significantly loaded on
Factor 2, and this factor is labeled “Socially Responsible.” Six of these students
are female (three White, one Asian, and two Latina), and one is a White male.

Factor 2 explains 23% of the total variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of
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5.29. The eigenvalue was calculated with the equation below (Watts & Stenner,
2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = 23 x (23 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = 5.29

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 2 have a strong
sense of social responsibility. They are deeply concerned with the rights of all
people globally (19, +4) and believe that individuals in wealthy nations like the
United States have a responsibility to make sure people outside the US have
their basic needs met (20: +3). In addition to individual responsibility, they feel
that the United States government has an obligation to help people outside the
United States (14: -3), and that governments with nations that have people in
poverty should not be left on their own to address these problems (5: -4). As
Participant 18, a Latina female, explained, “My family is from Columbia...I've
seen many places there, many poor places. And | think about how the
government doesn’t do much with those places, they don’t try to make it a better
place or seem concerned about them.” She went on to discuss how she believed
the only way for things to get better was for wealthy countries to assist poor
countries to provide people with opportunities to succeed.

The students who load on this factor are interested in finding out about

global issues (13: -2), and consider the needs of people in other nations to be as
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important or more important than their own needs to some degree (6: +1). They
want to promote peace and equality by getting involved with social justice
organizations in the future (2: +2).
Factor 3: Lacking Global Competence

Three students from Maplewood High School significantly loaded on
Factor 3, and this factor is labeled “Lacking Global Competence.” All three of
these students identify as White males. Factor 3 explains 12% of the total
variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of 2.76. The eigenvalue was calculated
with the equation below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = 12 x (23 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = 2.76

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 3 are not interested
in making connections with people from different cultural backgrounds (4: -4, 9, -
1), and they may use their own moral standards to judge others (12: -1). They
are neutral on whether it is difficult to be respectful toward people who have
cultural traditions that are different from their own (21: 0), and they do not
consider needs of people in other regions of the world to be as important as their
own needs (6: -2).

However, regardless of their lack of interest in interacting with people from

different cultures, the participants on this factor feel committed that the US
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should permit immigration even if competition for employment is increased (3:
+3). As Participant 17 explained, “I come from an immigrant family, so | know that
if the US had harsher policies on immigrants | might not be here today. So it's a
value in my family to provide equal opportunities for people.” Although these
students are strongly motivated to actively seek out news and information on
global issues (23: +4), these issues outside the US are not as important to them
as issues inside the US or their country of origin (13: +1).
Factor 4: Civically Engaged, Lacking Global Competence

Two students from Maplewood High School significantly loaded on Factor
4, and this factor is labeled “Civically Engaged, Lacking Global Competence.”
One participant is a White male and the other is an Asian male. Factor 4 explains
7% of the total variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of 1.61. The eigenvalue
was calculated with the equation below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 4 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 4 = 7 x (23 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 4 = 1.61

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 4 have a strong
sense of civic engagement, as they are actively taking part in making their voices
heard. For instance, they are working to convince others to care about global
problems such as poverty, war, and health care (11: +4), and they have

contacted government officials to encourage them to act on global issues (10:
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+2). They are involved with organizations that help people around the world (1:
+3), and they use social media to express thoughts on political events happening
outside the United States (17: +1). They believe that global issues outside the US
are as important as those within the US (13: +4), and they would not buy brands
if they knew that working conditions were poor for the employees who
manufactured them abroad (22: -3).

While these students clearly exhibit a high level of civic engagement, they
appear more concerned with general issues and less concerned with people
themselves. For instance, they are not concerned with the rights of all people
globally (19: -2), and they are not interested in adjusting their behavior or
mannerisms when interacting with people of other cultures. They are also not
interested in having friends share different cultural practices with them (18: -1),
and they feel neutral about whether people have the responsibility of trying to fit
in when they move to the United States (7: 0). As Participant 13, a White male,
elaborated, “If someone came to our country and completely disregarded our
customs, that’s really frowned upon here.”

Qualitative Reponses: Definition of Global Citizenship

Students at Maplewood High School were asked to provide a definition of
global citizenship to the best of their knowledge. The definitions ranged in scope,
and they provide valuable insight into the mindset of the students at the time of
the Q-sort activity. The definitions of global citizenship given by the interviewed

Maplewood High School participants are given below.
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Table 16

Definitions of Global Citizenship, Maplewood High School

Participant

17, White Male

18, Latina
female

13, White male

11, White
female

Definition of Global Citizenship

Taking care of others who don’t have the
same privileges as you even if it doesn’t
directly benefit you. We are privileged to
live in the US, and we don’t have to work
in sweatshops from morning to night.

Understanding others from different
cultures, and trying to understand their
rights and beliefs and acting on that.

Contributing, helping the world out. Not
harming the world. Being a good citizen
of the world.

Having empathy for people all over the
world. It's more important to have
empathy than sympathy. Poor people on
the street in South Africa, it’s difficult for
you to see in their lives. You’d rather just
feel bad for them. You have to see the
real issues and the real problems going
on there.

Factor

Factor 3, Lacking Global
Competence

Factor 2, Socially Responsible

Factor 4, Civically Engaged,
Lacking Global Competence

Factor 2, Socially Responsible

Taylorsville High School

To begin the analysis of the data obtained from students at Taylorsville

High School, 22 Q-sorts were entered into PQMethod (Schmolck, 2002).

Correlation matrix

A 22 x 22 correlation matrix was created based on the number of

participants at Taylorsville High School, and correlations are significant if they are

+/- .516. For instance, as seen in the correlation matrix below, there is a high

level of agreement that is significant between Participant 5 (T5) and Participant 6

(T®), with a correlation of .80. This indicates that these respondents ranked the
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items in a very similar way. There is a low level of agreement between
Participant 8 and Participant 4 at .03, indicating that these respondents sorted

the items very differently from each other.
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Factor Analysis

A principal components analysis was used to identify the factors at
Taylorsville High School, and four factors were kept with an eigenvalue greater
than 1.0. The scree plot below illustrates that the slope begins to even out after
the first four factors, and these factors were kept for further analysis. In the figure
below, the y-axis represents the eigenvalues and the x-axis represents the
factors.

Figure 5

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues, Taylorsville High School
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A varimax rotation was conducted to understand the extent that the Q-
sorts are associated with the factors, and the factor scores are significant if they
are +/- .516. See Table 18 below for the rotated factor matrix with indications of

the Q-sorts that load on each factor.
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Table 18

Factor Loading and Description of Sorts, Taylorsville High School Validation Phase

Participant Factor Factor Factor Factor Age Gender Ethnicity
1 2 3 4
T-1 0.4345 0.2471 -0.0867 0.7494* 18 M American/Dominican
T-2 0.2943 0.1085 -0.0132 0.8704* 18 M Latino
T-3 0.8404* 0.2800 -0.0869 0.1020 18 M Latino
T-4 0.3605 0.2464 0.3697 0.4079 16 F Vietnamese
T-5 0.7148* 0.2394 0.2346  0.2711 17 F Latina
T-6 -0.0012 0.4416  0.3344 04245 17 M Cape Verdean
F-7 0.6482* -0.0318 0.4453  0.2430 17 M Black
T-8 0.6750* 0.3480 0.0378 0.2294 16 F Latina
T-9 0.2313 0.3092 0.4884 0.3962 17 M Black
T-10 0.1019 0.7586* 0.0658 0.3219 17 F African-
American/Hispanic
T-11 -0.0345 0.2874 0.3219 0.6490* 18 M European
T-12 0.1478 -0.0236 0.7641* -0.1111 17 F African American
T-13 0.2069 0.8475* 0.1230 -0.0525 16 F African American
T-14 -0.1268 -0.3282 0.1578 -0.1094 17 M Cape Verdean
T-15 0.0094 -0.0006 0.8143* 0.2114 16 M African American
T-16 0.3751 0.4262 0.6798* 0.1388 16 M Hispanic/African-
American

T-17 0.3335 0.4885 0.6328* 0.1311 17 F African-American
T-18 0.4274 0.4631 0.1586  0.1131 18 M Latino
T-19 0.5687 -0.0140 0.3387 0.4563 17 F Black
T-20 0.3929 0.6960* 0.0501 0.4496 17 F Latina
T-21 0.1296 0.8139* 0.0679 0.2707 17 F Latina
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T-22 0.7993* 0.1240 0.4011 0.332 16 F Latina

Eigenvalue 4.18 3.96 3.30 3.08
% 19 18 15 14
explained

variance

* indicates a defining sort , where p <.01

The factors explain 66% of the total study variance, and sixteen out of the
twenty-two participants loaded significantly on one of these factors. Factor 1
explains 19% of the variance, and five participants loaded on this factor. Factor 2
explains 18% of the variance, and four participants loaded on this factor. Factor 3
explains 15% of the variance, and four participants loaded on this factor. Factor
4 explains 14% of the variance, and three participants loaded on this factor. Six
participants did not load on any of these factors, indicating that they sorted the

cards differently than their peers.

Factor Interpretation

The table below indicates how participants who loaded on the factors have
ranked each statement in the Q-sort, and z scores are used to demonstrate this
comparison. For example, it is evident that statement 12, “I do not judge people
from other cultures by my own moral standards,” has a high z score of 2.27 for
Factor 1 and it is ranked 1% of the items on this factor as indicated by the number
1 listed next to the z score. However, this same item has a lower z score of .30

for Factor 4, and was ranked 10" out of the 25 statements. Participants who
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loaded on Factor 1 felt that statement 12 is more like them than the participants

who loaded on Factor 4.

Table 19

Z scores with Corresponding Ranks, Taylorsville High School Validation Phase

# Statement Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

4 Rank Z Rank Z Rank Z Rank
score score score score
1 lam currently involved withaclub -0.95 21 -053 18 -054 17 -0.31 16
or organization that helps people
around the world (such as
Amnesty International).
2 | am able to interact with people 0.91 4 0.68 7 0.95 6 0.82 7
from other cultures even if | do
not know the language they are
speaking.
3 The United States should permit  0.25 10 050 10 0.69 8 0.83 6
the immigration of foreign
peoples even if it increases the
competition for jobs.
4 |intentionally try to involve people -047 19 -0.11 15 0.77 7 0.77 8
from different cultural
backgrounds in my life
5 Governments of nations who -041 18 0.56 9 0.02 14 17 24
have many people living in
poverty should be responsible for
taking care of their own people
without help from wealthier
nations.
6 | consider the needs of people 0.98 3 0.77 6 012 21 1.0 4
who are poor in other parts of the
world to be as important or more
important than my own needs
7 When people move to the United  0.60 8 -2.0 24 -024 15 11 21
States, it is their responsibility to
try to fitin.
8 The United States should only -1.53 24 -062 19 19 34 19 25
send money and troops to help
nations that have something
useful (such as oil).
9 | am glad to work with people 1.60 2 1.12 4 1.16 4 1.9 1
who come from cultural
backgrounds that are different
from mine.

115



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

| have contacted someone in the
United States government to
encourage them to take action on
global issues

| try to convince other people to
care about global problems (such
as poverty, war, and health care)
that concern me.

| do not judge people from other
cultures by my own moral
standards.

Global issues outside the United
States (or my country of origin)
are not as important to me as
issues happening in the U.S. (or
my country of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people
who live in the United States, not
for helping people in other
countries

In the future, | plan to promote a
peaceful world by getting involved
with social justice organizations.
What is right or wrong varies from
culture to culture.

| use or have used social media
(such as Twitter, Facebook, etc.)
to express my thoughts on
political events happening outside
the United States.

| enjoy when my friends from
other cultures share their cultural
practices with me.

| am deeply concerned with the
rights of all people, globally.

It is our responsibility as people
living in the United States to
make sure people in countries
outside the U.S. have their basic
needs met.

It is sometimes difficult to be
respectful to people who dress,
act, or have cultural traditions that
are very different from my own.

| would buy my favorite brands
even if | knew that people were
hurt or not paid well in the
factories overseas where they are
produced.

| actively seek out news and
information on global issues.

| am interested in doing volunteer

-1.08

-0.75

2.27

-0.06

-0.24

-0.14

0.35

-1.156

0.68

-0.32

0.11

-2.26

-0.20

0.12

0.80

22

20

13

16

14

23

17

12

25

11

-1.62

0.31

1.20

-0.46

-0.83

1.59

0.07

0.41

0.67

1.29

-0.32

-2.01

0.04

-0.96

0.98

23

12

17

21

13

11

25

14

22

24

-0.72

1.53

-0.72

0.22

-0.51

-1.33

0.51

0.37

-1.76

-0.69

1.65

-1.23

0.17

-.96

20

19

12

16

23

10

25

22

13

-0.96

-0.98

0.30

-1.2

-1.2

0.21

0.90

0.05

1.2

0.65

1.1

0.01

-0.46

-0.41

0.10

20

10

23

22

12

14

15

18

17

13
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work in countries outside the
United States.
25 | adjust my behavior and 0.88 5 -0.73 20 1.0 5 0.25 11
mannerisms when | am
interacting with people of other
cultures.

The factor arrays for all four factors at Taylorsville High School are
presented in Table 20 below. The factor array shows that a participant with an
ideal sort for Factor 3 would rank statement 22, “| would buy my favorite brands
even if | knew that people were hurt or not paid well in the factories overseas
where they are produced,” as +4 (Most Like Me). This is in contrast to an ideal
sorter for Factor 4, who would disagree that this statement is like them and only
rank it as a -1. By examining these factor arrays, the differences and similarities
between the factors emerge that lead toward interpretation.

Table 20

Factor Arrays for Each Statement, Taylorsville High School Validation Phase

# Statement Factors
1 2 3 4
1 | am currently involved with a club or -2 -1 -1 -1

organization that helps people
around the world (such as Amnesty
International).
2 | am able to interact with people from 2 1 2 1
other cultures even if | do not know
the language they are speaking.
3 The United States should permit the 1 1 1 2
immigration of foreign peoples even
if it increases the competition for

jobs.

4 | intentionally try to involve people -1 0 1 1
from different cultural backgrounds in
my life

5 Governments of nations who have -1 1 0 -3

many people living in poverty should
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

be responsible for taking care of their
own people without help from
wealthier nations.

| consider the needs of people who
are poor in other parts of the world to
be as important or more important
than my own needs

When people move to the United
States, it is their responsibility to try
to fitin.

The United States should only send
money and troops to help nations
that have something useful (such as
oil).

I am glad to work with people who
come from cultural backgrounds that
are different from mine.

| have contacted someone in the
United States government to
encourage them to take action on
global issues

| try to convince other people to care
about global problems (such as
poverty, war, and health care) that
concern me.

| do not judge people from other
cultures by my own moral standards.
Global issues outside the United
States (or my country of origin) are
not as important to me as issues
happening in the U.S. (or my country
of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people who
live in the United States, not for
helping people in other countries

In the future, | plan to promote a
peaceful world by getting involved
with social justice organizations.
What is right or wrong varies from
culture to culture.

| use or have used social media
(such as Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to
express my thoughts on political
events happening outside the United
States.

| enjoy when my friends from other
cultures share their cultural practices
with me.

| am deeply concerned with the
rights of all people, globally.

It is our responsibility as people
living in the United States to make

118



sure people in countries outside the
U.S. have their basic needs met.
21 It is sometimes difficult to be -4 -4 -1 0
respectful to people who dress, act,
or have cultural traditions that are
very different from my own.
22 1 would buy my favorite brands even 0 0 4 -1
if | knew that people were hurt or not
paid well in the factories overseas
where they are produced.

23 | actively seek out news and 0 -2 -2 -1
information on global issues.

24 | am interested in doing volunteer 2 2 0 0
work in countries outside the United
States.

25 | adjust my behavior and 2 -2 2 0

mannerisms when | am interacting
with people of other cultures.

Each of the four factors were given a descriptive label to explain the
perspective they represent, and these labels, along with the reasoning behind
them, are presented below. Rankings from the factor arrays are used as
explanation for the factors, and the notation for this includes the raking and
statement number. For instance, in reference to Factor 1, (12: +4) indicates that
statement number 12 (“I do not judge people by my own moral standards”) is
ranked as +4 in the factor array for Factor 1. In other words, an ideal participant
who significantly loaded on Factor 1 would have ranked item 12 as “Most Like
Me.”

Factor 1: Globally Competent, Lacking Civic Engagement

Five students from Taylorsville High School significantly loaded on Factor
1, and this factor is labeled “Globally Competent, Lacking Civic Engagement.”
The students loading on this factor are three Latina females, one Latino male,

and one Black male. Factor 1 explains 19% of the total variance in this study,
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with an eigenvalue of 4.18. The eigenvalue was calculated with the equation
below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = 19 x (22 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 1 = 4.18

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 1 are committed to
avoiding judgment when it comes to meeting new people (12: +4), and as
Participant 7, a Black male, explained, “| don’t judge people based on their
background, | don’t go with stereotypes. You have to accept people for how they
are.” Along these lines, they do not think it is difficult to be respectful toward
people who dress, act, or have cultural traditions that differ from their own (21: -
4), and they are comfortable working with people from a variety of cultural
backgrounds (9: +3). However, although they feel comfortable with people from
diverse backgrounds, they are not necessarily seeking people out with
backgrounds that are different. As Participant 3, a Latino male, explained, “I don’t
intentionally do it (involve people from different cultural backgrounds). If | meet
you and we happen to become friends and you’re from another culture, we met.”
In addition, while the students who load on this factor express their respect for
people with diverse backgrounds, they acknowledge that when people move to

the US it is their responsibility to try and fit in (7: +1).
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The students on this factor strongly believe that the needs of people who
are poor in other parts of the world are as important or more important than their
own needs (6: +3), but as individuals they are not necessarily concerned with the
rights of all people, globally (19: -1). They only take a neutral stance on whether
the global issues affecting people in other regions of the world are as important
as issues happening in the US or the country of origin for the students (13: 0). As
Participant 3 explained:

If it was a big thing on the news, I'd hear about it or read about it, but

besides that | don’t really look to find anything about global issues. |

don’t get on the web to see what global issue is up now. If it's

important, | see it, but | don’t really look for it.

While these students agree that the needs of people across the globe are
important and should be addressed, the students themselves are not deeply
concerned about addressing these issues.

Factor 2: Globally Competent

Four students from Taylorsville High School significantly loaded on Factor
2, and this factor is labeled “Globally Competent.” All the students on this factor
are female: one African-American/Hispanic student, one African-American
student, and two Latina students. Factor 2 explains 18% of the total variance in
this study, with an eigenvalue of 1.87. The eigenvalue was calculated with the
equation below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = 18 x (22 +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 2 = 3.96
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An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 2 are deeply
committed to being respectful to others who have different cultural backgrounds
from their own (21: -4), and they do not feel that when people move to the US it
is their responsibility to try and fit it (7: -3). When asked if she had witnessed
people feeling like they had to try and fit in, Participant 13, an African-American
female, provided her personal experience on this subject:

I've actually witnessed it here, at Taylorsville. There was a student and it

was part of her religion to wear skirts all the time. And, my freshman year

she wore skirts every day. And as time went on she would come to school
wearing skirts and she would change into pants. So | feel like that was an
example of her trying to change who she is to fit in with everyone else,
because she was earing sKkirts that were past her knees every single day
which is not something that teenagers do most of the time. And | would
hope no one was forcing her to feel that way.
While the students who load on this factor do not find it difficult to be respectful
toward others who are different, they also do not feel the need to adjust their
behavior or mannerisms when interacting with people from other cultures (25:
-2).

In addition to holding respect for other cultures as a high priority, the
students on this factor feel strongly that their futures will lead them to work with
social justice organizations (15: +4), as they are concerned with the rights of all

people, globally (29: +3). As Participant 20, a Latina female, explains, “It's one of

my goals for the future to go help others.”
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Factor 3: Nationalistic

Four students from Taylorsville High School significantly loaded on Factor
3, and this factor is labeled “Nationalistic.” The students on this factor are three
African-American females and one African-American male. Factor 3 explains
15% of the total variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of 3.30. The
eigenvalue was calculated with the equation below (Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = 15 x (22+100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 3 = 3.30

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 3 are focused on
their own personal interests rather than on the needs of others. For instance,
these students feel strongly that they would purchase brands even if they knew
that people were not treated well in the factories where these products are
produced (22: +4). Participant 12, an African-American female who loaded on
this factor, explained that she ranked statement 22 as most like her because she
often purchased name brand things and never thought about people overseas.

In addition, these students do not believe that, as individuals, it is their
responsibility to make sure people in other countries outside the United States
have their basic needs met (20: -4), or that the needs of those who are poor in
other parts of the world are as important or more important than their own needs

(6: -2). They feel neutral on whether the United States government should be
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involved in helping other nations (14: 0, 8: 0), and they think it is unlikely that they
will become involved with social justice organizations in the future (15: -1).
Factor 4: Socially Responsible

Three students from Taylorsville High School significantly loaded on
Factor 4, and this factor is labeled “Socially Responsible.” The students on this
factor are all male: one African/Dominican student, one Latino student, and one
European student. Factor 4 explains 14% of the total variance in this study, with
an eigenvalue of 3.08. The eigenvalue was calculated with the equation below
(Watts & Stenner, 2012):

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 4 = Variance (V) x (No. Q-sorts in Study +100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 4 = 14 x (22+100)

EV (Eigenvalue) for Factor 4 = 3.08

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 4 feel strongly that
governments of nations with people in poverty should receive assistance from
wealthier nations (5: -3), and that the United States should be providing this type
of assistance (8: -4). In addition to government assistance, these students
believe that individuals living in the United States are obligated to ensure that
people outside the US have their basic needs met (20: +3). Global issues outside
the United States are important to these students (13: -3), and they are in favor
of allowing immigration into the United States even if it means an increase in

competition for employment (3: +2). However, although they believe strongly in

124



these issues, they are unlikely to contact government representatives to act on
them (10: -1).

Although these students are very comfortable working with people from
cultural backgrounds that are different from their own (9: +4) and enjoy when
friends share cultural practices with them (18: +3), they are neutral on whether it
is sometimes difficult to be respectful toward people with different cultural
traditions.

Qualitative Reponses: The Q-sort Activity

During the post-sort interviews at Taylorsville High School, the five
interviewed participants were asked to describe their experience with the Q-sort
process itself since it was likely different from other surveys they had participated
in before. All the five of the interviewees discussed how the activity made them
think about topics they had not previously considered, and reflect on their own
views. As Participant 20, a Latina female, described, “It was cool to have that
challenge and be able to think through it. This isn’t something we think about
every day.” Participant 13, an African-American female, and Participant 3, a
Latino male, concurred by saying “It got me to think about a lot of things | don’t
typically think about on my own time,” and “It brought up topics | don’t usually
think about every day,” respectively.

In addition to bringing up new topics, the students found the Q-sort
challenging as they were forced to interact with the statements and rank them

relative to each other. They were also able to think about their own beliefs and
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values, and as Participant 3, a Latino male, described, “It took me a while to
figure out where to put some of them, but it helped me figure out about how | am
as a person.” The other interviewed participants echoed this sentiment as well.
Qualitative Reponses: Definition of Global Citizenship

In addition to providing feedback on the Q-sort activity itself, interviewed
students at Taylorsville High School were asked to provide a definition of global
citizenship to the best of their knowledge. The definitions ranged in scope, and
they provide valuable insight into the mindset of the students at the time of the Q-
sort activity. The definitions of global citizenship given by the interviewed
Taylorsville High School participants are given below.

Table 21

Definitions of Global Citizenship, Taylorsville High School

Participant Definition of Global Citizenship Factor
20, Latina Being able to go wherever you please Factor 2, Globally Competent
female in the world. | think | can be a global

citizen, because | was born here but |
can go to Australia and Europe and all
these other places. But maybe
someone who is born in Columbia
where I'm from, they can’t come into the
United States.

13, African- Anybody who lives here in the US Factor 2, Globally Competent
American should be considered a citizen. If you
female work every day and do everything, you

shouldn’t be denied rights as a citizen.

12, African- I’m not sure. Factor 3, Nationalistic

American

female

3, Latino male  Being a citizen of the world, the entire Factor 1, Globally Competent,
globe. Lacking Civic Engagement
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7, Black male Someone who can go anywhere and Factor 1, Globally Competent,
have citizenship in any part of the Lacking Civic Engagement
world.

Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the information that can be obtained
by using Q methodology to understand the attitudes students have about global
citizenship. The framework developed by Morais and Ogden (2012) to include
global competence, global social responsibility, and global civic engagement
were used as a guide, and students either demonstrated or lacked these
competencies. If a student clearly lacked all three competencies, they were given
the label “nationalistic.”

The students who participated in the Q-sort for the validation phase are
attending three schools with very different learning environments, and each
school is presenting global citizenship curriculum to students in a unique way.
The students were at various stages of learning and understanding across the
three schools, but despite these differences in the curriculum and the student
body at each school there were patterns of attitudes and perceptions that
emerged. Within each of the schools there were students who exhibited global
competence, and there were very few students across the schools that
demonstrated civic engagement. This is unsurprising, since students living in an
urban area are likely to have been exposed to students from cultures different

from their own. Even within the samples of students participating in the Q study,
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the school located within the most urban context had the greatest diversity of
nationalities though the independent and charter school had a sample exhibiting
diversity in ethnicity as well. However, while students may be able to interact and
feel comfortable with peers who are different than they are, they do not feel
motivated to take action for social justice. This inaction can be attributed to a lack
of knowledge on how to become engaged, a lack of resources on how to become
engaged, or a lack of interest in issues outside the student’s immediate context.
The patterns of global competence, social responsibility, and civic engagement
are explored further in the next chapter to demonstrate how useful the Q-sort tool
can be in a variety of learning environments. An analysis of these factors, in
addition to a deeper discussion of what it means to lack all three competencies,

is presented in the next chapter.
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5. DISCUSSION, PHASE 1

The results of Phase 1 will be discussed through the lens of the framework
developed by Morais and Ogden (2010), describing global citizenship as a sense
of responsibility for the well-being of citizens across the globe and the desire to
engage in behaviors and actions that benefit citizens beyond one’s own local,
state, or national boundaries. More specifically, these scholars describe global
citizenship as having the three dimensions of social responsibility, global
competence, and global civic engagement.

The three schools participating in this phase of the study had learning
environments that were very different from each other, although all three schools
professed a commitment to global citizenship in the mission statement. The
students across the three schools were at various stages in their learning: some
had already taken a semester of global citizenship while others had just begun
their studies at the time the Q-sort was given. However, despite these
differences, clear patterns emerged in the data across the schools to show how
students perceive and understand global citizenship. This section will explore the
results from each of the three schools, identifying themes within and across the
schools that can be gleaned from the Q-sort data and post sort interviews. As a
reminder from the previous results section, Table 22 provides the factors that

emerged from all three schools for purposes of comparison.

129



Table 22

Factors at The Sullivan School, Maplewood High School, and Taylorsville High School

Factor

1

Factor

2

Factor

Factor

Sullivan, 11 students

Socially Responsible,
Globally Competent
4 students

Globally Competent,
Lacking Social
Responsibility and Civic
Engagement

3 students

Nationalistic
2 students

Maplewood, 22 students

Globally Competent,
Lacking Social
Responsibility and Civic
Engagement

7 students

Socially Responsible
7 students

Lacking Global
Competence
3 students

Civically Engaged,
Lacking Global
Competence

2 students

Taylorsville, 22 students

Globally Competent,
Lacking Civic Engagement
5 students

Globally Competent
4 students

Nationalistic
4 students

Socially Responsible
3 students

When the students were given the Q-sort at each of the three participating

schools, they ranked the statements according to their own point of view (Brown,

1980) and drew on their own experiences and values to do so. There are many
variables that have the potential of affecting the rankings for students, many of

which were explained in the post sort interviews. However, despite the different

demographics and lived experiences for students across the three schools, their

articulation of what global citizenship meant had many similarities.
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Student Definitions of Global Citizenship

Students at the Sullivan School and Maplewood High School had already
participated in a full semester of global citizenship coursework prior to taking the
Q-sort, unlike their peers at Taylorsville High School who were just beginning
their studies. While many of the students from Taylorsville High demonstrated
characteristics of global citizenship from their Q-sort rankings and post sort
interviews, the data showed that they lacked the language to articulate what
global citizenship meant. For example, as Participant S-6, a White female from
the Sullivan School explained, a global citizen is someone who helps others
without only being concerned with their own country. This statement reflects the
ideas that Davies (2006) and Heater (2002) advocate for in terms of effective
global curriculum, which should be designed to help students conceptualize their
sense of responsibility as extending beyond national boundaries. In addition,
participant M-11, a Latina female from Maplewood, explained global citizenship
as understanding others from different cultures, and trying to understand their
rights and beliefs. This clearly conforms to the global competence dimension of
global citizenship described by Morais and Ogden (2010) as understanding the
cultural norms of others.

The definitions of global citizenship provided by the Sullivan School and
Maplewood High School students indicate that these students have spent time
developing their thoughts on global citizenship in an organized way as shown by

the clear language they have to express themselves. This research is not
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designed to explore the courses themselves, but coursework on global
citizenship is another variable that has the potential to affect how students rank
the statements in the Q-sort based on their experiences in the course. While
there were clearly students at Taylorsville who exhibited characteristics of global
citizenship, the definitions of global citizenship provided by Taylorsville students
focused on people being able to travel freely throughout the globe.

For example, as T-20, a Latina female from Taylorsville explained, global
citizenship entailed being able to go wherever you want in the world. She
elaborated on her own experience; she was born in the United States, but her
parents were immigrants from Columbia. Since she was born in the United
States she had the freedom to travel freely, while people born in Columbia could
not travel to the United States. Although the language of this definition does not
conform specifically to the dimensions of global citizenship laid out by Morais and
Ogden (2010), this participant used her own experience to describe her thoughts
on global citizenship. Looking at the Q-sort rankings gives a quantitative
representation of the attitudes for all participants in the study, as they draw on
their experiences and values to complete the exercise.

Dimensions of Global Citizenship

The factors in the validation of the Q-sort phase were given descriptive
labels based on their association with the theoretical framework outlined by
Morais and Ogden (2010) to include: socially responsible, where students

recognize interdependence with individuals in a local, national, and global
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community and have a sense of concern for the well being of those individuals
(Kahne & Westheimer, 2004); globally competent, where students effectively
utilize knowledge or receptivity to other cultural norms and expectations to
interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture or home
environment (Godbey, Hunter, & White, 2006); and civically engaged, where
students show a predisposition to actively address social, economic, and political
issues relevant to the global community (Parekh, 2003). If the characteristics of a
factor specifically indicated that one of these dimensions were lacking, the label
reflected this. When the characteristics of a factor clearly did not align with any of
the dimensions, it was assigned the label “Nationalistic.”

In this case, “nationalistic” is defined as supporting the view that America
is superior and should be dominant, as opposed to “patriotism” which is defined
as love and pride in one’s country (Klosterman & Feshbach, 1989). The concepts
of nationalism and patriotism are multidimensional, and it is possible that
students who fall on factors assigned to the label of “Nationalistic” have a wide
range of beliefs and values about the role that the United States should play in a
global arena as well as a range of personal feelings regarding other nations.
While patriotism is generally given a positive connotation indicating a healthy and
positive outlook (Bar-Tal, 1993), nationalism is often associated with fears of
external forces threatening national security and a desire for dominance in
international relations (Li & Brewer, 2004; Schatz, Staub, & Lavine, 1999; Staub,

1989; White, 1984).
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While it is difficult to know exactly where students fall in this spectrum,
factors were only assigned the label of “Nationalistic” where participants who
loaded on the factor clearly exhibited feelings against: engaging with people from
other cultures, taking responsibility for the well-being for people in other cultures,
and becoming involved in global affairs. Doob (1964) points out that nationalistic
personality traits are not necessarily associated with hostility toward “foreign
countries” or “foreigners;” however, although the students who load on
“Nationalistic” factors do not necessarily present as hostile toward other nations,
they do present as apathetic. This descriptive label is explained in further detail
below along with the three labels representing the dimensions of global
citizenship.

Global Competence

Across the three schools, factors emerged that showed students exhibiting
the characteristics of global competence. Of the eleven students at the Sullivan
School, the four students who loaded on Factor 1 and the three students who
loaded on Factor 2 were globally competent; of the twenty-three students at
Maplewood High School, the seven students loading on Factor 1 were globally
competent; and of the twenty-two students at Taylorsville High School, the five
students on Factor 1 and the four students on Factor 2 were globally competent.
The American Council on International Intercultural Education (1996) describes
globally competent learners as able to accept and cope with the existence of

different cultural values and attitudes, celebrating the richness of diversity. There
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were students at all participating schools who felt this was important to them.

Although the students from Sullivan, Maplewood, and Taylorsville have
different demographic information and background experiences, there are
students from each of the schools who value global competence. For example, at
the Sullivan School, four students loaded on Factor 1 (Socially Responsible,
Globally Competent). Participant S11 (who loaded on Factor 1) talked about how
important it was for her to be surrounded by diversity so her ideas would be
challenged. Students at the Sullivan School feel confident interacting with people
who are different from them, and in the case of Factor 1, seek out these
opportunities.

Similarly, the seven students at Maplewood High School who loaded on
Factor 1 (Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic
Engagement) exhibit confidence interacting with people who are different from
themselves and have a desire to do so. These students feel strongly about
working with people from different cultural backgrounds (9: +4), and that it is not
difficult to be respectful to others with traditions that are different (21: -3). This is
in stark contrast to students who load on Factor 3, which is labeled “Lacking
Global Competence.” The students on Factor 3 exhibit more neutral
characteristics in relation to social responsibility and civic engagement, but they
are clearly deficient in the global competence category. For example, they do not
involve people from diverse backgrounds into their lives, and they are not

interested in working with people from different cultural backgrounds (4: -4; 9: -1).
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Finally, the five students who load on Factor 1 (“Globally Competent,
Lacking Civic Engagement”) and the four students who load on Factor 2
(“Globally Competent”) at Taylorsville High also exhibit characteristics of global
competence. Even more so than at the other schools, students on these factors
adhere to what Banks, et al. describe as understanding unity and diversity by
acknowledging common bonds and valuing the uniqueness of individuals. These
students, especially those on Factor 1, pride themselves on not judging others
based on their own moral standards. This is in contrast to students at other
schools, who, even if they loaded positively for global competence, generally
took a more neutral stance on this statement. Participant T7, a Black male at
Taylorsville High School, elaborated by discussing how he avoids using
stereotypes and tries to accept people for who they are.

Students on Factor 2 at Taylorsville do not believe that it is the
responsibility of people moving to the United States to try and fit in (7: -3), and
participant T13 provided the example from her own experience of a classmate
who was pressured into wearing pants instead of skirts even though it was part of
her religion. Again, while students at other schools took a more neutral stance on
this statement, it is likely that students at Taylorsville who loaded on Factor 2
were influenced by their own personal experiences.

It is noteworthy that at least some students across all three schools
demonstrated global competence, indicating that regardless of whether the

students were in a racially homogenous classroom, such as the Sullivan School,
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or a more racially diverse classroom, such as Taylorsville, interacting with and
feeling comfortable with people who are different are character traits that many of
the students felt represented them. Banks et al. (2005) describe how students
need to understand each other across nations and world regions in order to
collaborate, and it is positive that this initial attitude of respect for those who are
different is present across the students in all three schools. Students are feeling
confident interacting with each other, and although the students from Taylorsville
generally have more opportunity to work with a diverse peer group, students from
the three schools believe they can interact effectively with individuals outside
their own culture or home environment (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006).

However, although the interaction piece is occurring throughout the
schools, it is unclear from the study whether students are moving beyond this
initial step in global competence to what the American Council on International
Intercultural Education (1996) describes as celebrating the richness and benefit
that diversity has to offer. There is overlap between the competencies in global
citizenship, and for students to move beyond the ability to collaborate with people
who are different they must care about issues affecting them; this leads to a
discussion of social responsibility.
Social Responsibility

In addition to global competence, there were also students at each school
who prioritized social responsibility. By possessing social responsibility, students

are recognizing that local, national, and international communities are connected,
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making isolation impossible (Banks et al, 2005). They feel concern and empathy
for individuals across the globe, and not just those in their own home
communities (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). While students at each school
showed characteristics of social responsibility, there was also clear evidence at
the Sullivan School and at Maplewood High School of students who did not
exhibit this dimension of global citizenship.

There was a large range within each school regarding social responsibility,
and within a single classroom it was evident that students had dramatically
different viewpoints. For example, at the Sullivan School, the four students who
loaded positively on Factor 1 (Socially Responsible, Globally Competent) had
very different feelings about what the United States government’s responsibility is
to other nations than the three students who loaded on Factor 2 (Globally
Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic Engagement) and the two
students who loaded on Factor 3 (Nationalistic). Students on Factor 1 believe
that wealthy nations are responsible for helping nations who have many people
living in poverty (5: -2), and that the United States should not restrict aid to
countries that have useful commodities to offer (8: -4). However, students at the
Sullivan who loaded on Factor 3 strongly disagree, and have the opposite
sentiments (5: +3, 8, +3). In addition, while students on Factor 2 strongly support
the US government only taking responsibility for people in the US (14: +4),

students on Factor 1 do not associate themselves with this mentality (14: -3).
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Dramatic differences in social responsibility within a single classroom were
observed in the other two schools as well. For example, at Maplewood High, the
seven students who loaded on Factor 1 (Globally Competent, Lacking Social
Responsibility) feel only neutral in terms of having concern for the rights of others
around the world (19:0), while the seven students who load on Factor 2 (Socially
Responsible) take this as their highest priority (19: +4). In addition, students who
load on Factor 1 believe that governments with people in poverty should be
responsible for taking care of their own people (5: +2), while students on Factor 2
feel very strongly that this should not be the case (5: -4).

A statement that caused a deep divide at the Taylorsville was number 22,
“I would buy my favorite brands even if | knew that people were hurt or not paid
well in factories overseas where they are produced.” Seider (2012) discusses
how global citizenship coursework can introduce students to the ways their
consumer choices have implications for people around the world, and how an
examination of working conditions can demonstrate the linkage between nations
and the chain of events that lead to the purchase of well-known items. At
Taylorsville, the four students who load on Factor 3 (Nationalistic) feel most
strongly that they would continue to buy brands even if they knew people were
hurt or not paid well in factories overseas where they are produced (22: +4),
while the three students who load on Factor 4 (Socially Responsible) had a much
milder response to this statement (22: -1). Participant T12, an African-American

female at Taylorsville who loaded on Factor 3, discussed how she never thought
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about people overseas when making her purchases. At the Sullivan School and
Maplewood High, this statement elicited a generally neutral response. Participant
M11, a White female from Maplewood who loaded on Factor 1(Socially
Responsible, Globally Competent), explains this neutral stance by saying that
even though she knew it was wrong to make purchases from stores where labor
practices were poor, the clothing is cheaper and more affordable for high school
students in America to buy.

The dramatic differences in student perceptions of social responsibility is
concerning, for this is where students demonstrate compassion for individuals
outside their immediate environment. It is clear that many students are unaware
of the interconnected webs that link together economies, politics, and human
rights across the globe, and as described above in the literature review, Takkac
(2012) has emphasized the importance of students recognizing the ways in
which issues and challenges in one region of the world influence the lives and
experiences of individuals throughout the world. The students were honest about
purchasing brands that are made in factories with poor working conditions, and
many participants admitted to not having thought about this issue before at all.
Regardless of how students choose to spend their money, it is critical that they
are given information to make informed choices about their purchases and an

understanding of the interconnectedness that leaves isolation impossible.
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Global Civic Engagement

While a good number of students across the schools showed
characteristics in global competence and social responsibility, very few students
exhibited global civic engagement. To demonstrate civic engagement, students
need to push beyond the desire for social justice and move to act on making
social justice a reality. As Banks et al (2005) explain, civically engaged students
collaborate to effect change and address problems facing the world. Ogden
(2010) describes how, to achieve this level of engagement, students synthesize
their knowledge to engage in purposeful behaviors that “advance the global
agenda” (p. 4). Boix-Mansilla and Jackson (2011) explain that civic engagement
occurs when students identify and create opportunities for personal or
collaborative action to improve conditions. After assessing the impact of actions
taken, students need to reflect on their capacity to advocate and contribute to
local, regional, and global improvement. When students are civically engaged in
this way, they are able to participate and make valuable contributions to influence
decisions and make change.

An examination of civic engagement across the schools can begin with the
two students who load on Factor 4 (Civically Engaged, Lacking Global
Competence) at Maplewood High. Even though these students are lacking global
competence, they are clearly taking action steps to achieve a global, political
agenda. In other words, although they may not be interested in interacting with

people from other cultures themselves, they are taking steps to actively address
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social, economic, and political issues relevant to the global community. For
example, these students are currently involved in clubs that are helping people
around the world (1: +3) compared to the vast maijority of participants across all
three schools are not. In addition, they have contacted government
representatives about issues concerning them (10: +2) and work to convince
others about global issues that are important (11: +4), where no other
participants have. These students view themselves as advocates for global
change, although they have little desire to seek out and interact with people who
are different.

Students who load on factors that specifically reflect a lack of civic
engagement include: the three students on Factor 2 at the Sullivan School
(Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic Engagement); the
seven students who load on Factor 1 at Maplewood High School (Globally
Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic Engagement); and the five
students who load on Factor 1 at Taylorsville High School (Globally Competent,
Lacking Civic Engagement). The students at Taylorsville and the Sullivan School
who clearly lack in civic engagement pride themselves in being globally
competent, in contrast to the students at Maplewood on Factor 4 who possess
characteristics of civic engagement without global competence. For example, the
three students who load on Factor 2 at the Sullivan School are able to interact
with people from other cultures without knowing their language (2: +4), but they

are not interested in contacting government representatives on issues of political
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importance (10: -3). In addition, the seven students who loaded on Factor 1 at
Maplewood High are glad to work with people from different cultural backgrounds
(9: +4), but they are not interested in using social media to articulate thoughts on
political events outside the United States (17: -3) or working to convince others to
care about global problems (11: -2). Finally, the five students who load on Factor
1 at Taylorsville feel strongly that it is not difficult to be respectful to people who
have different cultural traditions than their own (21: -4), but they are not
interested in working with organizations to help others (1: -2) or using social
media discuss global events (17: -3). These students on the factors that
demonstrate global competence but are lacking civic engagement are interested
in making connections with people with diverse backgrounds and customs, but
they have not demonstrated willingness to take action for social justice.

Similar to the lack of social responsibility present across the schools, the
lack of civic engagement is a clear indicator that the students participating in
these courses need assistance in developing attitudes to act on issues of social
justice. It is possible that while students have content knowledge about issues
happening in areas around the world, they have not been presented with
opportunities or resources on how to become involved. Since many students are
too young to vote, they assume that there is no way for them to become civically
engaged on a national level, much less a global scale. Educators can provide
resources for students on how to become advocates for issues and educate

peers and family members on global affairs. Students can learn how to use social
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media to put their own ideas in a public space, and to start dialogue on issues of
global importance. These are skills that can be taught, building a sense of civic
engagement for students long before they register at the voting booth.
Nationalistic

There were two students at the Sullivan School and four students at
Taylorsville High School who demonstrated a lack of civic engagement, global
competence, and social responsibility, and the factors that these students loaded
on were assigned the label “Nationalistic.” While there were students on other
factors who indicated weakness in one or two categories, these students ranked
the statements on the Q-sort in a manner that reflected all three dimensions of
global citizenship were not in line with their beliefs.

At the Sullivan School, in terms of social responsibility, students who
loaded on Factor 3 do not believe the US should permit immigration (3: -3) or
help other countries in need of financial assistance (5: +3, 14: +4). They are not
concerned with the rights of people globally (19: -1), and they do not think global
issues outside the United States are as important as those inside the US (13:
+2). Regarding global competence, they feel neutral about whether it is difficult to
be respectful of people who are different from them (21: 0), and whether they
enjoy having cultural practices shared with them. Finally, they have not
demonstrated civic engagement as they have not reached out to officials or used
social media to express opinions on global issues (10: -1, 17: -1) They are not

currently involved with organizations that help people around the world (1: -2),
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and they do not plan to become involved in social justice organizations in the
future (15: -2).

At Taylorsville High School, the rankings on Factor 3 were similar to those
at the Sullivan and reflected a nationalistic outlook. For example, regarding social
responsibility, these students do not feel any obligation to ensure that others
have their basic needs met (20: -4), and they are most committed to buying their
favorite brands regardless of working conditions (22: +4). In addition, they do not
consider the needs of people in other parts of the world to be as important or
more important than their own needs (6: -2). In terms of global competence, they
can find it difficult to be respectful of others who are different (21: -1), and they
only mildly enjoy having cultural practices shared with them (18: +1) or involving
people with different cultural backgrounds in their lives (4: +1). They are not
civically engaged, showing no indication of wanting to: seek out information on
global issues (23: -2); contact government officials about global problems (10: -
3); or convince others about global problems (11: -2).

The presence of students who exhibit nationalistic characteristics is not
surprising at this point in the research, as the students have not yet completed
coursework in global citizenship. Teachers can use the information from the Q-
sort to understand where their students are coming from in terms of individual
attitudes, and to know that these students who exhibit nationalistic beliefs need
to be particularly challenged to make an attitudinal shift. It is critical for teachers

to continually check in with these students to see that they are making growth in
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the competencies of global citizenship as they move through the coursework. It is
interesting that the independent school and the urban school had students who
demonstrated nationalistic tendencies, as these are the schools where the
student demographics are the most distinct. The Sullivan School has a mostly
white, middle to upper class student body, while the majority of students at
Taylorsville High School are low-income students of color. It is likely that these
students have had vastly different childhood experiences, yet there are students
from both schools who load on this factor who have similar, self-interested
values.
The Q-sort Activity

The overall responses to the Q-sort activity itself were very positive at all
three participating schools, and students appreciated the opportunity to reflect on
issues they did not often think about. The students were clearly engaged in the
activity, and even though it was voluntary participation, all students in the
classrooms willingly participated in the study. The students spent time looking at
the statements, and arranged them multiple times before feeling satisfied with the
final outcome. All the Q-sorts were completed correctly, indicating that the
directions were clear and easy to follow.

The most frequent comment among the students in the post sort
interviews about the activity itself was that the statements were difficult to rank
against each other, since they had to make choices about what was most

important. As Participant S4, a White female at the Sullivan explained, “| felt like |
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was trying to lay out some of my moral beliefs which was hard.” Participant T3, a
Latino male at Taylorsville, agreed with this sentiment, and he stated, “It took me
a while to figure out where to put some of them, but it helped me figure out about
how | am as a person.” Although these students are coming from background
and school settings that are clearly different from each other, they had a similar,
positive experience with the Q-sort activity.

Ranking the items on the curve forced the students to think about their
values in way that they would not have if the survey had been given in a more
traditional, Likert-style format. Even though students in the same classroom may
have some similarities, each individual draws on his or her own personal
experience to rank the items in a way that has personal value. Within a single
classroom, the Q-sort was able to illuminate the divergent (and intersecting)
attitudes about global citizenship that the students held.

The post-sort interviews were helpful in providing more information about
why the students sorted the items as they did, explaining how personal
experiences led to their choices. For example, a student at the Sullivan School
expressed her belief that she should purchase products from companies that had
positive labor practices but felt trapped by the cost; a student at Taylorsville
watched a classmate pushed into putting aside her religious beliefs to dress like
other students; and a student at Maplewood personally experienced her poverty

stricken relatives in Columbia needing government aid. These experiences have
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shaped who these students are as people, influencing their moral beliefs and
attitudes.
Summary

This chapter demonstrated that despite significantly different learning
environments, the Q-sort provided information that showed overlap in the
attitudes that students had about global citizenship. This information included
quantitative data about individual students, along with the patterns of perceptions
across groups of students in the class who share perspective. The next section
illustrates how this tool can be used in practice with a pre and post
implementation, showing how the attitudes students have about global
citizenship can change after they participate in a global citizenship course. The
data from the Q-sort provides quantifiable data to document these changes, and
this data indicates that the use of this methodology can have implications for

teachers and researchers in the field.

148



6. METHODOLOGY, PHASE 2

The second phase of data collection involved an implementation of the Q-
sort using a pre and post model in the fall of 2014 semester. Students in a
semester long global citizenship course at the Sullivan School were given the Q-
sort during the first three weeks of classes of September 2014 and again at the
conclusion of the course in January 2015. This phase was designed to determine
if students’ attitudes about global citizenship changed after participating in the
coursework.

Classroom observations of global citizenship coursework at the Sullivan
school were completed during the pilot study described earlier. These
observations ensured that the Sullivan School is working within the frameworks
guiding this study on content (Banks et al., 2005) and pedagogy (Boix-Mansilla &
Jackson, 2011) for global citizenship education described above in the literature
review.

Materials

There were three materials created to distribute to each student during the
pre and post Q-sort at the Sullivan School:

1. A 3 % inch x 6 72 inch white envelope containing 25 cards. Each card had

a randomly assigned number (1-25), and a statement from the Q-sort

concourse. The cards were 1.7 inches x 1.5 inches, which is large enough

to contain one statement from the concourse written in Times New Roman

12 point font. This font was chosen as research has shown it is the easiest
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font for most people to read in print (Wood, 2011). The cards were printed
on off-white card stock to ensure the material was durable to handle and
manipulate (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Each envelope contained an
identical stack of cards.

. An instruction sheet, presented in Appendix E, which provided an
overview of the Q-sorting process. The goal of the process, called the
condition of instruction in Q methodology, was listed at the top to read:
“Sort the items according to those that are most like you (+4) to those that
are least like you (-4).” The researcher explained that even though the
students might agree with the statements, it was not a given that the
statement would fall into the “Most Like Me” category. The researcher
provided an example of flossing teeth, explaining that even though
someone might agree that flossing is a good idea, if they do not act on
flossing, it is not most like them. If they do it occasionally, it might be in the
neutral category. Below the condition of instruction, directions were
provided in text form although the researcher walked the students through
every step of the process. After explaining the condition of instruction, the
students were asked to take out the cards from the envelope and count to
ensure that all 25 cards were in the envelope. The instruction sheet had
three printed boxes (the same size as the cards), and these boxes were

labeled: “Least Like Me,” “Neutral,” and “Most Like Me.”
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3. A student worksheet, which the students turned back in with the results of
the Q-sort process. This sheet contained demographic information that
allowed the students to self-categorize. Watts & Stenner (2012) explain
that avoiding fixed-choice responses increases the quality and personal
detail of the information provided. The demographic information included
race, age, and ethnicity to provide richness to the Q-sort data. In addition,
students were asked to fill out an ID number so that their results could be
linked to their interviews and discussed individually while protecting their
identity. The ID number was comprised of the first letter of the school
name, the last two digits of the students’ phone number, and the day of
their birth for ease of remembering if they were selected for an interview.
Most importantly, the student worksheet contained the normal distribution
curve that instructed the participants how to rank items on a forced choice
scale. The distribution employed in this study is symmetrical, allowing for
the mean raking value of each Q-sort to fall at zero (Watts & Stenner,
2012). It is recommended that a nine-point (-4 to +4) distribution be used
for Q-sorts that have fewer than 40 items (Brown, 1980). The column
heights ranged from 1 box at the extreme left (-4, least like me) and right
(+4, most like me), with 5 boxes in the central column (0, neutral).

Participants
In Q methodology, the participant group is referred to as the P set, and

this group is selected because their point of view matters in relation to the subject
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at hand (Watts & Stenner, 2012). For the implementation phase, students in their
junior year enrolled in the “non-Western” coursework at the Sullivan School were
chosen to give a range of perspectives on global citizenship. This course lasts for
one semester, and students focus on one region of the world for their English

and history coursework. All the students at the Sullivan are female, and their age

and racial information is presented below.

Table 23

Student Participants in Sullivan School Q-sort Implementation, Fall 2014

ID Age Ethnicity

S1 16 White

S2 16 White

S3 16 Latina

S4 16 White

S5 16 White

S6 17 White

S7 16 White

S8 16 Indian American
S9 17 Asian

S10 16 White

S1 17 White

S12 16 Black and White
S13 16 White

S14 16 White

S15 16 White
Procedure

The data collection at the Sullivan School was designed to compare the
factors that emerged from the pre Q-sort to the factors that emerged from a post
Q-sort to examine shifts in attitudes and perspectives the students had after

participating in the global citizenship coursework. The pre Q-sort was
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administered in the first three weeks of school to provide a baseline of
information from the students in the course. The same students participated in an
identical Q-sort at the conclusion of the course. The data collection at the
Sullivan School was divided into two sections: the first section took approximately
twenty-five minutes, and involved the entire class participating in the Q-sort
together. This was followed by individual student interviews.

For the pre and post Q-sorts, the process went as follows:

1. The researcher presented an introduction, providing students with an
overview of the process that included the condition of instruction. As
mentioned above, the condition of instruction read: Sort the items
according to those that are most like you (+4) to those that are least like
you (-4).

2. Aninstruction sheet and an envelope of cards were distributed to each
student. Students were told to open the envelope and count the cards to
ensure that all twenty-five cards were in the envelope.

3. Students read through each card quickly placing it on the instruction sheet

” o«

in one of the boxes labeled “Most Like Me,” “Neutral,” or “Least Like Me”
based on their first impression of the statement.

4. The student worksheets were distributed, and students were asked to
slide the worksheet underneath the instruction sheet and their three piles

of cards. They were given a few minutes to fill out the demographic

information and the ID number on the Student Worksheet.
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5. Students were asked to pick up the pile of “Most Like Me” cards, and
spread them out so they could see them all at once. The researcher
instructed students to choose the one statement that was most like them,
and place it in the +4 box of the student worksheet. They chose the next
two statements that were most like them for the +3 box, after being told
that the statements in the columns were weighted the same. Students
continued placing statements on the student worksheet until the cards
from the “Most Like Me” pile were gone. Since students read at various
paces, those who finished first were asked to wait for everyone to finish
before moving on.

6. When all participants had placed the statements from the “Most Like Me”
pile on the student worksheet, they were instructed to take the statements
from the “Least Like Me” pile and work through a similar process as the
one described above. They spread out the statements from this pile so
they could see them all, and chose the one statement that was least like
them to place in the -4 box.

7. When all students had finished with the “Least Like Me” pile, they
completed the process by laying out the “Neutral” cards so they could see
them all. They placed these cards in the remaining slots on the student
worksheet.

8. Students were asked to look over their rankings to ensure satisfaction with

their choices, and to make any final changes by shifting the cards.
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9. After all the cards were placed on the student worksheet, the students
wrote down the number on each card in the box on the student worksheet
where it had been placed. The cards were returned to the envelope, and
the student worksheet contained one number in each box of the
distribution curve.

10.The researcher collected student worksheets and envelopes, and students
returned to normally scheduled classroom activities.

When the Q-sort was complete, the researcher met with five students that
the teacher had pre-selected to participate in short, ten-minute, individual
interviews with the researcher. The same five students were interviewed after
the pre Q-sort and after the post Q-sort. Face to face post-sort interviews
have been found to elicit more meaningful responses than a post-sort written
questionnaire (Militello and Benham, 2010). Teachers were asked to solicit a
diverse group of students based on race, if possible. The purpose of the
interviews was to “explore each participant’s wider understanding of the
issue, to discover why they have sorted the items as they have and to get
them to focus on the meaning and significance of particularly important and
salient items” (Watts & Stenner, 2012, p 82). The interviews were conducted
in vacant rooms nearby the classroom, and the interview protocol can be
found in Appendix G. The interviews were designed to glean more information

about the extreme rankings, asking students to explain their reasoning behind

155



the statements they chose to rank as most and least like them. The interviews

were recorded and later transcribed by the researcher.

Data Analysis

The data from the pre and post Q-sorts was analyzed independently to
facilitate comparisons between the overall pre and post term results. Once the
students completed the Q-sorts, the data was entered into PQMethod 2.20
Software (Schmolck, 2002). PQ Method is specifically designed to analyze
studies using Q methodology, allowing researchers to easily enter Q-sort data,
find inter-correlations between the Q-sorts, and perform a factor analysis.

Once the sorts were entered into the program, a correlation matrix was
created to determine the level of agreement between the sorts (Watts & Stenner,
2012). This matrix describes the total variability present in the study, indicating
the relationship of each Q-sort with the other sorts. The matrix displays
correlation coefficients that range from -1.0 to +1.0. A correlation of +1.0 would
represent a perfect correlation with cards sorted in an identical way as another
participant, a correlation of -1.0 would represent all cards sorted in an opposite
column as another participant, and a correlation of 0.0 would represent no
correlation between the Q-sorts (Brown, 1980).

A factor analysis was done to account for as much of the variance as
possible by identifying relationships between the Q-sorts in each group and

shared meaning present in the data (Watts & Stenner, 2012). There are two

156



types of factor analysis offered in PQMethod, though both are likely to produce
similar results (Harman, 1976; Watts & Stenner, 2012). Centroid analysis
considers the commonality among the Q-sorts, to indicate how much a Q-sort
holds in common with all other Q-sorts in the study. This allows all possible
solutions to be evaluated by the researcher to determine the best results.
Principal components analysis (PCA) finds the best mathematical solution. In this
study, a principal component analysis was conducted.

Factors represent points of view, and when participants sort items in a
similar way a factor emerges (McKeown & Thomas, 1988). Every person who
participates in the study will contribute an individual perspective, and these
perspectives will condense around factors. If enough students sort the
statements in a similar way, the result will be a factor with an eigenvalue greater
than 1.0. An eigenvalue is the sum of squared loadings for a factor (Brown,
1980), and Cattell’'s (1966) scree test was used to prevent retaining arbitrary
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. The scree test plots eigenvalues
obtained from an initial PCA, and the number of factors to extract is determined
by the point the line changes slope.

The factors that emerged represented different perspectives, though factor
rotation was needed to determine the meaning from the data (Brown, 1993). A
varimax rotation was used in this research to examine the data objectively from
different angles. This type of rotation was chosen because it is exploratory, rather

than rotating the factors based on preconceived theoretical notions. The rotation
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did not affect the relationship between the Q-sorts, but shifted the perspective
from which they were observed (van Exel, 2005). Factor rotation allows the
researcher to view the subject matter in a focused way that more accurately
describes the viewpoints of the participants (Watts & Stenner, 2012).

Once the factors were rotated, the interpretation was based on factor
scores rather than factor loadings. A factor score is an average score, or z-score,
given to a statement based on all the Q-sorts associated with that factor (Brown,
1993). This composite represents how a hypothetical respondent with 100%
loading on the factor would have ranked the statements in the Q-sort (van Exel,
2005). The z-scores are converted into a factor array, which is a single Q-sort
designed to represent the viewpoint of a particular factor (Watts & Stenner,
2012). These arrays can be used to facilitate interpretation of the factors.

The purpose of factor interpretation is to provide a holistic explanation of
the viewpoints participants in the study hold about global citizenship (Watts &
Stenner, 2012). The items in the factor array are considered to understand a
factor’s overall perspective, and demographic information collected from
participants can also provide added information. The researcher designated a
name to accompany the interpretation of each factor, and a discussion of the
factor's meaning. The follow-up post sort interviews with students were designed
to validate whether the factors that emerged from the Q-sort are an accurate
representation of the perspectives in the classrooms.

After the post Q-sort and post student interviews were completed and
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analyzed, comparisons were made between the factors that emerged from the
pre Q-sort and the factors that emerged from the post Q-sort. A change in the
factors that were produced represented a shift in perspective about global

citizenship from the student participants.

Threats to validity

Anderson et al. (1997) has articulated threats to validity that may occur in
a Q-sort. One concern is that even though the Q-sort is being used to measure
the attitudes and beliefs students have about global citizenship, it is difficult to
know if the factors extracted are accurate reflections of the students’ conceptions
of global citizenship rather than being artifacts of the research process. This will
be addressed by the steps taken in the validation of the Q-sort, and these steps
include conducting interviews with experts and students to clarify and adjust the
statements to ensure they are as close to potential attitudes and beliefs that
students might have as possible.

A second threat is that Q-methodology is designed to emphasize the
diversity of the respondents selected for the study rather than random selection.
However, by increasing the number of people studied the number of factors will
increase, and Anderson et al. (1997) explain that the perspectives of all
individuals are valid in the Q-sort without regard to the number of people and
perspectives that are examined. The Q-sort can be used effectively to measure

the beliefs and attitudes within a classroom, and can be generalized if a random
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sample of participants is selected to complete the assessment. With a random
sample, it can be concluded that attitudes found in a small sample will exist with

certainty in the larger population (Anderson et al., 1997; Brown, 1980)
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7. RESULTS, PHASE 2

This section presents the data from the implementation phase at the
Sullivan School to demonstrate what information can be provided about students’
attitudes regarding global citizenship over the course of a semester. The data
can best be understood in the context of the global citizenship coursework at the
Sullivan School, and an overview of the coursework gleaned through classroom
observations is presented below. This is followed by the data from the pre sort,
administered in September 2014, and the data from the post sort, administered in
January 2015. Both the pre sort and the post sort were followed by interviews
with the same five students.

Global Citizenship at the Sullivan School: The Non-Western Course

The Sullivan School requires all juniors to take a semester-long course
pairing of history and English courses that focuses on “non-Western” regions of
the world, and in this study the students focused on India. The course pairings
are designed to foster an understanding of the region’s history, culture and
politics and to promote pluralism and global citizenship. Diving into a character’'s
life by way of literature in the English class reinforces and complements the study
of culture and politics in the history class.

In the Indian literature class, for example, students read White Tiger by
Aravind Adiga and discussed the implications of India’s rigid caste system on an
individual character. Simultaneously, in Indian History, students read and

analyzed multiple accounts of the destruction of a Hindu temple to understand a
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source of India’s religious strife. The course is often held as a seminar, with the
students and teacher seated in a semi-circle to facilitate discussion. Daily,
students read novels and scholarly articles as well as view and analyze film
excerpts. Throughout the semester, students are also working towards
completion of a culminating ten-page research paper that allows the students to
conduct in-depth study of one particular issue of importance to them. Through
the investigation of focused topics — such as the role of the elephant in African
culture and Pakistan’s relationship with the Afghan Taliban in the 1990s —
students create interdisciplinary and analytical studies of the region they choose

to study.

The Sullivan School: Implementation Pre Sort Data
To begin the analysis of the data obtained from students at the Sullivan

school, 15 Q-sorts were entered into PQMethod (Schmolck, 2002). As mentioned
previously, the purpose of this program is to inter-correlate the Q-sorts and
subject them to a factor analysis (Watts & Stenner, 2012). The Q-sorts that load
significantly on a certain factor share similar sorting patterns, indicating that the
participants who did the sorting share similar perspectives on global citizenship.
The factor analysis provided an overview of individual student perceptions about

global citizenship in addition to the patterns of perceptions shared by the class.
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Correlation matrix

The steps in analyzing the data produced by PQ Method mirror the steps
described above in the validation section. The first step in analyzing the Q-sorts
is to calculate a correlation matrix to show the extent that the sorts are similar
and dissimilar to each other, where a correlation of +1.0 represents a perfect
correlation with cards sorted in an identical way as another participant and a
correlation of -1.0 would represent all cards sorted in an opposite column as
another participant (Brown, 1980).

In this case, a 15 x 15 matrix was created based on the number of
participants at the Sullivan school. A significant correlation (at the p < .01 level) is
defined by the equation 2.58 x (1/N), where N is the number of items in the Q-
sort (Brown, 1980). In this case, with 25 items in the Q-sort, correlations are
significant if they are +/- .516. For instance, as seen in the correlation matrix
below, there is a high level of agreement that is significant between Participant 3
(S3) and Participant 5 (S5), with a correlation of .80. This indicates that these
respondents ranked the items in a very similar way. There is a low level of
agreement between Participant 9 and Participant 15 at .02, indicating that these

respondents sorted the items very differently from each other.
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Table 24

Correlation Matrix, Sullivan School Pre Sort

Sorts S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15
S1 1.0 58 51 32 .72 47 60 .29 53 28 .74 49 60 .78 .18
S2 58 10 .75 59 .80 .63 49 55 49 42 64 59 44 62 .21
S3 51 75 10 .71 80 61 .62 37 44 10 .70 65 .39 .64 .34
S4 32 59 71 10 57 30 34 21 39 32 43 70 .23 40 .12
S5 72 80 80 57 1.0 59 56 39 55 12 75 57 .34 63 .18
S6 47 63 61 30 59 1.0 .53 38 .47 14 57 49 22 66 .48
S7 60 49 62 34 56 53 1.0 21 39 15 63 54 43 61 .35
S8 29 55 37 21 39 38 21 10 39 26 .34 .14 27 36 .31
S9 53 49 44 39 55 47 39 39 10 33 61 39 52 38 .02
S10 28 42 10 32 12 14 15 26 .33 1.00 .19 35 .58 .10 -.13
S11 74 64 70 43 75 57 63 34 61 19 10 56 .48 .60 .37
$12 49 59 65 .70 57 49 54 14 39 35 56 1.0 49 52 .32
S13 60 44 39 23 34 22 43 27 52 58 48 49 10 .37 .05
S14 78 62 64 40 63 66 61 .36 .38 .10 60 .52 37 1.0 .53
S15 18 21 34 12 18 48 35 31 .02 -13 37 .32 .05 .53 1.0
Factor Analysis

After the correlation matrix, the data were subjected to a factor analysis to

show the similarities across individual participants, and a principal components

analysis was used to identify the factors at the Sullivan School. In this case, three

factors were kept with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The scree plot below
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illustrates that the slope does not have significant changes within the first three
factors, and although there were 4 original factors with eigenvalues greater than
1.0, only the first three were kept. In the figure below, the y-axis represents the

eigenvalues and the x-axis represents the factors.

Figure 6

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues, Sullivan School Implementation Pre Sort
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Factors

A varimax rotation was conducted to understand the extent that the Q-
sorts are associated with the factors, demonstrating the perspective that each
factor represents. For factor loadings to be significant at the p < .01 level, the
equation is identical to finding significance in the correlations described above.
Factor loadings are significant when the factor scores exceed 2.58 x (1/VN),
where N is the number of items in the Q-set (Brown, 1980). In this case, factor
scores are significant if they are +/- .516. Participants can have significant
agreement or significant disagreement with the perspective that the factor
represents. Factors need two or more significant loadings following extraction to
be accepted in the study (Brown, 1980). See Table 25 below for the factor

loadings with indications of the Q-sorts that load on each factor.
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Table 25

Factor Loading and Description of Sorts, The Sullivan School Pre Sort

Participant Factor 1

S-1 0.8680
S-2 0.4493
S-3 0.5082
S-4 0.1327
S-5 0.7074
S-6 0.4783
S-7 0.6678
S-8 0.1375
S-9 0.6155
S-10 -0.0049
S-11 0.7689
S-12 0.3296
S-13 0.5013
S-14 0.6463
S-15 0.0970
Eigenvalue 7.5
% 28
expl_ained
variance

Factor 2

0.2560

0.2125

-0.0309

0.1533

-0.0813

-0.0191

0.1450

0.1663

0.2776

0.8875

0.1050

0.3607

0.7613

0.0503

-0.0789

1.7

12

Factor 3 Age

0.1239

0.5742

0.7071

0.9171

0.5478

0.2944

0.2642

0.0637

0.1927

0.1970

0.3204

0.7123

0.0616

0.2571

0.0716

1.1

19

16

16

16

16

16

17

16

16

17

16

17

16

16

16

16

Gender

F

Ethnicity
White
White
Latina
White
White
White
White

Indian American
Asian
White
White

Black and White
White
White

White

* indicates a defining sort , where p <.01

The factors explain 69% of the total study variance, and eleven out of the

fifteen participants load significantly on one of these factors. When participants

load significantly on a factor, this indicates that they have similar viewpoints

about global citizenship and have sorted the cards in a similar way. Factor 1
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explains 28% of the variance, and six participants load on this factor. Factor 2
explains 12% of the variance, and two participants load on this factor. Factor 3
explains 19% of the variance, and three participants load on this factor. Four
participants did not load on any of the factors, indicating that they sorted the

cards differently from their classmates.

Factor Interpretation

As described above, the critical piece of Q methodology is the
interpretation of the factors. During the interpretation process, the factor scores
are converted into z scores to present a standard comparison across the factors.
The table below indicates how participants who load on the factors have ranked
each statement in the Q-sort, and z scores are used to demonstrate this
comparison. In the table below, each statement has a z score and a ranking to
indicate how much value participants who load on a study factor have attributed
to it. For instance, in the table below, it is evident that statement 24, “I am
interested in doing volunteer work in countries outside the United States,” has a
high z score of 1.62 for Factor 1 and it is ranked 1! of the items on this factor as
indicated by the number 1 listed next to the z score. However, this same item has
a very low z score of -.48 for Factor 2, and was ranked 17" out of the 25
statements. Participants who load on Factor 1 feel that statement 24 is more like

them than the participants who load on Factor 2.
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Table 26

Z-scores with Corresponding Ranks, The Sullivan School Implementation Pre-Sort

10

12

13

Statement

I am currently involved with a club or
organization that helps people around
the world (such as Amnesty
International).

| am able to interact with people from
other cultures even if | do not know
the language they are speaking.

The United States should permit the
immigration of foreign peoples even if
it increases the competition for jobs.

| intentionally try to involve people
from different cultural backgrounds in
my life

Governments of nations who have
many people living in poverty should
be responsible for taking care of their
own people without help from
wealthier nations.

| consider the needs of people who
are poor in other parts of the world to
be as important or more important
than my own needs

When people move to the United
States, it is their responsibility to try to
fitin.

The United States should only send
money and troops to help nations that
have something useful (such as oil).

I am glad to work with people who
come from cultural backgrounds that
are different from mine.

| have contacted someone in the
United States government to
encourage them to take action on
global issues

| try to convince other people to care
about global problems (such as
poverty, war, and health care) that
concern me.

| do not judge people from other
cultures by my own moral standards.
Global issues outside the United
States (or my country of origin) are not
as important to me as issues

Factor 1

z- Rank
score
-0.31 14
0.70 7
0.01 12
1.03 6
-0.49 16
0.32 10
-0.54 18
-1.58 24
1.28 5
-0.88 21
0.03 11
-0.03 13
-1.63 25

Factor 2

z- Rank
score
0.92 5
0.70 7
0.00 13
-0.54 20
-0.38 16
-0.33 15
0.00 13
-0.54 20
2.00 1
-1.78 24
-0.54 20
1.46 3
-0.33 15

Factor 3

z- Rank
score
-0.62 20
0.17 10
1.86 1
-0.53 17
-1.95 25
1.06 4
-1.15 22
-1.51 23
1.06 5
-1.51 24
-0.27 16
0.09 12
0.10 11
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14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

happening in the U.S. (or my country
of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people who
live in the United States, not for
helping people in other countries

In the future, | plan to promote a
peaceful world by getting involved with
social justice organizations.

What is right or wrong varies from
culture to culture.

| use or have used social media (such
as Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to express
my thoughts on political events
happening outside the United States.
| enjoy when my friends from other
cultures share their cultural practices
with me.

| am deeply concerned with the rights
of all people, globally.

It is our responsibility as people living
in the United States to make sure
people in countries outside the U.S.
have their basic needs met.

It is sometimes difficult to be
respectful to people who dress, act, or
have cultural traditions that are very
different from my own.

| would buy my favorite brands even if
| knew that people were hurt or not
paid well in the factories overseas
where they are produced.

| actively seek out news and
information on global issues.

| am interested in doing volunteer
work in countries outside the United
States.

| adjust my behavior and mannerisms
when | am interacting with people of
other cultures.

-0.69

1.32

-0.41

-1.17

1.53

1.33

0.53

-1.54

-0.53

0.65

1.62

-0.56

20

15

22

23

17

19

0.75

-1.08

1.08

-1.24

1.62

0.54

0.21

-2.00

0.38

-0.59

-0.48

0.16

22

23

10

25

21

17

11

-0.62

0.44

0.36

-0.27

0.89

1.77

1.24

-0.09

-0.62

-0.62

0.88

-0.18

19

15

13

19

21

14

sorts configured to represent the viewpoint of a particular factor (Watts &

Stenner, 2012), These factor arrays are an ideal sort for the factor representing

The z scores lead to the development of factor arrays, which are single Q
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how an ideal participant would rank the cards to load on this factor. It is
constructed from the rank order of the z scores, allowing for a more holistic and
visual interpretation of the factors. The factor arrays are presented in the same
distribution as the original Q-sort, and in this case, the rankings range from -4
(Least Like Me) to +4 (Most Like Me). By examining the factor arrays, the
individual characteristics of each factor become clear and an interpretation can
emerge.

The factor arrays for all three factors at the Sullivan School
Implementation Pre Sort are presented in Table 27 below. Each of the factors
will be examined in detail, but the factor array presents a general overview of the
similarities and differences between the factors. For instance, the factor array
shows that a participant with an ideal sort for Factor 3 would rank statement 3,
“The United States should permit the immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs,” as +4 (Most Like Me). This is in stark contrast
to an ideal sorter for Factor 1 and Factor 2, who would only rank this statement
as a 0. By examining these factor arrays, the differences and similarities between

the factors emerge that lead toward interpretation.
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Table 27

Factor Arrays for Each Statement, The Sullivan School Implementation Pre Sort

10

11

12

13

14

Statement

I am currently involved with a club or
organization that helps people around
the world (such as Amnesty
International).

| am able to interact with people from
other cultures even if | do not know the
language they are speaking.

The United States should permit the
immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs.

| intentionally try to involve people from
different cultural backgrounds in my life
Governments of nations who have many
people living in poverty should be
responsible for taking care of their own
people without help from wealthier
nations.

| consider the needs of people who are
poor in other parts of the world to be as
important or more important than my
own needs

When people move to the United States,
it is their responsibility to try to fit in.
The United States should only send
money and troops to help nations that
have something useful (such as oil).

| am glad to work with people who come
from cultural backgrounds that are
different from mine.

| have contacted someone in the United
States government to encourage them
to take action on global issues

| try to convince other people to care
about global problems (such as poverty,
war, and health care) that concern me.

| do not judge people from other cultures
by my own moral standards.

Global issues outside the United States
(or my country of origin) are not as
important to me as issues happening in
the U.S. (or my country of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people who live

Factors
2

2
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in the United States, not for helping
people in other countries
15 In the future, | plan to promote a 2 -2 1
peaceful world by getting involved with
social justice organizations.

16 What is right or wrong varies from 0 2 1
culture to culture.
17 | use or have used social media (such -2 -3 0

as Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to express
my thoughts on political events
happening outside the United States.

18 | enjoy when my friends from other 3 3 2
cultures share their cultural practices
with me.

19 | am deeply concerned with the rights of 3 1 3
all people, globally.

20 Itis our responsibility as people living in 1 1 3

the United States to make sure people
in countries outside the U.S. have their
basic needs met.
21 Itis sometimes difficult to be respectful -3 -4 0
to people who dress, act, or have
cultural traditions that are very different
from my own.
22 | would buy my favorite brands even if | -1 1 -1
knew that people were hurt or not paid
well in the factories overseas where
they are produced.

23 | actively seek out news and information 1 -2 -2
on global issues.

24 | am interested in doing volunteer work 4 -1 1
in countries outside the United States.

25 | adjust my behavior and mannerisms -1 0 0

when | am interacting with people of
other cultures.

The factor arrays provide the foundation for the interpretation of the
factors, and the goal of interpretation is to discover the viewpoints expressed by
the participants who load on the factors (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Participants
chose to rank items in a certain way, and the interpretation of these rankings can

present a holistic view of their perceptions on global citizenship. In addition to the
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factor arrays, demographic information and interviews with participants served to
clarify the meaning of the factors.

Each of the three factors was each given a descriptive label to explain the
perspective they represent, and these labels, along with the reasoning behind
them, are presented below. Rankings from the factor arrays are used as
explanation for the factors, and the notation for this includes the raking and
statement number. For instance, in reference to Factor 1, (24: +4) indicates that
statement number 24 (“I am interested in doing volunteer work in countries
outside the United States”) is ranked as +4 in the factor array for Factor 1. In
other words, an ideal participant who significantly loads on Factor 1 would have
ranked item 24 as “Most Like Me.”

The descriptive labels are drawn from the global citizenship framework
proposed by Morais and Ogden (2011) to include: socially responsible, where
students recognize interdependence with individuals in a local, national, and
global community and have a sense of concern for the well being of those
individuals (Kahne & Westheimer, 2004); globally competent, where students
effectively utilize knowledge or receptivity to other cultural norms and
expectations to interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture or
home environment (Godbey, Hunter, & White, 2006); and civically engaged,
where students show a predisposition to actively address social, economic, and
political issues relevant to the global community (Parekh, 2003). When the

characteristics of a factor strongly suggest or strongly lack one of these
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dimensions, it was assigned a label to reflect this. If the characteristics of a factor
are not aligned with any of the dimensions, the factor was assigned the label
“Nationalistic.” This label will be explained in greater detail in the Discussion
section.

Factor 1: Globally Competent and Socially Responsible

Six students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor 1, and
this factor is labeled “Globally Competent & Socially Responsible.” All students at
the Sullivan School are female, and five of the students who loaded on this factor
identified as White, while one student described herself as Asian. Factor 1
explains 50% of the total variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of 7.5.

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 1 generally
demonstrate all aspects global citizenship as defined by Morais and Ogden
(2011). While none of the competencies on this factor are demonstrated strongly,
it is evident that students have a broad view of global competence, global social
responsibility, and global civic engagement. In terms of global competence,
students who load on this factor intentionally try to involve people from different
cultural backgrounds into their lives (4, +3). In addition, they rarely feel that it is
difficult to be respectful to people who dress, act, or have cultural traditions that
are very different from their own (21, -3). As Participant 1, a white female,
explains, “I would never not be respectful to someone based on their culture.

People come from different places, and | think that everyone deserves respect. |
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feel pretty strongly about that.”

In addition to global competence, students loading on Factor 1 also exhibit
social responsibility. For instance, these students believe it is the responsibility of
the United States government to help people in other countries in addition to
people living in the United States (14, -3). These students are also interested in
global affairs, and strongly feel that global issues outside the United States or the
students’ country of origin are as important as those within (13, -4). Participant 5,
a white female, elaborated by saying, “Even though it's easier to focus on what'’s
going on in your own country, it's definitely really important to be aware of what'’s
going on in other countries and to be aware that what’s happening there is just as
important as what’s happening here even if it's not quite as apparent and you
don'’t feel the affects the same way as you would feel them if it was in your own
country. It's not all about your own country."

Factor 2: Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic
Engagement

Two students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor 2,
and this factor is labeled “Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and
Civic Engagement.” Both students loading on this factor describe themselves at
white females. Factor 2 explains 11% of the total variance in this study, with an
eigenvalue of 1.68.

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-

sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 2 show that students
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loading on this factor demonstrate global competence, as they are glad to work
with people who come from cultural backgrounds that are different from their own
(9, +4) and they never feel that it is difficult to be respectful to people who dress,
act, or have cultural traditions that are different from their own (21, -4).

However, although there is some evidence to demonstrate global
competence, there are clear indicators that these students are significantly
lacking in terms of social responsibility and civic engagement as defined in this
study. In terms of social responsibility, these students do not believe that the
United States government should take action to assist people outside the United
States (14, +2), and they feel comfortable buying brand name items even if they
are aware that workers making these items are hurt or underpaid (22, +1).

In addition, the students loading on this factor are generally lacking in civic
engagement. They do not use social media to express their ideas about political
events (17, -3), and they are not interested in becoming involved with social
justice organizations (15, -2). However, although they do not see social justice
organizations as a part of their lives after high school, they are currently involved
in clubs that help people around the world (1, +2). Finally, they are not interested
in convincing others to care about global problems that concern them (11, -2).
Factor 3: Socially Responsible

Three students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor 3,
and this factor is labeled “Socially Responsible.” All students are female, and one

identifies as Latina, one as White, and one as Black and White. Factor 3 explains
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8% of the total variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of 1.14.

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor 3 exhibit
characteristics of social responsibility. They believe that the United States should
permit immigration even if it increases competition for jobs (3, +4), and as
Participant 4, a white female, explains, “I believe everyone should have equal
opportunity to come to this country if their own country doesn’t provide what they
are looking for.” Participant 3, a Latina female, concurred with the statement, I
feel strongly about illegal immigrants and their right to stay here and | thought
about that because it gives people opportunities that they wouldn’t have
otherwise. And, | feel like for us as a nation it’s better if our population is more
diverse.”

In addition to favoring immigration rights, the students who load on this
factor consider the needs of people who are poor in other parts of the world to be
as important as their own needs (6, +2), and that individuals living in the United
States have the responsibility to ensure that people outside the United States
have their basic needs met. Finally, these students strongly believe that
governments of nations who have many people living in poverty should not be
responsible for taking care of their own people without help from wealthier
nations (21, -4). Participant 4 explains, “If nations can help other nations that are

less fortunate, then they should. It's not every nation for themselves.”
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Qualitative Reponses: The Q-sort Activity

During the post-sort interviews at the Sullivan school during the
implementation phase, all interviewed participants were asked to describe their
experience with the Q-sort process itself since it was likely different from other
surveys they had participated in before. In general, the students enjoyed the
activity although they felt it was challenging. As Participant 4, a White female,
explained:

I liked it, but it was hard. It made me think of things | should do... like, |

don’t judge people on their actions or the things they wear, because | try

not to, and | don’t think | do, but subconsciously | might do things that |

don’t think | do. That’s why it's hard, because it's hard to see yourself as

someone you don’t see yourself as.
The other students concurred with this sentiment, and Participant 2, a white
female, explained it made her think about things that did not often cross her mind
and about how she defined herself. She also mentioned that she wished the
activity had included time for a group discussion. Participant 3, a Latina female,
wanted space to explain her reasoning in every box, and she felt it was difficult to
rank the statements against each other because there were so many reasons for
placing them in the chosen squares.
Qualitative Reponses: Definition of Global Citizenship

In addition to providing feedback on the Q-sort activity itself, interviewed

students at the Sullivan School were asked to provide a definition of global

citizenship to the best of their knowledge. The definitions ranged in scope, and

they provide valuable insight into the mindset of the students at the time of the Q-

178



sort activity. The definitions of global citizenship given by the interviewed Sullivan

participants are given below.

Table 28

Definitions of Global Citizenship, The Sullivan School Implementation Pre-Sort

Participant

1, White
female

2, White
female

3, Latina
female

4, White
female

5, White
female

Definition of Global Citizenship

| think it means being a citizen of the
world, and trying to understand and
accept everyone. And experience
everything not just your own
community.

Making sure you are not closing
yourself off to people who live in other
countries and being able to empathize
with other countries.

Being sufficiently open minded to
encompass everything that the world
has to offer.

It's like being a citizen in your own
country, but helping other places that
need help.

To be aware of what’s going on, and be
as active as you can. To definitely care
about it, and have ideas to make as
much of a difference as you can. And
to talk about it, and not be oblivious to
what is going on in countries outside
your own.

Factor

Factor 1, Globally Competent,
Socially Responsible, Civically
Engaged

Factor 2, Globally Competent,
Lacking Social Responsibility and
Civic Engagement

Factor 3, Socially Responsible

Factor 3, Socially Responsible

Factor 1, Globally Competent,
Socially Responsible, Civically
Engaged

It is clear that the interviewed students were entering the course with a
strong conception of what global citizenship meant, and they had achieved this
knowledge through prior coursework in conjunction with their own experiences.
Participants 1 and 5 loaded on Factor 1, and these students demonstrated a

broad conception of all three global citizenship competencies. This is clear, too,

from their definitions, which express a desire to accept others (global
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competence), be active (civic engagement), and be a citizen of the world (social
responsibility). However, the students are not able to clearly articulate how they
would achieve these ideals, though they believe them to be true. The interviewed
students who load on Factor 3 realize that the world is broader than their own
nation, and that interdependence exists with a responsibility to help those in
need. Finally, the interviewed student on Factor 2 focuses on being open to
meeting people who are different, rather than taking action to address social
justice or understanding the relationship between nations.
The Sullivan School: Implementation Post Sort Data

Data was collected from the Sullivan School in January, 2015 at the
conclusion of the non-Western course semester. Students were given the same
Q-sort statements and instructions, and completed the activity as they did in the
fall. The same five students were interviewed after completing the Q-sort to glean
information on their extreme rankings and how the course may have influenced

these decisions.

Correlation matrix

The data was analyzed in an identical manner as the previous Q-sorts.
First, a 14 x 14 matrix was created based on the number of participants at the
Sullivan school. One student was absent from class, so fourteen total students

were present for the post-implementation.
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Table 29

Correlation Matrix, Sullivan School Post Sort

Sorts S1 S2 83 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14

S1 10 60 64 55 39 .04 .76 57 28 569 56 53 .36 .43

S2 .60 1.0 68 42 74 23 55 39 22 78 .80 .67 .28 .73

S3 64 68 10 .20 .74 .19 42 49 23 55 .80 .69 .65 .61

S4 bS5 42 20 1.0 21 -29 43 27 -22 45 24 14 -05 .35

S5 39 74 74 21 10 38 28 37 22 65 .82 .70 b3 .76

S6 .04 23 19 -29 38 10 .10 32 41 -05 21 .12 46 .16

S7 .76 55 42 43 28 .10 1.0 37 .30 .54 52 .56 .26 .42

S8 b7 39 49 27 37 32 37 10 31 48 52 42 60 .49

S9 28 22 283 -22 22 41 30 31 10 .15 28 .26 .15 .27

S$10 b9 78 55 45 65 -05 54 48 .15 1.0 74 74 21 .79

S11 56 80 80 24 82 21 52 52 28 74 1.0 .88 .58 .81

S$12 b3 67 69 14 70 12 56 42 25 74 88 1.0 45 .72

S$13 36 28 65 -05 53 46 26 60 .15 21 58 45 1.0 .38

S14 43 73 61 35 76 .16 42 49 27 79 81 .72 38 1.0

Factor Analysis

A principal components analysis was used to identify the factors for the
Sullivan School post implementation phase, and three factors were kept with an
eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The scree plot below illustrates that the slope does
not have significant changes within the first three factors. In the figure below, the

y-axis represents the eigenvalues and the x-axis represents the factors.
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Figure 7

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues, Sullivan School Implementation Post Sort

e=(=»Ejgen Values

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Factors
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A varimax rotation was conducted to understand the extent that the Q-
sorts are associated with the factors, demonstrating the perspective that each
factor represents. See Table 30 below for the factor loadings with indications of
the Q-sorts that load on each factor.

Table 30

Factor Loading and Description of Sorts, The Sullivan School Post Sort

Participant  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Age Gender Ethnicity
S1 0.4550 0.6277 0.0555 16 F White
S2 .8146 .1697 .2591 16 F White
S3 .1816 .7685 -.01092 16 F Latina
S4 .8424 .0891 2440 16 F White
S5 0.8898 0.2389 0.2611 16 F White
S6 0.3397 0.1916 0.8492 17 F White
s7 0.7834 0.0657 0.3903 16 F White
S8 0.2702 0.1817 0.7973 16 F Indian

American
S9 0.3239 0.5034 0.4911 17 F Asian
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S10 0.0441 0.6777 0.2235 16 F White
S11 N/A N/A N/A 17 F White
S12 0.8989 0.2323 0.0199 16 F Black and
White
S13 0.1310 0.8035 -0.01540 16 F White
S14 0.7452 0.3077 0.2664 16 F White
S15 0.2176 -0.4372 0.6996 16 F White
Eigenvalue 7.2 1.9 1.2
% 51 14 9
explained
variance

* indicates a defining sort , where p <.01

The factors explain 74% of the total study variance, and thirteen out of the
fourteen participants load significantly on one of these factors. When participants
load significantly on a factor, this indicates that they have similar viewpoints
about global citizenship and have sorted the cards in a similar way. Factor 1
explains 51% of the variance, and seven participants load on this factor. Factor 2
explains 14% of the variance, and three participants load on this factor. Factor 3
explains 9% of the variance, and three participants load on this factor. One
participant did not load on any of the factors, indicating that she sorted the cards
differently from her classmates.

Factor Interpretation

The z scores, which present a standard comparison between the factors,

are presented below. These scores are essential to compile the factor array,

which is the critical piece of analysis in Q-methodology.
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Table 31

Z-scores with Corresponding Ranks, The Sullivan School Implementation Post Sort

10

Statement Factor 1
Z-score Rank
I am currently involved with a -0.57 17

club or organization that

helps people around the

world (such as Amnesty
International).

| am able to interact with 0.23
people from other cultures

even if | do not know the

language they are speaking.

The United States should 0.80
permit the immigration of

foreign peoples even if it

increases the competition for

jobs.

| intentionally try to involve -0.01
people from different cultural
backgrounds in my life

Governments of nations who -1.42
have many people living in

poverty should be responsible

for taking care of their own

people without help from

wealthier nations.

| consider the needs of 1.57
people who are poor in other

parts of the world to be as

important or more important

than my own needs

When people move to the -0.91
United States, it is their

responsibility to try to fit in.

The United States should -1.61
only send money and troops

to help nations that have

something useful (such as

oil).

| am glad to work with people 1.06
who come from cultural

backgrounds that are different

from mine.

| have contacted someone in -0.86
the United States government

to encourage them to take

action on global issues

11

13

24

20

25

19

Factor 2
z-score Rank
-.025 14
0.77 6
0.521 8
0.74 7
0.14 12
-0.65 19
-0.35 16
-0.77 20

1.91 1
-1.53 23

Factor 3
z-score Rank
0.23 11
0.77 7
0.31 9
-0.30 16
-0.38 17
0.89 4
-0.92 21
-1.38 23
1.82 6
0.26 10
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

| try to convince other people
to care about global problems
(such as poverty, war, and
health care) that concern me.
| do not judge people from
other cultures by my own
moral standards.

Global issues outside the
United States (or my country
of origin) are not as important
to me as issues happening in
the U.S. (or my country of
origin).

The United States
government is responsible for
helping people who live in the
United States, not for helping
people in other countries

In the future, | plan to
promote a peaceful world by
getting involved with social
justice organizations.

What is right or wrong varies
from culture to culture.

| use or have used social
media (such as Twitter,
Facebook, etc.) to express
my thoughts on political
events happening outside the
United States.

| enjoy when my friends from
other cultures share their
cultural practices with me.

| am deeply concerned with
the rights of all people,
globally.

It is our responsibility as
people living in the United
States to make sure people in
countries outside the U.S.
have their basic needs met.

It is sometimes difficult to be
respectful to people who
dress, act, or have cultural
traditions that are very
different from my own.

| would buy my favorite
brands even if | knew that
people were hurt or not paid
well in the factories overseas
where they are produced.

| actively seek out news and
information on global issues.

0.22

0.48

-1.02

-1.18

0.61

-0.16

-0.75

0.86

2.01

1.05

-1.23

-0.45

0.26

12

21

22

14

18

23

16

10

-0.91

0.80

-0.45

-0.03

-1.03

1.45

-1.57

1.43

-0.31

-0.45

-1.88

0.20

0.45

21

18

13

22

24

15

18

25

11

10

1.80

-0.68

-1.24

0.82

-0.07

-0.72

-0.22

0.44

2.13

-0.51

-1.71

-1.42

1.50

19

22

12

20

14

18

25

24
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24 | am interested in doing 1.33 3 1.30 4 -0.19 13
volunteer work in countries
outside the United States.

25 | adjust my behavior and -0.29 15 0.48 9 -0.23 15
mannerisms when | am
interacting with people of
other cultures.

Recall that in the earlier analysis, the most critical piece of interpretation is
known as a factor array. Again, this is a single Q sort configured to represent the
viewpoint of a particular factor (Watts & Stenner, 2012), and is an ideal sort for
the factor. The factor arrays are presented in the same distribution as the original
Q-sort, and in this case, the rankings range from -4 (Least Like Me) to +4 (Most
Like Me). The factor arrays for all three factors at the Sullivan School
Implementation Post Sort are presented in Table 32 below.

Table 32

Factor Arrays for Each Statement, The Sullivan School Implementation Post Sort

# Statement Factors
1 2 3
1 | am currently involved with a club or -1 0 0

organization that helps people around the
world (such as Amnesty International).

2 | am able to interact with people from 0 2 1
other cultures even if | do not know the
language they are speaking.

3 The United States should permit the 1 1 1
immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs.

4 | intentionally try to involve people from 0 1 -1
different cultural backgrounds in my life
5 Governments of nations who have many -3 0 -1

people living in poverty should be
responsible for taking care of their own
people without help from wealthier
nations.

186



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

| consider the needs of people who are
poor in other parts of the world to be as
important or more important than my own
needs

When people move to the United States, it
is their responsibility to try to fit in.

The United States should only send
money and troops to help nations that
have something useful (such as oil).

| am glad to work with people who come
from cultural backgrounds that are
different from mine.

| have contacted someone in the United
States government to encourage them to
take action on global issues

| try to convince other people to care
about global problems (such as poverty,
war, and health care) that concern me.

| do not judge people from other cultures
by my own moral standards.

Global issues outside the United States
(or my country of origin) are not as
important to me as issues happening in
the U.S. (or my country of origin).

The United States government is
responsible for helping people who live in
the United States, not for helping people
in other countries

In the future, | plan to promote a peaceful
world by getting involved with social
justice organizations.

What is right or wrong varies from culture
to culture.

| use or have used social media (such as
Twitter, Facebook, etc.) to express my
thoughts on political events happening
outside the United States.

| enjoy when my friends from other
cultures share their cultural practices with
me.

| am deeply concerned with the rights of
all people, globally.

It is our responsibility as people living in
the United States to make sure people in
countries outside the U.S. have their basic
needs met.

It is sometimes difficult to be respectful to
people who dress, act, or have cultural
traditions that are very different from my
own.

| would buy my favorite brands even if |
knew that people were hurt or not paid
well in the factories overseas where they
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are produced.

23 | actively seek out news and information 1 1 3
on global issues.

24 | am interested in doing volunteer work in 3 2 0
countries outside the United States.

25 | adjust my behavior and mannerisms 0 1 0
when | am interacting with people of other
cultures.

Once again, each of the three factors was each given a descriptive label
to explain the perspective they represent including globally competent, socially
responsible, and civically engaged. If participants were clearly lacking one or
more competencies, this was noted in the descriptive label as well. A
presentation of changes in student attitudes will be presented immediately
following the description of the results from the implementation post sort.

Factor A: Socially Responsible

Seven students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor A,
and this factor is labeled “Socially Responsible.” All students at the Sullivan
School are female, and five of the students who loaded on this factor identified as
White, one student described herself as Latina, and another as Black and White.
Factor A explains 51% of the total variance in this study, with an eigenvalue of
7.2.

An examination of the factor arrays, demographic information, and post-
sort interviews revealed that the students loading on Factor A demonstrate
strong characteristics of social responsibility. The students who load on this
factor feel strongly concerned about the rights of all people on a global scale (19,

+4). They consider the needs of people living in poverty in other regions of the
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world to be as important or more important than their own needs (6, +3), and they
believe that the United States government is responsible for contributing to the
well being of people in other countries (14, -2). This assistance should not apply
only to nations that have something useful, such as oil, in return (8, -4). In the
interviews following the survey, students were asked if their beliefs on how to
rank the statements were influenced by the non-Western coursework. Participant
5, a white female, explained how the course impacted her feelings of social
responsibility by saying, “Seeing what India is dealing with opens your eyes to
the needs that other people have... learning about it has intrigued me a lot, and |
would like to do more now to improve those kind of situations like the violence
and religious tensions in India.”

In addition to a stance on United States government involvement in world
affairs, these students believe that individuals living in the United States have a
responsibility to ensure that people outside the United States have their basic
needs met (20, +2). They do not think that governments of nations with people
living in poverty should be solely responsible for meeting the needs of their own
citizens (5, -3), and that assistance should be provided from wealthier nations.

Although the students on this factor were not specifically lacking global
competence, they did not explicitly demonstrate it either. This will be explored in
the Discussion section, but it is worth noting that during interviews two students
on this factor mentioned that the non-Western course did not explicitly address

global competence. When asked what could supplement the current course to
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enhance its effectiveness, Participant 3, a Latina female, explained, ‘| feel like

there needs to be more awareness and acceptance of the differences between
cultures. | feel like maybe it's assumed that here at Sullivan it’s not necessary.”
Factor B: Globally Competent, Lacking Civic Engagement

Three students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor B,
and this factor is labeled “Globally Competent, Lacking Civic Engagement.” Two
students loading on this factor describe themselves as white, and one student is
Asian. Factor B explains 14% of the total variance in this study, with an
eigenvalue of 1.9.

The students loading on Factor B are glad to work with people who come
from cultural backgrounds different from their own (9, +4), and they feel
comfortable interacting with people from other cultures even if they do not know
the language being spoken (2, +2). These participants enjoy when their friends
from other cultures share their traditions with them (18, +3), and they intentionally
attempt to involve people from different cultural backgrounds in their lives (4, +1).
They feel strongly that it is never difficult for them to be respectful to people who
dress, act, or have cultural traditions different from their own (21, -4). As
Participant 1, a white female, explained, “Though | may not understand things
that certain people do, I'm still able to respect them. | think it's important to have
respect even if | don’t agree with it.”

Although these students show strength in global competence, they are

lacking in civic engagement. For instance, they have not taken initiative to
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contact someone in the United States government about global issues (10, -3),
nor have they utilized social media to express their ideas on political events (17, -
3). They do not work to convince others to care about social problems (11, -2),
and they are not interested in becoming involved in social justice organizations in
the future (15, -2).

Factor C: Socially Responsible and Civically Engaged

Three students from the Sullivan school significantly loaded on Factor C,
and this factor is labeled “Socially Responsible and Civically Engaged.” All
students are female, and one identifies as Southeast Asian while the other two
are white. Factor 3 explains 9% of the total variance in this study, with an
eigenvalue of 1.2.

The students who load on this factor demonstrate clear competencies in
both social responsibility and civic engagement. In terms of social responsibility,
like the students who loaded on Factor A, these students on Factor C feel most
strongly that they are deeply concerned about the rights of all people, globally
(19, +4). In addition, they would not buy brands if they knew that people were
hurt or not paid well in factories overseas where they were produced (22, -3).

In addition to exhibiting social responsibility, these students show civic
engagement. They actively seek out news and information on global issues (23,
+3), and they work to convince others about global problems such as poverty,
war, or health care (11, +3). They have contacted people in the United States

government to encourage them to take action on global issues (10, +1).
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Changes in Student Attitudes from Pre to Post Implementation

Examining the coursework at the Sullivan School through the lens of Q
methodology provided insight into how students’ attitudes and beliefs can shift
based on their experiences in the course. The interviews demonstrated that the
personal experiences the students had prior to entering the course had as much
or more of an impact than the course itself, but the course clearly shifted the
students toward a focus on social responsibility. This can be illustrated in Table
33 below, which depicts the factors from the pre and post sorts and the students
who are associated with these factors. For instance, Participant S1 loaded on

Factor 1 during the pre sort, and loaded on Factor B during the post sort.
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Table 33

Factors at the Sullivan School for the Implementation Pre and Post Sort

Pre Sort Post Sort

Factor 1: Globally Competent & Socially Factor A: Socially Responsible
Responsible

Eigenvalue: 7.5 Eigenvalue: 7.2

50% total variance explained 51% total variance explained

S1, S5, S7, 89, S11, S14 S2, 83, S4, S5, S7, S12, S14

Factor 2: Globally Competent, Lacking Factor B: Globally Competent, Lacking
Social Responsibility and Civic Civic Engagement

Engagement

Eigenvalue: 1.68 Eigenvalue: 1.9

11% total variance explained 14% total variance explained

S10, S13 S1, 89, S10, S13

Factor 3: Socially Responsible Factor C: Socially Responsible and

Civically Engaged
Eigenvalue: 1.14
8% total variance explained Eigenvalue: 1.2

9% total variance explained

S3, 84, 512
S6, S8, S15
None

S2, S6, S8, S15
*The S# indicates the participants in the study. For instance, S1 represents Participant 1 in the
pre and post sort.

The major finding in this study is that during the course, students’ attitudes
shifted toward a focus on social responsibility. The evidence from the quantitative
Q-sorts and the qualitative interviews can be used to examine this finding, in
conjunction with a general understanding of the Sullivan students themselves.

These findings will be explored in more depth in the following chapter.
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Summary

The Q-sort was implemented in a pre and post study to determine the
perceptions about global citizenship that students in a single classroom had
before and after taking a global citizenship course. Overall, the course shifted
students with a broad overview of global citizenship to a strong and
knowledgeable focus on social responsibility. While the results were presented in
this chapter, the next chapter explores how this tool can provide critical
information to teachers and researchers about how students understand global
citizenship, and what can be done with this information to move students toward

action for social justice.
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8. DISCUSSION, PHASE 2

Examining the coursework at the Sullivan School through the lens of Q
methodology provided insight into how students’ attitudes and beliefs can shift
based on their experiences in the course. The interviews demonstrate that the
personal experiences the students had prior to entering the course had as much
or more of an impact than the course itself, but the course clearly shifted the
students toward a focus on social responsibility. The evidence from the
quantitative Q-sorts and the qualitative interviews can be used to examine this
finding.

A majority of the interviewed students at the Sullivan described their
experiences abroad, and many had traveled on school related trips or with their
families and friends. Some had done service work abroad, while others traveled
solely for pleasure. Regardless of the motives for travel, many of the Sullivan
students arrived at the non-Western coursework with some prior knowledge of
other cultures and what it meant to think globally. This can also be seen in their
initial statements from the pre sort describing what it means to be a global
citizen, as many students already grasped the characteristics of global
citizenship as explained by Morais and Ogden (2011). For instance, Participant 2
explained that global citizenship meant being aware of what’s going on in the
United States and the rest of the world. This shows attitudes of social
responsibility, and although this participant did not load on any of the factors

during the pre sort, she loaded on Factor A, “Social Responsibility,” at the
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conclusion of the course. It is possible that the course helped her to hone in on
what it means to be socially responsible, leading her to feel even more strongly
about this competency by the end of the semester. The three dimensions of
global citizenship will be explored separately to provide an overview on how each
of these competencies was addressed in the non-Western course.
Social Responsibility

The changes in the factors between the pre and post Q-sort
implementation indicate a clear focus on social responsibility in the coursework.
In both rounds of the survey, a vast majority of the variance in the study was
accounted for by the first factors that emerged (Factor 1, Globally Competent and
Socially Responsible; Factor A, Socially Responsible). In addition, the last factor
in both rounds also addressed social responsibility (Factor 3, Socially
Responsible; Factor C, Socially Responsible and Civically Engaged). There were
six students who initially loaded on Factor 1, and one of these students was
absent for the post survey. Of the five remaining, three loaded on Factor A for the
second round of the survey, indicating that their focus had shifted from global
competence and social responsibility to a more intense focus on social
responsibility alone. All three of the students who initially loaded on Factor 3
loaded on Factor A in the post sort, indicating that their belief in social
responsibility was maintained. Finally, there were three students who did not load
on any of the factors in the pre sort, but all three loaded on factors in the post

survey. One student, Participant 2, loaded on Factor A (Social Responsibility),
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while the other two students loaded on Factor C (Social Responsibility and Civic
Engagement).

The interviewed students believed that the course supplemented their
personal experiences to lead them to the rankings they chose. For example,
Participant 5 initially loaded on Factor 1 (Global Competence and Social
Responsibility), and in the post survey she loaded on Factor A (Socially
Responsible). In the pre-sort interview she expressed a general statement
acknowledging that it is important to be aware of what it happening in other
countries even if it is easier to focus on your own, but in the post-sort interview
she was very specific in how the course expanded her views on social
responsibility. She explained that studying India helped her to clearly see the
needs that people in other countries have, demonstrating that the course allowed
her to shape her conceptions of social responsibility.

In addition to the students who originally loaded on a factor including
social responsibility, an interview with Participant 2 demonstrated how the
coursework moved her toward attitudes of social responsibility. She initially did
not load on a factor in the pre-sort, but loaded on Factor A (Social Responsibility)
in the post sort. She explained that the more she learned about how people in
other nations lacked the privileges that people in the United States enjoyed, the
more she wanted to help out. In her post sort survey, she picked statement #6, “I
consider the needs of people who are poor in other parts of the world to be as

important or more important than my own needs,” as most like her, and explained
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that she understood how so many people in the world struggled to meet basic
needs. Since she was lucky not to worry about meeting basic needs, she felt
responsible for helping those who do. This participant did not rank the statements
in a way that demonstrated social responsibility before the course, but at the end
of the semester she clearly showed this characteristic through her interviews and
statement rankings.

Overall, after taking the course there were zero students lacking social
responsibility. From the student rankings, post sort interviews, and observations,
it is clear that the coursework focuses on how the challenges and issues that
people face around the world, and developing a sense of well-being for these
individuals (Takkac, 2012; Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). The rankings from the
initial Q-sort indicated that there were students who entered the class with an
interest in social responsibility, and the coursework was able to capitalize on this
interest and develop it further in students who did not exhibit it from the outset.

This is a major success for the coursework at the Sullivan School,
demonstrating that students are becoming interested in the issues affecting
people on a global scale. They are learning about how the actions of their own
nation’s government and economic policy impacts the government and policies of
other nations, and they are realizing that it is impossible for nations to exist in
isolation. From the coursework at the Sullivan School, it is not surprising that this
competency was so clearly demonstrated. Students read primary source texts

from the perspectives of people in non-Western regions, and they are learning
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about issues they had never before considered such as honor killings, infanticide,
and female genital mutilation. Students learn why these practices were put into
place, and are given the information to discuss and debate what is happening
using this knowledge. However, although these students may have developed
new knowledge, this is not indicative of attitudes that will drive students toward
action for social justice.
Global Competence

There were two students that loaded on Factor 2 (Globally Competent,
Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic Engagement) in the initial sort, and these
students both loaded on Factor B (Globally Competent, Lacking Civic
Engagement) in the post sort. It is critical to highlight that although these
students lacked social responsibility in the first round of the survey, they did not
lack this competency in the post-sort at the end of the coursework although they
continued to lack civic engagement. In addition, two students from Factor 1
(Globally Competent and Socially Responsible) also loaded on Factor B. From
the interviews, it is evident that the students with a strong belief in global
competence have built these beliefs through personal experiences. For example,
Participant 1 explained that she had done a great deal of traveling with the
Sullivan School and her family, and had most recently returned from visiting a
friend in China. In reference to this experience, she said that although she may
not understand all the customs and cultural traditions that others had, she was

still able to respect them even if she did not agree with them. She went on to
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explain that people in other cultures had a different upbringing, and that it was
critical to be sensitive before making judgment.

An interview with Participant 3 was also enlightening on the subject of
global competence, although she did not load on any factors containing this
competency. When asked about the strengths and weaknesses of the course,
she explained that she felt there needed to be more awareness and focus on the
differences between cultures. She wondered if teachers assumed that it was not
necessary at the Sullivan School to spend time on this, since it was likely that
students would already be competent in this way after traveling with their
families. She felt that the coursework highlighted other aspects of global
citizenship, but did not focus on global competence.

The combination of interviews plus an analysis of the pre and post Q sorts
indicate that the global citizenship coursework at the Sullivan School did not have
an impact on students’ global competency, and that students who demonstrated
this competency in the pre and post sorts developed it through personal
experiences. Banks et al. (2005) describe the need to understand the unity of
people across nations in addition to celebrating the diversity that reflects variance
in race, class, ethnicity, religion, language, gender, disability, and sexual
orientation. In this vein, the Sullivan school’s own website promotes a
commitment to supporting diversity, and includes, “striving for ethnic, racial,
religious, and socio-economic diversity among all the constituencies of the

School” (Sullivan School Website, 2014).
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However, although the Sullivan School supports diversity, the classroom
of participants for this research did not demonstrate ethnic diversity; 80% of the
students self-identified as white. This indicates that students do not have many
opportunities to interact with people who are culturally different from them. In
addition, because the Sullivan School attracts students with families who can
afford the tuition, it is likely that students are from similar socio-economic
backgrounds as well.

While interviewed students mentioned traveling with family and
participating in school trips abroad, it is likely that these limited experiences are
not enough to help students develop a deep understanding of how to use
knowledge to interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture or
home environment (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006). For students to develop
global competence, they need direct contact with people who are different from
them. It is possible that the coursework needs to be redesigned to create these
opportunities, with extended experiences abroad that work to build relationships
and break down barriers of power and privilege. Technology has also made it
possible to create powerful experiences that connect students across nations.
There are many options that can be explored, but it is clear that the current state
of the coursework is not achieving a shift in attitudes supporting global

competence for students.
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Civic Engagement

In the pre Q-sort survey, there were no students who demonstrated civic
engagement explicitly. In fact, there were two students loading on Factor 2
(Globally Competent, Lacking Social Responsibility and Civic Engagement) that
demonstrated a lack of civic engagement. In the post sort, both of these students
again loaded on Factor B (Globally Competent, Lacking Civic Engagement),
indicating that while their level of social responsibility had increased they
continued to lack civic engagement. However, of the four students who did not
load on any factor during the initial sort, three of these students loaded on Factor
C in the post sort (Socially Responsible and Civically Engaged). In the initial
survey, these students leaned toward civic engagement but did not rank their
items in a similar enough manner to be grouped together within a factor. With the
addition of new competencies in social responsibility, their rankings became
similar enough to fall under one factor. In the post sort survey, all three of these
students ranked statement 19 “I am deeply concerned about the rights of all
people globally,” and statement 11 “| try to convince other people to care about
global problems (such as poverty, war, and health care) that concern me” as
either a +3 or +4 showing a close connection between civic engagement and
social responsibility. It is likely that the personal experiences of these students
had instilled a sense of civic engagement, though the course did not focus on

strengthening this competency.
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Boix-Mansilla & Jackson (2011) discuss how a critical piece in global
citizenship is developing the ability to take action for social justice and to make a
difference in the world. This allows students to see that they are able to
participate and make valuable contributions as citizens in the present, and that
they have the power to influence decisions and make change. Although the
participants in the course at the Sullivan School are clearly learning about global
citizenship and expanding their sense of social responsibility, they are falling
short of understanding how to turn this information into action for positive
change.

The lack of attitudes supporting civic engagement among the students is
very concerning, and is cause to reevaluate the program in its entirety. Although
gaining knowledge and developing empathy for people across the globe is
essential, it is the actions that students will take to make changes for social
justice that matters the most. As discussed earlier, it is again possible that
students were not provided with the tools to understand how they could become
civically engaged as young people. It is difficult for students to talk on behalf of
their future selves, imagining what they will do as adults. However, this is why
teachers need to focus on building a culture of civic engagement in the present,
encouraging young people to become active on issues of global importance.
Teachers can stress the imperative need for advocacy around global issues, and
can give students the skills to educate peers and family members. They can

teach students how to use social media effectively, and foster dialogue on a
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global scale. It is these types of action steps that are clearly missing from the
coursework at the Sullivan School, and it is these steps that are most crucial for
students to understand what it means to be a global citizen.
Summary

From the Q-sort and interviews, it is clear that the Sullivan non-Western
course is promoting a strong sense of social responsibility in the students who
participate. With the exception of two students who moved from Factor 1
(Globally Competent and Socially Responsible) to Factor B (Globally Competent,
Lacking Civic Engagement), students either stayed on a factor that demonstrated
social responsibility or loaded on one after the course was complete. For the
Sullivan School to strengthen the non-Western program, the focus can be
broadened out to encompass how students can make an impact on the world
around them and what it means to be receptive to cultural norms and interact
effectively outside one’s home environment (Godbey, Hunter, & White, 2006).

There is great potential of this tool to evaluate the coursework being
implemented at the Sullivan School and to give the teacher valuable data on how
to reach specific students in his classroom at a given time. Had the instructor
been given the results of the pre-sort, he would have seen that none of his
students were demonstrating competency in civic engagement. This is critical
information, since the main purpose of the course is to develop global citizens
with the three dimensions of global competence, global social responsibility, and

global civic engagement. Since no students showed attitudes of being civically
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engaged at the beginning of the course and only three demonstrated civic
engagement at the course’s end, it is evident that the course was not successful
in achieving this goal. However, the course was clearly successful in fostering a
sense of social responsibility in the participating students, strengthening the
attitudes of those who already possessed it and cultivating attitudes of social
responsibility in those students who did not exhibit it at the beginning of the
course.
Limitations

As with any assessment tool, there are limitations in using the Q-sort to
understand the attitudes and beliefs that students hold about global citizenship.
For example, there is constraint put on the students in terms of which statements
they are provided with to rank, and the views of some participants may not be
able to be expressed because they were not given the opportunity. Stainton
Rogers (1995) explains that participants can only tell a story if they are given the
appropriate statements with which to tell it. This obstacle was addressed through
the comprehensive validation process to achieve a wide range of perspectives on
global citizenship by seeking feedback from faculty members, graduate students,
and practicing social studies teachers. However, despite the best efforts and
attempts to validate the research tool, it is possible that a complete range of
perspectives was not achieved.

The Q methodology model is also limiting in that it would be difficult for

students to demonstrate competencies in all of the three dimensions of global
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citizenship, since they have to prioritize statements that most strongly represent
them. Even when students are clearly indicating that they fall into the dimensions
of global citizenship, it is likely that they will only show high competencies in two
out of the three dimensions. This can be seen in the implementation phase of the
Sullivan School’s Factor 1, where the students demonstrated social responsibility
and global competence. Although they were not lacking in civic engagement, this
was a much lower priority. However, regardless of this limitation, there was still a
clear differentiation in the students between those who were demonstrating
characteristics of global citizens and those who were not.

In addition, as with other tools used to assess attitudes, Q methodology
relies on participants to be truthful. It is possible that participants could try to fake
responses (Oppenheim, 1992) to provide the researchers with what they think is
the “right” response as opposed to how they actually feel about an issue. The
researcher relies on the rankings to interpret the factors, and false responses can
influence this interpretation. Robinson-Cimpian (2014) discusses how
“mischievous responders,” adolescents that provide extreme and potentially
untruthful answers to multiple questions on surveys, can lead researchers to
incorrect conclusions. However, compared to a Likert scale survey, the number
of false responses in a Q-sort is limited by the forced distribution (Cross, 2005)
process, and further reduced by the post sort interviews conducted with students

to learn more information about the reasoning behind their ranking choices.
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Within this particular study, there were limitations on the researcher in
terms of participant interviews. While ideally interviews would have been
conducted with at least one participant on each factor, the interviews were done
immediately after the Q-sort before the data was analyzed. Due to this logistical
constraint, there are factors without qualitative student data to supplement the
findings. In addition, in future studies more demographic data will be helpful to
understand more about the participants, such as frequency of travel, country or
origin, and household income. This information will help to provide a more robust
understanding of students’ personal experiences.

Implications

There are benefits of utilizing Q methodology to explore the attitudes
students have about global citizenship and how these attitudes can shift for
researchers and classroom practitioners.

Implications for Researchers

The methodology used in this research can provide essential information
for researchers in global citizenship in addition to being adapted as a tool for use
in other areas of social studies education. For students to take action to address
issues of social justice, they must engender attitudes that support the three
dimensions of global citizenship. As Oppenhiem (1992) explains, attitudes are
enforced by beliefs that attract strong feelings, and these feelings may lead to
particular behaviors or actions. It is critical for researchers to understand how

students conceptualize global citizenship, and it is evident that within a single
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classroom there are a variety of perspectives that have been developed based
on the experiences of each individual.

Q methodology combines the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative
modes of inquiry (Dennis & Goldber, 1996), giving researchers access to
patterns of perspectives across individuals in addition to specific information for
students. As discussed previously in the literature review section, quantitative
studies have gleaned the civic attitudes of students across large sample sizes,
and this research is used for making generalizations to the population.

For example, in the first IEA study completed across four countries
(Torney-Purta & Barber, 2011), adolescents were found to have civic knowledge
if they possessed the attitudinal factors of support for democratic values, support
for national government, and civic interest and participation. This information
provides researchers with a broad overview of the attitudes needed for civic
involvement, but it does not provide information at a local level that can be
applied to evaluate the success of curriculum in a single school environment.

The ability to collect quantitative data and evaluate coursework at the local
level is critical, as there is great differentiation between coursework, teachers,
and school culture that will impact how global citizenship is taught and
interpreted. Using Q methodology does not limit researchers in collecting data
about a specific program or type of curriculum; instead, it allows for the attitudes

and personal experiences of individual students to determine whether the

208



coursework they are receiving is helping them to shift their attitudes toward a
focus on social justice.

In addition, the literature review above described various qualitative case
studies done to collect information about coursework and teaching in global
citizenship. Myers (2012) used in depth case studies to determine that global
citizenship is not being taken seriously as a curriculum topic, and Davies, Harber,
and Yamashita (2005) used qualitative measures to find that students were not
adequately learning about global citizenship in their classrooms. This data is
essential for researchers to gain an in depth analysis from a limited number of
participants, but it does not show an overview of the class attitudes as a whole. It
is possible that the limited interviews may not represent an entire classroom’s
perspective, and Q methodology would illuminate the patterns across all students
in a classroom at a given time without the intensive time commitment required for
qualitative data gathering and analysis.

Implications for Teachers

Both the validation and implementation phases of this research provided
implications for teachers on how to use the data gleaned from the Q-sorts. In the
validation phase, there were students at all three schools that exhibited global
competence, while there were students at all three schools that explicitly lacked
civic engagement. For teachers, this indicates that regardless of student
demographics, school culture, or the previous experiences that students have

brought with them to the classroom, it is easier for students to understand and
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respect the cultures of those who are different from them than it is to take action
on issues of social justice. Since civic engagement is a key component to global
citizenship, teachers must be cognizant of this deficiency and design coursework
geared toward empowering youth to move past the surface knowledge and into
the realm of action steps.

The pre and post implementation Q-sort design exemplifies this clearly, as
the data demonstrated how students in a classroom shifted their opinions about
global citizenship after taking a global citizenship course. Observing shifts in
attitudes is not necessarily an indicator of causality; however, observing changes
in attitudes and conducting post-sort interviews to glean information about these
attitudes showed the impact that global citizenship coursework had on individuals
and groups of students in the classroom.

The data demonstrated that the coursework enhanced students’ beliefs
and attitudes about social responsibility, and by the end of the course there were
no students lacking this competency. This is a major achievement, and clearly
students felt moved by the discussions in class, the information they learned
while completing their research papers, and the literature they read.

However, there were students who entered the classroom with potential to
show competencies in civic engagement, although they did not rank the
statements similarly enough to group together on a factor. If the teacher had
seen individual profiles of each student through the Q-sorts, he could have

realized that there were some students entering his classroom that potentially
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had experience taking action in global affairs. These participants could be a great
resource for the other students in class, and the teacher could capitalize on their
potential. There may be another classroom of students the following year where
no one enters with experience in civic engagement, and a classroom of students
the year after that with a large group of students who just so happened to have a
great deal of experience. By accessing individual profiles for students using the
Q-sort data, in addition to seeing the patterns of perceptions across a classroom
of students, teachers can design coursework to meet the needs of their students
in the classroom at a given time.

The next step for the Sullivan School will be to take the current course and
focus on ways to bring civic engagement and global competence into the
classroom. While there are many positive aspects happening in the course to
focus on these elements, and clearly some students are leaving the course with
these competencies, much of this appears to stem from the personal
experiences these students brought with them to the course rather than from the
coursework itself.

Conclusion

It is critical for social studies educators to understand the effectiveness of
coursework on students’ attitudes, as attitudes are the critical component to
move students toward action for social justice. In this research, the program at
the Sullivan School evaluated in the implementation phase is successful in

moving students to a more socially responsible outlook, but the students’ own
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personal experiences had just as much if not more effect on their views toward
global competence and civic engagement. While this is just one course, it can
provide insight into the way global citizenship is taught on a broader level. It is
possible that the current strategies for teaching global citizenship, including case
studies, media, and dialogue, are not enough to shift student attitudes in all the
competencies of global citizenship. Other options can be explored to facilitate
growth in these areas, including: opportunities for students to travel abroad;
curriculum that connects students in different countries using technology; and
partnering with government officials to understand legislative action for social
change.

The current research focuses on developing a tool for researchers to
understand how students conceptualize global citizenship. This step is essential
to lay the groundwork for future research to understand how practitioners can
benefit directly from this type of information, and whether coursework can be
modeled to meet the needs of students in a classroom based on results from a
pre-Q sort analysis. Students interact with global citizenship curriculum differently
based on the experiences they have had, and a pre Q-sort can give teachers
information about the attitudes that students in a particular class hold before
starting the course.

Based on this information, teachers can modify and tailor curriculum and
objectives to meet the needs of these students. The results of a post Q sort can

provide teachers with data to determine whether the students have shifted their
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attitudes after taking the course to reflect the goals and objectives the teacher
constructed based on the results of the first assessment. In addition, the next
logical step is to create a tool for practitioners to employ in the classroom on their
own accord to understand the perspectives that each student brings to the
classroom and to understand how these perspectives have shifted after
completing the course. Although the current process of analysis is designed for
researchers rather than for practitioner use, a teacher friendly tool will give
classroom educators the opportunity to use the tool to meet their needs.

While global citizenship is one area of social studies that can benefit from
quantitative data about student attitudes, the larger field of social studies can
benefit as well. Previous research aimed at measuring perceptual shifts have
their merits, but for the field of social studies research, there can be gaps in the
understanding of student learning at the classroom level related to these shifts. It
is clear that social studies researchers value qualitative assessments, but there
is a need for quantitative research to build a base of generalizable knowledge
about perceptions and attitudes. For example, a review of the feature articles
published in TRSE—the journal of record of the Social Studies field-- in just the
last three years (2011-2013) shows that 26 studies out of 50 feature articles
published addressed perceptions or attitudes. Of these studies, 17 were purely
qualitative while an additional 8 studies were mixed methods with qualitative
components. There was only one purely quantitative study with a large sample

size of 2811 participants (Zhang, Torney-Purta, & Barber, 2012), and the mixed
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methods studies averaged 300 participants for surveys (5 studies) and 40
participants for follow-up interviews (6 studies). Other techniques used in these
studies included document analysis, observations, and analysis of student
achievement data.

The quantitative studies present information on trends that equip
researchers to make changes based on data that can be generalized, but with
hundreds or thousands of individuals’ responses to consider they fail to capture
the granularity of information about the perceptions of individual participants
necessary to inform practice. While the qualitative elements of the mixed
methods studies can lead to more information on the individual participants,
collecting the data is time and labor intensive for the researchers.

Of the qualitative studies, the average sample size was 12 participants
with the exception of one outlying study that enlisted over sixty respondents (Ho,
Alviar-Martin, Sim, & San Yap, 2011). These studies allow researchers to glean
in-depth information about the attitudes and perceptions that teachers and
students evince. However, these results cannot be generalized for researchers to
use to build effective programs or interventions upon, and are unlikely to indicate
the patterns of perceptions that all students in a given demographic or grade
level share for researchers to evaluate how successful a given intervention could
be beyond the particulars of that single study.

From an examination of the TRSE studies, it is clear that social studies

researchers value the qualitative elements that shed light on attitudes and
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perceptions, but more quantitative data that provides information for researchers
to make generalizations and see patterns across a group of participants will be
useful. As demonstrated in the current research, Q-methodology presents a way
of bridging the gap left by the current configuration of studies and combines the
strengths of both qualitative and quantitative research traditions (Dennis &
Goldberg, 1996). By using Q methodology in the field of social studies,
researchers can obtain both quantifiable data about how students’ attitudes
changed over the course of the semester and the qualitative data that suggests
context and causality. Widespread use of this methodology can fundamentally
shift the way social studies education research captures and interprets data
about the subtle shifts in student and teachers’ perceptual understanding related

to social studies topics.
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Appendix A
Q-sort Draft Concourse

Rank the statements in order from those that are the most like you (+5) to the
ones that are the least like you (-5).

l. World Mindedness Scale (Wiseman et al., 1989)

Our country is probably no better than many others.

It would be better to be a citizen of the world than of any particular nation.

Our responsibility to people in other countries ought to be as great as our

responsibility to people in the United States.

4. Our school should spend as much time teaching world history as U.S.
history

5. Our country should permit the immigration of foreign peoples even if it

increases the competition for jobs and in college admissions.

L=

Il Cultural Relativism Scale (Bock, 2009)

What is right and wrong varies from culture to culture.
It is ethical to do whatever your culture's moral code allows.
We can't judge people from other cultures by our moral standards.

© N

M. Global Citizenship Scale (Duarte Morais, Anthony Ogden, 2010)
Social Responsibility

9. | consider the needs of the world’s most fragile people to be as pressing
as my own.

10.1 think that many people around the world are poor because they do not
work hard enough.

11.1 am deeply concerned with the rights of all people, globally.

12.Developed nations have the obligation to make incomes around the world
as equitable as possible.

13.1 do not feel very responsible for the world’s inequities and problems.

Global Competence

14.1 am confident that | can thrive in any culture or country

15.1 work to convince other people to care about global problems that
concern me.

16.1 adapt my behavior and mannerisms when | am interacting with people of
other cultures.
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17.1 am able to communicate in different ways with people from different
cultures.
18.1 welcome working with people who have different cultural values than me.

Global Civic Engagement

V.

19.In the future, | expect to do volunteer work to help individuals and
communities abroad.

20.In the future, | plan to get involved with a global humanitarian organization
or project.

21.In the future, | will make a donation to a global charity.

22.In the next few years, | will contact a newspaper or radio to express my
concerns about global environmental, social, or political problems.

23.In the next few years, | will express my views about international politics
on a website, blog, or chat room.

24.In the next few years, | will sign an email or written petition seeking to help
individuals or communities abroad.

25.In the next few years, | will contact someone in government to seek action
on global issues and concerns.

26.In the next few years, | will wear a sticker or button that promotes a more
just and equitable world.

27.In the next few years, | will boycott brands or products that are known to
harm marginalized global people or places.

Multicultural Experiences Questionnaire (Narvaez and Hill, 2010)
28.1 try to get to know people who are different from me.
29.1 can respect the traditions of other cultures that go against my own

values.
30.1 actively seek out news and information on global issues.

Global Perspective Inventory (Braskamp et al., 2010)

Interpersonal Social Interaction

31.1 intentionally involve people from different cultural backgrounds in my life

32.1 enjoy when my friends from other cultures teach me about our cultural
differences

33.People from other cultures tell me that | am successful at navigating their
cultures

34.1 am open to people who strive to live lives very different from my own lifestyle
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Appendix B
Faculty and Graduate Student Responses: Validation Phase 1
Please return completed forms to:

Sherri Sklarwitz, Boston University
ssklarwi@bu.edu

Q-Statements: Global Citizenship

University Name:

Faculty Member Doctoral Student
How many years have you How many years of your program
been teaching at the have you completed?

at the college level?

Area of Research:

Years of Secondary Teaching Experience: Grade Level:

Political Affiliation (Check one): _ Republican __ Democratic
Independent Other

Gender: Race:

Please describe how you conceptualize global citizenship:
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Please read through the following statements and identify whether they fit
into the following categories. Please assign one category to each
statement. If the statement does not fit a category, write “none.”

Global competence (GC): Global competence can be defined as effectively
utilizing knowledge or receptivity to other cultural norms and expectations to
interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture or home
environment (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006).

Global Civic Engagement (CE): a predisposition to actively address social,
economic and political issues relevant to the global community through
volunteerism, political activism and other forms of community participation
(Parekh, 2003).

Global Social Responsibility (SE): the recognition of one’s interdependence

with individuals in one’s local, national and global community as well a sense of
concern for the well-being of those individuals (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004).

1. Our country is probably no better than many others.

2. It would be better to be a citizen of the world than of any particular nation.

3. Our responsibility to people in other countries ought to be as great as our
responsibility to people in the United States.

4. Our school should spend as much time teaching world history as U.S.
history

5. Our country should permit the immigration of foreign peoples even if it
increases the competition for jobs and in college admissions.

6. What is right and wrong varies from culture to culture.
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7. ltis ethical to do whatever your culture's moral code allows.

8. We can't judge people from other cultures by our moral standards.

9. | consider the needs of the world’s most fragile people to be as pressing
as my own.

10.1 think that many people around the world are poor because they do not
work hard enough.

11.1 am deeply concerned with the rights of all people, globally.

12.Developed nations have the obligation to make incomes around the world
as equitable as possible.

13.1 do not feel very responsible for the world’s inequities and problems.
14.1 am confident that | can thrive in any culture or country
15.1 work to convince other people to care about global problems that

concern me.

16.1 adapt my behavior and mannerisms when | am interacting with people of
other cultures.

17.1 am able to communicate in different ways with people from different
cultures.

18.1 welcome working with people who have different cultural values than me.
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19.In the future, | expect to do volunteer work to help individuals and
communities abroad.

20.In the future, | plan to get involved with a global humanitarian organization
or project.

21.In the next few years, | will express my views about international politics
on a website, blog, or chat room.

22.In the next few years, | will sign an email or written petition seeking to help
individuals or communities abroad.

23.In the next few years, | will contact someone in government to seek action
on global issues and concerns.

24.In the next few years, | will wear a sticker or button that promotes a more
just and equitable world.

25.In the next few years, | will boycott brands or products that are known to
harm marginalized global people or places.

26.1 try to get to know people who are different from me.

27.1 can respect the traditions of other cultures that go against my own
values.

28.1 actively seek out news and information on global issues.

29.l intentionally involve people from different cultural backgrounds in my
life

30.1 enjoy when my friends from other cultures teach me about our cultural
differences
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31.People from other cultures tell me that | am successful at navigating
their cultures

32.1 am open to people who strive to live lives very different from my own
lifestyle

33.The U.S. should focus its foreign aid on parts of the world where the
U.S. has military or economic interests.

34.1n tough economic times, the U.S should spend less money on foreign
aid to poor countries.

35.1t is not the responsibility of countries like the U.S to take care of the
hungry and sick in other parts of the world; that is the responsibility of
their governments.

In thinking about a range of perspectives on global citizenship, what areas are
missing from the statements above?
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Appendix C

Teacher Validation

School: Race:

Gender: Years teaching social studies:

Current grade level:

Global competence (GC): Global competence can be defined as effectively
utilizing knowledge or receptivity to other cultural norms and expectations to
interact effectively with individuals outside one’s own culture or home
environment (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006).

Global Civic Engagement (CE): a predisposition to actively address social,
economic and political issues relevant to the global community through
volunteerism, political activism and other forms of community participation
(Parekh, 2003).

Global Social Responsibility (SR): the recognition of one’s interdependence
with individuals in one’s local, national and global community as well a sense of
concern for the well-being of those individuals (Westheimer & Kahne, 2004).

Statement Dimension Comments

Our responsibility to SR
people in other countries
ought to be as great as
our responsibility to
people in the United
States.

Our country should SR
permit the immigration of
foreign peoples even if it
increases the
competition for jobs and
in college admissions.

What is right and wrong GC
varies from culture to
culture.
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We can't judge people
from other cultures by
our moral standards.

GC

| consider the needs of
the world’s most fragile
people to be as pressing
as my own.

SR

| am deeply concerned
with the rights of all
people, globally.

SR

Developed nations have
the obligation to make
incomes around the
world as equitable as
possible.

SR

| work to convince other
people to care about
global problems that
concern me.

GC

| adapt my behavior and
mannerisms when | am
interacting with people of
other cultures.

GC

| am able to
communicate in different
ways with people from
different cultures.

GC

| welcome working with
people who have
different cultural values
than me.

GC

In the future, | expect to
do volunteer work to help
individuals and
communities abroad.

GC

224



In the future, | plan to get
involved with a global
humanitarian
organization or project.

GC

In the next few years, |
will express my views
about international
politics on a website,
blog, or chat room.

GC

In the next few years, |
will contact someone in
government to seek
action on global issues
and concerns.

GC

In the next few years, |
will wear a sticker or
button that promotes a
more just and equitable
world.

GC

In the next few years, |
will boycott brands or
products that are known
to harm marginalized
global people or places.

GC

| can respect the
traditions of other
cultures that go against
my own values.

GC

| actively seek out news
and information on global
issues.

GC

| intentionally involve
people from different
cultural backgrounds in
my life

GC
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| enjoy when my friends
from other cultures teach
me about our cultural
differences

GC

People from other
cultures tell me that | am
successful at navigating
their cultures

GC

| am open to people who
strive to live lives very
different from my own
lifestyle

GC

The U.S. should focus its
foreign aid on parts of
the world where the U.S.
has military or economic
interests.

SR

In tough economic times,
the U.S should spend
less money on foreign
aid to poor countries.

SR
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Appendix D

Teacher Revised Statements

Original Statement

Summary of

Revised Statement

Teacher
Comments
1. Our responsibility to people in * Change “ought” It is our responsibility to
other countries ought to be as great to “should” make sure people in
as our responsibility to people in the  Students countries outside the
United States. assumed to be United States have
American their basic needs met.
citizens
* Assumed
positive

responsibility to
people in the US

2. Our country should permit the
immigration of foreign peoples even
if it increases the competition for
jobs and in college admissions.

* Assuming
students are US
citizens

The United States
should permit the
immigration of foreign
peoples even if it
increases the
competition for jobs and
in college admissions.

3. What is right and wrong varies
from culture to culture.

No comments

What is right and wrong
varies from culture to
culture.

4. We can't judge people from other
cultures by our moral standards.

* Who is “we?”

| do not judge people
from other cultures by
my own moral
standards.

5. | consider the needs of the world’s
most fragile people to be as
pressing as my own.

* “Fragile” is
vague and
misleading

* Replace with
meaning of the
word

| consider the needs of
people who are poor in
other parts of the world
to be as important as
my own needs.

6. | am deeply concerned with the
rights of all people, globally.

* Students may
feel like bad
people if they do
not rank this
highly

| am deeply concerned
with the rights of all
people, globally

7. Developed nations have the
obligation to make incomes around

e Concern about
the words

The governments in
nations who have many
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the world as equitable as possible.

“developed” and
“equitable”
Similar to
question 1, and
should take
opposite frame

people living in poverty
should be responsible
for taking care of their
own people without
help from other,
wealthier nations.

8. | work to convince other people to

What are global

| work to convince other

care about global problems that problems? people to care about
concern me. global problems (such
as poverty, war, health
care) that concern me.
9. | adapt my behavior and * “Adapt” is | adjust my behavior
mannerisms when | am interacting confusing and mannerisms when |

with people of other cultures.

am interacting with
people of other cultures

10. | am able to communicate in
different ways with people from
different cultures.

Non-verbal or
verbal
communication
Fluency in
another
language

| am able to interact
with people from other
cultures even if | do not
know the language they
are speaking.

11. | welcome working with people

“Cultural values”

| am glad to work with

who have different cultural values is confusing people who come from

than me. different cultural
backgrounds then | do.

12. In the future, | expect to do * Does not | am interested in doing

volunteer work to help individuals capture current volunteer work in

and communities abroad. activism countries outside the
United States

13. In the future, | plan to get * Difficult to tell | am currently involved

involved with a global humanitarian the future, focus with a club or

organization or project. on current organization that helps

activism people around the

world, like Amnesty
International.

14. In the next few years, | will * Difficult to tell | have used websites or

express my views about the future, focus blogs to express my

international politics on a website, on current thoughts on political

blog, or chat room. activism events happening
outside the United
States.

15. In the next few years, | will * Difficult to tell | have contacted

contact someone in government to the future, focus someone in the United

seek action on global issues and on current States government to
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concerns. activism encourage them to take
action on global issues.
16. In the next few years, | will wear * Difficult to tell | have worn a sticker or
a sticker or button that promotes a the future, focus button that promotes
more just and equitable world. on current world equality or peace.
activism

17. In the next few years, | will
boycott brands or products that are
known to harm marginalized global
people or places.

“Marginalized” is
unclear

Use a real-world
example

* Frame as a
positive

| would buy my favorite
brands even if | knew
that people were hurt or
not paid well in the
factories overseas
where they produce this
product.

18. | can respect the traditions of
other cultures that go against my
own values.

Too similar to
other statements
Remove this
one, change to
incorporate
more
conservative
statements

When people move to
the United States, it is
their responsibility to
dress like we do to try
and fit in.

19. | actively seek out news and
information on global issues.

No comments

| actively seek out news
and information on
global issues.

20. | intentionally involve people
from different cultural backgrounds
in my life

No comments

| intentionally involve
people from different
cultural backgrounds in
my life

21. | enjoy when my friends from
other cultures teach me about our
cultural differences

e Share instead of
teach

| enjoy when my friends
from other cultures
share their cultural
practices with me.

22. People from other cultures tell
me that | am successful at
navigating their cultures

* “Navigating” is
confusing

* Question is
similar to others,
remove it and
replace with a

Global issues outside
the United States are
not as important to me
as issues happening in
the United States.

conservative

statement
23. | am open to people who strive * “Open” is It is sometimes difficult
to live lives very different from my patronizing, to be respectful to

own lifestyle

respect instead
* Similar to other

people who dress, act,
or have cultural
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statements,
change frame

traditions that are very
different from my own.

24. The U.S. should focus its foreign
aid on parts of the world where the
U.S. has military or economic
interests.

* “Foreign aid” is
too broad

 Students need
background to
understand
concept

The United States
should only send
money and troops to
help nations that have
something useful, such
as oil.

25. In tough economic times, the
U.S should spend less money on
foreign aid to poor countries.

* “Foreign aid” is
too broad

» Students need
more realistic
examples

The United States
government is
responsible for helping
the people who live in
the United States, not
people in other
countries.
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Appendix E

Q-Sort Student Instruction Sheet

Thank you for participating in the Q-sort! We will go through these instructions
together, and you can use this sheet as a guide. There are no right or wrong
answers.

Overall Goal: Sort the items according to those that are most like you (+4) to
those most unlike you (-4).

Step 1: Read through all 25 cards. After you read each card, place it in the
“‘“AGREE”, “NEUTRAL”, or “DISAGREE” box below.

Agree Neutral Disagree

Step 2: Take the cards in the “AGREE” pile. Read through them again. Place the
one statement you most agree with in the +4 box all the way at the right of your
STUDENT WORKSHEET. From the remaining cards, place the two statements
you most agree with in the +3 box, and so on until the cards from this pile are
gone.

Step 3: Take the cards in the “DISAGREE” pile. Read through them again. Place
the one statement you most disagree with in the -4 box all the way at the left of
your STUDENT WORKSHEET. From the remaining cards, place the two
statements you most disagree with in the -3 box, and so on until the cards from
this pile are gone.

Step 4: Pick up the remaining cards in the “NEUTRAL” pile. Read through them
again, and place them in the worksheet according to how much you agree with
the statement.

Step 5: Look over your STUDENT WORKSHEET and make any final changes.
Be sure to fill in the ID NUMBER.
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Step 6: Each statement card has a number written on it. Write the number on the
card in the box it is placed in on the STUDENT WORKSHEET.

Step 7: You are done! Stack the cards back up, and clip them back together. |
will collect the cards and your student worksheets.
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Appendix F
Instructor Protocol: Student Q-Sorts

My name is Sherri Sklarwitz, and | am a doctoral student at Boston University.
Before | started this program, | taught social studies and English in Somerville.
Now, | am developing social studies curriculum for students and teachers to use
together. For this research, | am interested in finding out about the attitudes and
beliefs that students have about some concepts related to social studies. There
are no right or wrong answers, since it is about what you believe. | would ask you
to be honest and thoughtful about your answers, and your identity will not be
connected to your responses.

You and your parent or guardian signed a consent form for you to participate in
this research, and | want to remind you that this study is voluntary. By
participating you will helping me in my research that will lead to designing
curriculum for social studies and Humanities courses. Does anyone have any
questions before we get started?

Great. I'm handing out an instruction sheet and an envelope that contains a stack
of cards. Let’s begin by taking the cards out of the envelope. Read through all 25
randomly numbered cards. After you read each card, place it in the “Least like
me,” “Neutral,” or “Most like me” boxes on your instruction sheet. You may agree
with many of these statements, but they still might not be like you. For instance, |
agree that flossing your teeth every day is a good and important thing, but it
doesn’t mean | do it every day. Maybe I’'m more neutral. Or, if | never do it, |
would put it in the “least like me” box even though | agree that it's a good thing.
Make sure you are not putting these in the box you think you should be putting
them in. Put them in the box that represents you.

Now, I’'m going to pass out the STUDENT WORKSHEET. Slide this underneath
the instruction sheet being careful not to disturb the piles of cards you have
made. Pick up the cards from the “Most like me” pile, and spread them out so
you can see them all. Now choose the ONE statement that is most like you, and
put it in the box all the way on the right. Take the next two statements that are
most like you, and put them in the -3 column. These are ranked the same. Do
this with the rest of the cards in the “Most Like Me” pile until these cards are
gone.

Next, take the cards from the “Least like me” pile. Read through them again.
Place the one statement that is the least like you into the -4 box of your
STUDENT WORKSHEET (all the way at the left). From the remaining cards,
place the next two statements that are the least like you into the -3 boxes, and
so on, until the cards from the “Least like me” pile are gone.
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Finally, take the remaining cards from the “NEUTRAL” pile. Read through them
again, and place them on the STUDENT WORKSHEET according to how much
the statements are like you.

Look over your STUDENT WORKSHEET and make any final changes. Be sure
to fill in the ID NUMBER and DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION on the STUDENT

WORKSHEET.

Each card is now on a square of the STUDENT WORKSHEET. Remove the
cards one at a time and write the number from each card on its square on the
STUDENT WORKSHEET. After you have written the card’s number down, place
the card in the envelope.

You are finished! | will collect the STUDENT WORKSHEETs and envelopes with
the Q-cards. Thank you for taking part in this research!

234



Appendix G
Student Interview Protocol
. Please state your ID number
. Tell me about the item you ranked as “Most Like You.”
. Tell me about the item you ranked as “Least Like you.”
. Were there any items that were difficult to rank?
. What is your definition of global citizenship?
. Tell me about your experience with the activity itself?

. (In the post sort interview): How did the course impact the way you
ranked the statements?

235



Appendix H

Student Worksheet
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