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Globalization has resulted in the increasing need of international non-

governmental organizations (INGOs). Given their increasing role as a player in 

international development, INGOs are being scrutinized for their visibility and credibility. 

More specifically, questions of whether or not INGO leaders are equipped with the 

intercultural tools they need to address international issues are being asked. This thesis 

asked if INGO leaders are interculturally sensitive, if they are interculturally competent 

and if the size of INGOs is correlated to an INGO leader‟s intercultural sensitivity and 

competence. 

After surveying 46 U.S.-based INGO executives, vice presidents, directors and 

managers and interviewing ten of them, this thesis found that INGO leaders are 

interculturally sensitive and interculturally competent. It discovered that intercultural 

sensitivity and intercultural competence is attributed to past personal experiences, not 

simply a leader‟s experiences in the international development field. It also discovered 

that intercultural sensitivity and competence could be developed without having to travel 

abroad. On the contrary, given the variances in INGO budgets and missions, this thesis 
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was unable to draw a correlation between INGO size and intercultural sensitivity and 

intercultural competence. Furthermore, given the constraints of this thesis‟ method, 

mostly white INGO leaders were surveyed. Thus, it would be valuable for future 

researchers to determine if demographics such as race, gender, age and/or education 

level impact an INGO leader‟s intercultural sensitivity and competence and whether 

such factors can influence his or her participation in international development.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION BACKGROUND 

In a message from Irina Bokova, Director-General of the United Nations 

Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) the impact of globalization 

on our current world was addressed. She stated: 

We are living in a world that is increasingly marked by a growing 
interdependence in all areas of human activity. The resultant cross-
fertilization of our societies offers new opportunities to strengthen the ties 
between peoples, nations and cultures at the global level. At the same time, 
with globalization, incomprehension and mistrust have increased in the last 
few years. The economic, environmental and ethical crisis has further 
increased this sense of insecurity and mistrust. (Bokova, 2010, para. 1) 

In order to address the negative effects of globalization, Bokova proposed the idea 

of “new humanism” which became the foundational thought of the 2010 International 

Year of the Rapprochement of Cultures (Bokova, 2010, para. 1). New humanism calls 

for a “humanist response to globalization” or the need for peoples of all cultures to 

advance “the mutual knowledge and understanding” of each other (Bokova, 2010, para. 

1). The objective of the International Year was to “dissipate any confusion stemming 

from ignorance, prejudice and exclusion that create tension, insecurity, violence and 

conflict” and “to foster respect for each other‟s culture and break down the barriers 

between different cultures” (Bokova, 2010, para. 4). Bokova acknowledged that 

“exchange and dialogue between cultures are the best tools for building peace” 

(Bokova, 2010, para. 5). 

To implement the International Year‟s objectives, four strategies were 
devised: 

1. Promoting reciprocal knowledge of cultural, ethnic, linguistic and religious 
diversity 

2. Building a framework for commonly shared values 
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3. Strengthening quality education and the building of intercultural 
competences 

4. Fostering dialogue for sustainable development (Bokova, 2010, para. 5) 

Last, in her message, Bokova called upon UNESCO‟s many partners, one of 

which was non-governmental organizations (NGOs), to support the International Year‟s 

objectives and strategies. She acknowledged that the cooperation of some of the most 

influential international development organizations and “civil society as a whole” would 

contribute to “the greatest possible impact at the local, national, regional and 

international levels” (Bokova, 2010, para. 6). Given the rise of globalization, it must be 

the task of the world‟s most influential organizations “to build solid bridges, based on 

solidarity between cultures so as to create a new universal ethics of living together” 

(Bokova, 2010, para. 7). Some scholars believe that what Irina Bokova, UNESCO and 

the 2010 International Year of Rapprochement of Cultures envision can best be 

achieved through the development of intercultural competencies of some of the 

leadership of international non-governmental organization (INGO). 

Challenges for Leaders in International Non-governmental Organizations 

When thrown into the international spectrum, nonprofit leaders face a world of 

challenges. From working long hours and having limited resources to help some of the 

world‟s most marginalized communities, NGO leaders face incredible challenges on 

both organizational and personal levels (Hailey, 2006). The lack of NGO leaders can 

also be attributed to the fact that they often work with little support (Hailey).  Therefore, 

the growth of the role of NGOs, especially internationally, has called for new practices in 

leadership development programs (Hailey). So as the role of NGO leaders evolves, it is 

important to see leadership “in the particular cultures and contexts in which NGOs 
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operate” (Hailey, p. 8). As researchers have determined, NGOs are not only shaped by 

their individual leaders, but by the environment in which they work (Hailey). 

Another important consideration in a discussion of nonprofit leadership is that, in 

truth, little research has been done on it in the nonprofit and/or public sector (Hailey). 

And if there is research that has been done on nonprofit leadership, it has mostly 

focused on the Boards of Directors than on individual leaders (Hailey). So while some 

will argue that much of the leadership research that has been done is not relevant to the 

social, cultural and political scopes of NGO leaders and their work, leadership styles are 

nonetheless “contingent on the context in which they are applied” (Hailey). Hailey states 

that, “any understanding of the role and performance of NGO leaders must incorporate 

the environment in which they work” (p. 9). Also, the environment in which leaders are 

evaluated must be simultaneously evaluated with their diagnostic skills and judgment 

(Hailey). Research on NGO leaders in Kenya, Malawi and Uganda revealed, “NGO 

leaders have to adapt to new leadership roles, the stresses arising from pressure of 

work, and the demands of organizational crises” (Hailey, p. 9). Such stresses often 

come from donor pressures. 

Along with balancing demands from a number of competing stakeholders, of 

particular interest to NGO leaders promoting change is the need for him or her to 

internally change first. That is, self-awareness and a change of his or her behaviors and 

attitudes take precedence to overall change in an organization. In developing a new 

generation of leaders, “recognition of the importance of personal change, individual 

empowerment, experiential learning, and face to face support” should be focused on 

(Hailey, p. 18). Such transformational change is dependent on a leader‟s willingness to 



 

13 

“engage in new ways of thinking” (Hailey, p. 18). And a dimension important to thinking 

in new ways is emotional intelligence or a development of competencies that “promote 

collaboration and networking, but also which ensure real personal change” (Hailey, p. 

19).  

Daniel Goleman (1998) makes the claim that “every businessperson knows a story 

about a highly intelligent, highly skilled executive who was promoted into a leadership 

position only to fail at the job. And they also know a story about someone with solid – 

but not extraordinary – intellectual abilities and technical skills who was promoted into a 

similar position and then soared,” hence making indentifying the quintessential leader 

difficult (p. 93). Variances in leadership styles are as varied as the organizations that 

call for them (Goleman). Goleman found, however, that the most effective leaders are 

similar in their eminent possession of emotional intelligence. And although leaders do 

still need other intelligences and technical skills, he deems emotional intelligence as 

“the sine qua non of leadership” (1998, p. 93). And emotional intelligence, as one will 

find, sits at the core of global leadership research. 

Leadership and Intercultural Communication Competence 

 In thinking about the work that leaders do, one cannot help, but wonder what 

skills, attitudes and intellectual capabilities make them successful in their roles and 

responsibilities (Pusch, 2009). When we begin to ponder our incredibly interconnected 

world, with human, economic, and environmental problems that cannot be solved 

without crossing borders, the need for interculturally competent global leadership is 

evident. Equally important is the need to determine how such intercultural competencies 

can be learned by the greatest amount of individuals and sustained through 

development workshops and trainings (Pusch). 
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While most scholars believe that intercultural communication competence is 

important to operate in today‟s world, “there is relatively little consensus among those 

studying the subject about how best to approach, conceptualize, study, or measure it” 

(Koester, Wiseman & Sanders, 1993, p. 3). This is mostly the result of the fact that 

scholars understand that different cultures with varying beliefs, values and norms each 

bring with them “alternative realities and multiple truths” to intercultural communication 

research (Stewart & Bennett, 1991). 

Intercultural competence requires intercultural communication competence 

(Deardorff, 2004), and this has been given a significant amount of attention by 

multidisciplinary scholars. Although such scholars have been unable to come to an 

agreement about the term, there is certainty about some of its main characteristics 

(Lustig and Koester, 1999). Communication competence is defined as an “interaction 

that is perceived as effective in fulfilling certain rewarding objectives in a way that is also 

appropriate to the context in which the interaction occurs” (Lustig and Koester, 1999, p. 

62). Such a definition provides better insight into understanding communication and 

intercultural competence (Lustig and Koester). That is, as communication competence 

is perceived, competence should be understood in the context of two or more 

interacting persons (Lustig and Koester). Thus, communication competence is “a social 

judgment about how well a person interacts with others” (Lustig and Koester, p. 62). As 

a result of being socially perceived, communication competence will always depend “on 

the context, the relationship between the interactants, the goals or objectives that 

interactants want to achieve, and the specific verbal and nonverbal messages that are 

used to accomplish those goals” (p. 64). Interactants, in this case, can be things such 
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as values, beliefs and attitudes that affect an individual‟s way of receiving and 

categorizing messages. (Asuncion-Lande, 1977). Furthermore, Alvino Fantini (2006) 

claims, “everyone develops the communicative competence that forms part of their 

native language and cultural system” (p. 8). So when an individual is willing to transcend 

and transform his or her initial communicative competence by “the power of the 

intercultural sojourn,” then he or she can begin to develop intercultural competence 

(Fantini, 2006, p. 8).  

Fantini (2006) defines intercultural competence as “a complex of abilities needed 

to perform effectively and appropriately when interacting with others who are 

linguistically and culturally different from oneself” (p. 9). Effectiveness is “those 

behaviors that lead to the achievement of desired outcomes” (Lustig and Koester, p. 

67). Appropriateness is “those behaviors that are regarded as proper and suitable given 

the expectations generated by a given culture, the constraints of the specific situation, 

and the nature of the relationship between the interactants (p. 67).  

The terms intercultural competence, intercultural effectiveness and intercultural 

adaptability can be traced back to the 1970s and 1980s (Hammer, Gudykunst & 

Wiseman, 1978). Between the 1970s and 1980s, it was becoming more obvious that 

interculturally competent government, education and business leaders were needed 

(Spitzberg & Changnon). At the same time, however, no widely used tool for training 

and assessing intercultural competence was established – this still stands true today 

(Spitzberg & Changnon). And although efforts to develop, validate and refine 

intercultural competency measures were undertaken, the dilemma always came back to 

a question of dimension (Spitzberg & Changnon). That is, intercultural competence is 
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multidimensional and it would be too difficult to distinguish some dimensions as more 

important than others, as intercultural competence depends greatly on the situation in 

which it is used (Spitzberg & Changnon). 

 Since the 1990s, more elaborate models to measure intercultural competence 

have been developed. Most have been conceptual models based on contexts and 

processes of communication (Spitzberg & Changnon). And while plenty of these models 

have been able to assess knowledge and skills, some fail to take into account the 

“motivational component” of interculturally competence persons (Spitzberg & 

Changnon, p. 9). Furthermore, depending on the discipline in which intercultural 

communications is being explored, some models have focused more on relationship 

development and inquiries through intercultural interactions and interethnic contexts.  

The purpose of this study is to assess the intercultural sensitivity and intercultural 

communication competence of international non-governmental organization (INGO) 

leaders and to determine what kinds of intercultural skills they possess and what skills 

they lack, with a view to suggesting some ways in which they can improve their 

competencies and become better global leaders for the non-profit sector.  It is hoped 

that this study will expand the literature on intercultural communication competence and 

global leadership effectiveness.
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

History of International Non-governmental Organizations 

As a result of accelerated globalization, since the 1960s INGOs have experienced 

rapid growth (Madon, 1999). Prior to World War I, states were mainly concerned in 

bilateral relations (Madon). And although such individual states continued to dominate 

the international spectrum, INGOs experienced rapid growth that resulted in a number 

of states surrendering “a considerable measure of their sovereignty” (Madon, p. 252). 

From the late 1980s onward, the significance and scale of INGOs has significantly 

increased as they stand at the forefront of many international development projects 

(Madon). Such international development projects have mostly addressed issues of 

poverty alleviation, sustainable development, human rights and women‟s emancipation 

(Madon). And just like the issues they advocate, “INGOs are large multilayered, 

complex systems” (Madon, p. 252). They “are based in and receive funds from high-

income countries but… work for the benefit of the poor in low-income countries” 

(Madon, p. 252). 

Up until the 1970s, however, INGOs were seen as having little influence on global 

policy (Madon). This was a result of INGOs such as Oxfam and the Red Cross that 

were perceived as only meeting “immediate needs through direction action” (Madon, p. 

252). The first string of INGOs, as they are known today, were charity relief 

organizations that mainly sought to deliver welfare services to the world‟s poor in the 

event of natural disasters (Korten, 1987; Madon). The second string of INGOs, from the 

1960s, was more focused on increasing their self-reliance (Korten, 1987).  Since the 

1980s, INGOs have since become known for “making political statements on behalf of 
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local communities outside established channels of the nation state by mobilising opinion 

on a global basis on issues the nation states have treated as marginal to their agendas” 

(Madon, p. 252). Thus, the third wave of INGOs focused on “sustainable changes 

through international advocacy,” or maintaining links with other local level partners even 

after the grassroots work had been done (Madon, p. 252). According to Madon, INGOs 

have succeeded in their grassroots work as a result of their ability to engage local 

communities and cultures, while still remaining globally engaged. 

Furthermore, the end of the 1990s marked a significant point in the life of INGOs 

(Koenig, 2004). It was at this time that global communications experienced exceptional 

growth. The Internet and email had risen in functionality and popularity and as a result, 

grassroots and local organizations were able to communicate internationally. Sheldon 

Annis (1992) referred to the growing network of geographically dispersed grassroots 

and INGOs as “informational empowerment,” as information and communication 

technologies (ICTs) were empowering such organizations to take a more active role in 

world politics, where as in past years, such communication and action was nearly 

impossible and too costly. 

Beginning in 1992 with the United Nations (UN) Conference on Environment and 

Development, or more commonly referred to as the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, 

Brazil, UN-sponsored conferences on social issues saw greater representation of NGOs 

(Koenig). In 1995, the parallel NGO forum to the Beijing Conference broke records for 

attracting over forty-seven thousand government leaders and NGO participants 

(Koenig). These NGO forums proved to be significant, as they demonstrated to the 
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world the need for NGOs to be included in discussions about global issues. Also, these 

NGO forums contributed to the formation of global partnerships. 

It was often the case that many NGO forum participants sustained the 

relationships they had made at these conferences. Using the rapidly expanding ICTs of 

the 1990s, conference attendees were able to share and provide information with 

colleagues around the world and to network in ways they were unable to do so before. 

Resources such as web sites, electronic discussion groups and emails extensively 

served the NGO community. NGOs more actively pursued information about other 

NGOs and international trends and publicized it – “by the year 2000, many NGOs had a 

Web site or one under development” (Koenig, p. xi). According to Madon, some 

researchers have also attributed the use of ICTs “specifically to successful democratic 

uprisings” as activists were able to frequently discuss, in electronic forums, issues of 

war prevention, environment protection and human rights and democracy. Nonetheless, 

although ICTs had proved to be a powerful tool in INGO work, INGOs still had little 

success in influencing global policy (Edwards and Hulme, 1995). 

Roles of International Non-governmental Organizations 

INGOs “occupy a unique, and arguably problematic, position within civil society” 

(Agg, 2006, p. 3). Although some NGOs are locally based, they often “export elements 

from a different culture, including aims, staff and working practices” (Agg, 2006, p. 3). 

According to Agg, INGOs have multiple identities as they are called on to represent 

varying entities of global civil society. While they are embedded in Western culture, their 

work is geared towards serving public and private donors, often found in a European 

country, preserving their autonomy and adhering to international human rights 

standards. Moreover, INGOs are a significant provider of social services in the 
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developing world. Agg says the nonprofit sector accounts for nearly $1 trillion in the 

global economy, thus making it the eighth largest in the world. 

While the position and role of INGOs can vary by region and country of origin, 

dependence on INGOs is often linked to a states‟ inability to provide social services 

(Agg, 2006). Take for instance, when sub-Saharan African states were enduring shifts 

in structural policies, Edwards and Hulme (1997) state that church-based INGOs 

became a significant provider of health and educational services in the region. During 

the mid-1990s, INGO provisions in South and Southeast Asia were also increasing. Agg 

cites the Bangladesh Rural Advancement Committee (BRAC), “a development 

organization dedicated to alleviating poverty by empowering the poor to bring about 

change in their own lives,” as an example of an NGO infiltrating a country‟s entire 

infrastructure. With a core staff of over 28,000 people, 200,000 project employees and 

nearly four million partner village organization members, BRAC is a prime example of 

how vastly large NGOs can grow when it has the support of an international 

development community. 

Now, although INGOs are seen as “more flexible, more democratic, less 

hierarchical, [and] closer to grassroots beneficiaries” than “bureaucratic, inherently 

inefficient, and possibly corrupt” governments, they have not been analyzed close 

enough. More so, as those in the NGO community become more aware of the vast 

amounts of development aid being fed through NGOs, even they believe that their work 

should be more heavily scrutinized (Edwards and Hulme, 1998). The question of NGO 

legitimacy and accountability often comes from a discussion of the differences between 

internationally based and locally based NGOs (Edwards and Hulme, 1998). While its 
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international donors demand that “INGOs be accountable for integrity, efficiency, and 

impacts of programs that they have funded,” “beneficiaries press INGOs to live up to 

their rhetoric about fostering locally determined development rather than imposing their 

own priorities” (Brown & Moore, 2001, p. 570). Moreover, INGOs also have to deal with 

staff members who “expect INGOs to live up to the high purposes that drew their 

commitments to the enterprises” in the first place (Brown & Moore, 2001, p. 570). Last, 

INGO partners such as other NGOs, community-based organizations, government 

agencies and business expect INGOs to keep the promises on which their partnerships 

were formed. Extensive accountability of INGOs simply goes to show that they “exercise 

a surprising degree of authority in the contemporary world” and are therefore, in need of 

leaders who can appropriately address both their organizational and international needs 

(Herman, 2005, p. 123).  

Globalization 

In thinking about the definition of the term globalization and the way in which the 

world becomes interconnected, one might make the argument that globalization has 

been around since the first human beings started traveling to unknown lands. It was not 

until the 1990s, however, that the term was thrust into the public realm (Wilpert, 2009). 

And since then, globalization has come to have various meanings, all of which do not 

fully capture the phenomenon it represents (Wilpert, 2009). 

One understanding of globalization is that it “is an inexorable trend that is worthy 

of study, regardless of whether its consequences are good or bad” (Husted, 2003). It is 

this understanding that has led to its various disciplinal definitions and explanations. In 

relation to economic studies, globalization means a world of little economic and financial 

borders where the main players are international companies and banks that facilitate 
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the move of capital, goods and technology across borders (Wilpert, 2009). In sociology, 

an understanding of globalization is that it has resulted in disparities between cultural 

homogenization and cultural heterogenization (Wilpert). In the realm of information and 

communication, globalization is most noted for its result in information and 

communication technologies (ICTs) that have increased the amount of shared 

information worldwide and expedited the exchange of this information (Wilpert, 2009). In 

relation to tourism and migration, globalization has encouraged travel and disrupted 

“modern modes of production” (Sassen, 1998, p. 41). One mode of production 

globalization has interrupted is the flow of work. That is, instead of always working, 

people are taking vacations. And when choosing jobs, people are choosing jobs 

overseas. In these three multidisciplinary definitions alone, it is obvious that 

“globalization represents a major rupture with the way life is experienced by many 

people” and it “is the single major force that is shaping the cultures of industrialized 

countries today” (Husted, 2003, p. 427).  

J. Stewart Black, Allen J. Morrison and Hal B. Gregersen (1999) claim that 

“Globalization is not a trend; it is not a fad; it is not an isolated phenomenon. It is an 

inescapable force. If anticipated and understood, it is a powerful opportunity. If not, it 

can swiftly destroy businesses and drown careers” (p. 11). As an understood 

opportunity, globalization can contribute to a country‟s growth and development 

(Thorbecke & Nissanke, 2006). As an overlooked misfortune, it challenges and 

“imposes constraints on policymakers in the management of national, regional, and 

global economic systems” (Thorbecke & Nissanke, 2006, p. 1333). There were some 

global events, however, that actually unified nations despite cultural differences. For 
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example, as a result of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 and the deadly 

Indian Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004, people around the world were awakened 

to the reality that catastrophe is universal (Wilpert, 2009). So whether or not 

globalization is understood by strict definitions or through experiences that make 

individuals empathetic to the actuality of relative sameness, most will agree that it is in 

fact inescapable. Globalization, good or bad, is upon us and persons and entities must 

act to address it. 

Given the forces that drive globalization – technology, costs, consumers, global 

business customers, governments and competitors, to name a few – it is difficult for 

groups or individuals to wholly support globalization (Black, Morrison and Gregersen; 

Herman, 2005). Despite this inability of INGO leaders, political parties, governments, 

business executives and individuals to come to an agreement about the nature of 

globalization, however, there is no denying that globalization‟s impact on the world has 

particularly and heavily impacted the nonprofit sector. As nations become more 

interdependent, INGOs have been forced to re-consider their positions and roles in the 

world.  

Leadership in Nonprofit Organizations 

Leadership is vital to the life of nonprofit organizations. In a Brookings Institution 

survey of over 250 researchers and management providers, it was determined that 

“leadership is the single most important ingredient of effective organizations” (Hudson, 

2005, p. 151). Furthermore, rather than a charismatic type of leadership, the kind of 

leadership that nonprofits call for “is a participatory, democratic leadership that draws 

upon strengths inside and outside the organization” (Light, 2002, p. 69). 
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Furthermore, although much of leadership research is found in business 

management studies, Nanus and Dobbs (1999) argue that: 

Leadership of nonprofits is different from leadership of business and 
government organizations. First, nonprofits have unpaid board members, 
many deliver their services through volunteers, and most staff consider their 
salary secondary to the “psychic income” they derive from working for a 
cause. „Leading these kinds of people requires much more reliance on 
inspiration, passion, coaxing, persuasion and peer pressure than upon 
authority, financial incentives of fancy job titles…. Success in nonprofit 
organizations is measured not in terms of profits and fulfillment of legislative 
intent, but in terms of social good. This is a more value laden and less 
clearly defined criterion than… other organizations must meet, leaving 
considerable room for nonprofit leaders to exercise judgment, intuition and 
innovation. (Hudson, 2005, p. 152) 

In a discussion of the multitudes of volunteers nonprofits oversee, leadership 

should not always be viewed as only existing at the top of an organization. Rather, 

leadership is distributed throughout as many parts of an organization, as “everyone in a 

position of authority has a responsibility to provide leadership for his or her area of work 

and to contribute to the wider leadership of his or her department or division and the 

organization as a whole” (Hudson, p. 153). As Parker Palmer (2001) described in an 

interview for the journal Leader to Leader: 

The best leaders work from a place of integrity in themselves, from their 
hearts. If they don‟t they can‟t inspire trustful relationships. In the absence 
of trust, organizations fall apart… It takes courage to lead from the heart 
because you‟re putting your own identity and integrity into the public arena. 
You‟re standing for things you believe in. You‟re professing values that are 
important to you – and in the public arena you will always draw slings and 
arrows for doing that. But you will have the best chance of creating 
something of true and lasting value. (pp. 27 – 28) 

Nanus and Dobbs (1999) highlight the following four points as a nonprofit leader‟s 

most attention-worthy responsibilities: 

1. Inside the organization, where the leader interacts with the board, staff 
and volunteers to inspire, encourage, enthuse, and empower them. 
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2. Outside the organization, where the leader seeks assistance or support 
from donors, grant makers, potential allies, the media or other leaders in the 
business or public sectors. 

3. On present operations, where the leader is concerned about the quality 
of services to clients and the community, and also organizational structures, 
information systems and other aspects of organizational effectiveness. 

4. On future possibilities, where the leader anticipates trends and 
developments that are likely to have important implications for the future 
direction of the organization. (p. 17) 

Research on Global Leadership 

Most leadership research is rooted in a single culture and much of it is mostly tied 

to how business practices in various countries par in comparison to Western business 

practices (Pusch, 2009). However, leadership research has shown differences in 

leadership practices in different countries, how leadership is responsible for worker 

motivation and a growing interest in global leadership both in the international private 

and public sectors (Pusch). Leaders, regardless of whether they primarily work in their 

home culture or in another different from their own, should always be able to function in 

an environment of differing values and needs (Pusch). According to Margaret D. Pusch 

(2009), “While some may be born to be leaders in their own culture, leaders with an 

ability to deal constructively in intercultural situations are made” (p. 67). With a “mind-

set, heart-set, and skill-set that can carry across cultural boundaries,” worldviews and 

perspectives are expanded to give a leader more “clarity and integrity in complex 

situations” (Pusch, p. 67). 

Globalization has resulted in the need of global leaders (Brake, 1997; Black, 

Morrison & Gregersen, 1999; Goldsmith, Greenberg, Robertson & Hu-Chan, 2003). 

More specifically, Terence Brake (1997) claims that “the global leader… converts the 

challenges of global competition into personal and organizational energy for creating 
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worldwide stakeholder value in order to build and sustain world-class performance (p. 

31). So while leadership styles and priorities vary across the cultures that use them, “the 

underlying leadership process is essentially the same” (p. 31). Global leaders recognize 

the challenges and opportunities found in globalization and generate the “energies” 

needed to productively address them (Brake). And in a world of constant and dramatic 

change, organizations must” encourage and support leadership at all levels if they are 

to be effective” (Brake, 1997, p. 2). Hierarchy in an organization is still important, 

however, distributing leadership at all levels and locations helps an organization 

“maximize its adaptability leadership, responsiveness and speed” (p. 3). A corporate 

executive officer must be able to form a leadership team that can help him or her drive 

leadership deep into his or her organization to include a maximum number of people 

(Markides & Stopford, 1995). Therefore, as management and leadership are seen as 

coexisting traits rather than opposites, global leaders can be “high level professionals 

such as executives, vice presidents, directors, and managers who are in jobs with some 

global leadership activities such as global integration responsibilities” (Caliguri & 

Tarique, 2008, p. 336). 

A Global Leadership Model 

Numerous global leadership models exist and give different names for their 

components, but the essence of their components are the same. The global model most 

applicable to this study was created by Terence Brake and is titled the Global 

Leadership Triad. This triad, while not the only model for global leadership, emphasizes 

the need for cultural understanding in an organization. 

The Global Leadership Triad is made-up of three competency clusters: business 

acumen, personal effectiveness and relationship management (Brake, 1997, p. 42). 
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Business acumen is necessary for global leaders to have “a comprehensive 

understanding of the overall business and an excellent grounding in the professional 

knowledge and skills required to do his or her specific job,” and in turn, help him or her 

gain credibility (p. 43). Personal effectiveness says that “global leadership depends on 

individuals taking accountability for their own growth and development and having the 

desire and maturity to experience the unfamiliar world around them with an openness of 

mind” (p.43). Relationship management calls for a global leader to be able to work with 

others different from him or herself toward common goals (Brake). Moreover, 

relationship management also understands the need for global leaders to be able to 

work in rapid environments (Brake). Mostly since globalization is occurring at a rapidly 

fluid pace, the relationship global leaders have with others members of an organization 

is essential in helping the organization successfully mobilize to address world issues 

(Brake). It is under relationship management that Brake identifies a need for cross-

cultural communication competence, which he defines as “an ability to indentify cultural 

differences and [when a global leader] adapts his or her behavior to facilitate the 

achievement of shared understandings” (p. 50). As Brake further details, a cross-

culturally competent person: 

a. Recognizes his or her own dominant cultural orientations and has a well-
developed sense of and respect for the visible and relatively invisible and 
relatively invisible cultural differences among groups. 

b. Appreciates the added value that different perspectives can bring to the 
table and is open to, and always listening for, different and more effective 
means for achieving shared objectives. 

c. Continuously works to move beyond ethnocentrism, the use of national 
stereotypes and generalizations, and toward authentic relationships with 
individuals. 
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d. Demonstrates patience, civility, tolerance, empathy, and adaptability in 
seeking for, and responding to, substance over style in cross-cultural 
relationships. 

e. Is aware of and sensitive to the cues communicated through nonverbal 
cross-cultural communication (e.g., hand gestures, facial expressions, 
silences).  

f. Demonstrates a willingness and an ability to pursue learning other 
languages. (p. 43) 

Each of the three competencies that constitute The Global Triad cannot be used 

alone. Rather, as Brake (1997) states “the leader must create a suitable blend of all 

three competency clusters” (p. 43). 

Approaches to Measuring Intercultural Competence 

As was previously stated, although there is consensus about the importance and 

necessity of intercultural communication competence, “there is relatively little consensus 

among those studying the subject about how best to approach, conceptualize, study, or 

measure it” given the innate differences intercultural communication competence 

possesses (Koester, Wiseman & Sanders, p. 3). That is, depending on where a person 

is from and what their cultural experiences are, among other factors, will determine what 

he or she thinks is the best way to relate to other people. Furthermore, in a discussion 

of organizational cultures, expectations of what intercultural communication competence 

should or should not entail can differ between a private business and public nonprofit 

organization. Thus, given the irresolution around the best tool to measure intercultural 

communication competence, this study saw value in reviewing several intercultural 

competence tools to gain insight on the various elements that can or cannot impact an 

individual‟s intercultural competence. Furthermore, reviewing tools other than the 
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Intercultural Sensitivity Scale further affirmed why it is inherently the best tool for this 

particular study. 

Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) 

The Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) is an assessment tool that was 

developed by Mitchell R. Hammer and Milton J. Bennett to measure intercultural 

competence/sensitivity (Hammer, 1998).  It was derived from the Developmental Model 

of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) that demonstrated how observable human behaviors 

and self-reported attitudes are both indicative and can change an individual‟s worldview. 

The DMIS is composed of six stages: denial, defense, minimization, acceptance, 

adaptation and integration. Respectively, the first three are ethno-centric stages and the 

last three are ethno-relative (Bennett, 1993). 

To date, three versions of the IDI have been developed. The first version of the IDI 

(IDI v1) was developed in 1998, the second version (IDI v2) in 2003 and its third and 

most recent version (IDI v3) in 2010 (Hammer, 2011). IDI v1 consisted of 60 

questionnaire items and was based on a sample of 40 individual in-depth interviews 

(Hammer). It was mainly concerned with systematically representing the commonalities 

and differences of cultural experiences. IDI v2 retested the original 60 items and an 

additional 122 items. It placed a greater focus on the orientations of defense/reversal 

and integration and included a “world-mindedness scale, an intercultural anxiety 

measure, and a social desirability scale” (Hammer, 2011, p.4). It was administered to a 

completely new and diverse sample of 591 persons and while high world-mindedness 

and low cultural anxiety proved to be significant to the IDI, social desirability did not 

(Hammer). IDI v2 also revealed that differences in gender, age and educational levels of 
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respondents constituted insignificant and unsystematic affects on questionnaire results 

(Hammer). 

In further development of the IDI, IDI v3 would be administered to another 4,763 

individuals from 11 distinct cultures (Hammer). According to Hammer, IDI v3 had the 

largest validation sample as it consisted of managers from numerous countries and 

NGOs, United States (U.S.) church members, students from major U.S. universities and 

high schools and other individuals from Austria, Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Germany, 

Hong Kong and Italy. This version of the IDI was administered in the native language of 

a respondent‟s home country if English was not its primary language. Hammer also 

stated that while the results of the 4,763 respondents were normally distributed and 

complemented previous findings, several other conclusions have been made about its 

accuracy and validity, such as a reevaluation of Bennett‟s original DMIS. 

Today, the IDI still consists of a 50-item questionnaire and several demographic 

and open-ended questions. The open-ended questions attempt to better capture a 

respondent‟s cultural experiences. The IDI comes in both paper-and-pencil and online 

formats and can be completed in about 15-20 minutes. Upon completion of the IDI, an 

individual or group‟s answers are analyzed and a statistical graph is produced to profile 

respondents‟ answers. The IDI can be administered in 12 different languages and its 

administrators must take an intensive, three-day IDI Qualifying Seminar (Intercultural 

Development Inventory, LLC, 2011, para. 2). Currently, there are 2,400 qualified 

administrators of the IDI and it is actively being used in the profit, nonprofit, educational 

and government sectors (Intercultural Development Inventory, LLC, 2011, para. 4). 
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Cross-Cultural Adaptability Inventory (CCAI) 

The Cross-Cultural Adaptability Inventory (CCAI) is a tool that assesses an 

individual‟s effectiveness in cross-cultural interactions and communications. Developed 

by Colleen Kelley and Judith Meyers, it can be applied to all cultures, “assuming that 

anyone who was adapting to a new culture would share the same types of feelings and 

experiences” (Davis & Finney, 2006, p. 318). Researchers from numerous disciplines 

have used the CCAI to measure the effectiveness of cultural training programs for law 

enforcement officers, business and medical professionals and graduate students (Davis 

& Finney). Moreover, the instrument has also been used to predict the influence of 

second language proficiency, impression management and personality traits in cross-

cultural adaptability (Davis & Finney). 

Prior to developing the CCAI, Kelley and Meyers developed an exhaustive Cross-

Cultural Readiness list of characteristics deemed important for developing cross-cultural 

adaptability (Davis & Finney). The list of characteristics was then evaluated in 

accordance to their relationship to cultural adaptation. This rating revealed that 

flexibility/openness, emotional resilience, perceptual acuity, personal autonomy and a 

positive regard for others were significant to successful cross-cultural adaptation (Davis 

& Finney). From these distinct characteristics, ten items were written for five subscales 

that today, represent the five categories found in the CCAI (Davis & Finney). The first 

version of the CCAI was administered to an occupationally, educationally and agedly 

diverse sample of 653 participants in 1987 (Davis & Finney). From this first test, a 

revised 1989 version of the CCAI was developed and administered to a new sample in 

1991. The results and revisions from the second administration would become the 

foundation for the most current version of the CCAI. 
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Today‟s CCAI comes in both paper and pencil and online formats and can be 

administered in 15 – 30 minutes. Scoring of the evaluation takes about 20 minutes and 

reveals profile scores for each of the CCAI‟s four cross-cultural dimensions (“Summary,” 

2007, para. 3). 

Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICSI) 

The Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICSI) is an instrument that measures 

intercultural sensitivity using a set of 56 items and a seven-point Likert scale (Bhawuk 

and Brislin, 1992). The seven points on the Likert scale include: very strongly agree, 

strongly agree, agree, not decided, disagree, strongly disagree and very strongly 

disagree (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992). The 56 items on the ICSI are grouped into three 

sections (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992). The first 26 questions, also known as the US 

section, requires respondents to answer the questions “imagining that they were living 

and intended to pursue a career in the United States” (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992, p. 

420). The second section, also known as the JPN section – JPN for Japan, requires 

respondents to answer the same 26 questions in the first section, but this time 

“imagining they were living in Japan” (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992, p. 420). The decision 

to use the United States and Japan was done so as the two countries were familiar to 

most of the participants and because of their individualistic and collectivistic differences 

(Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992). Last, the third section of this instrument, also known as the 

Flex/Open section, consists of 30 items (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992). The 30 items are 

further divided as such: 11 items from the 1964 Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability 

Scale, 10 items to “capture the construct of open-mindedness” and the final 9 “to 

capture the construct of flexibility (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992, p. 420). The origins of the 

items found on the ICSI can be traced back to “100 critical incidents designed for cross-
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cultural orientation programs” and “46-point list suggested for people moving from one 

country to another in the individualist and collectivist direction and vice versa (Bhawuk 

and Brislin, 1992, p. 420). All of the items on the ICSI were also written to study 

behaviors instead of attitudes or traits, as Bhawuk and Brislin wanted to ensure that 

their study captured more than cognitive responses (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992). Thus, 

the scoring for any one item in the ICSI is based on both “appropriate behaviors in the 

individualist and collective societies” (Bhawuk and Brislin, 1992). 

Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS) 

In 2000, Guo-Ming Chen and William Starosta developed a 24-item instrument to 

measure intercultural sensitivity as a component of intercultural communication 

competence. The development and validation of this instrument took place in three 

stages (Chen & Starosta, 2000). In its initial phase, the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale 

(ISS) consisted of 73 items (Fritz, Möllenberg & Chen, 2000). Similar to its current 

construct, the then 73-item scale provided study participants a five-point Likert scale – 5 

= strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = uncertain, 2 = disagree and 1 = strongly disagree – to 

respond to each ISS question (Chen & Starosta). With the intention of simplifying their 

scale, Chen and Starosta administered the ISS pre-study to 168 US American college 

freshman in basic communication studies courses (Chen & Starosta). The results of this 

pre-study lessened the number of questions on the ISS from 73 to 44 items with > 0.50 

factor loadings and ensured the conceptual meaning of intercultural sensitivity was 

appropriately represented (Fritz, Möllenberg & Chen).   

Chen and Starosta‟s first official study administered the 44-item ISS to 414 college 

students also enrolled in communication courses (Chen & Starosta). This time, they 

were interested in generating the factors of intercultural sensitivity (Chen & Starosta). 
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The first factor that resulted from this study was “concerned with participants‟ feelings of 

participation in intercultural communication” (Chen & Starosta, 2000, p. 6). On the 

actual ISS, this factor was labeled Interaction Engagement and consisted of six items – 

numbers 33, 35, 39, 41, 42, 43 and 44 (Chen & Starosta). The second factor was 

“mainly about how participants orient to or tolerate their counterparts‟ culture and 

opinion,” was currently labeled Respect for Cultural Differences and consisted of 

question numbers 6, 14, 17, 18, 19 and 20 (Chen & Starosta, p. 7). The third factor “was 

concerned with how confident participants are in the intercultural setting,” was labeled 

Interaction Confidence and consisted of question numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 and 34 (p. 7). The 

fourth factor “deal[t] with participants‟ positive or negative reaction towards 

communicating with people from different cultures,” was labeled Interaction Enjoyment 

and consisted of “significantly loaded” question numbers 8, 10 and 12 (p. 7). The last 

factor was “concerned with participants‟ effort to understand what is going on in 

intercultural interaction,” was appropriately labeled Interaction Attentiveness and 

comprised of question numbers 26, 28 and 29 (p. 7). 

The second study Chen and Starosta administered sought to validate their scale 

using related measures. This time, they administered the now 24-item survey to 162 

college students in a communication course (Chen & Starosta, 2000). They found that 

“higher scores of this measure are suggestive of being more interculturally sensitive,” as 

the “Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of this scale was .86” (Chen & Starosta, 2000, 

p. 8). The additional related measures participants were also asked to complete 

included Wheeless & Duran‟s 10-item Impression Rewarding Scale, Rosenberg‟s 10-

item Self-Esteem Scale, Lennox and Wolfe‟s 13-item Self-Monitoring Scale and Davis‟ 
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14-item Perspective Taking Scale (Chen & Starosta). Using Pearson product-moment 

correlations, it was determined that all five related measures were significantly 

correlated to the ISS (Chen & Starosta). 

Chen and Starosta‟s third and final study of the ISS was to evaluate its overall 

validity. The ISS was given to 174 college students in communication courses to 

complete and showed that those with higher scores were suggestively more 

interculturally sensitive” (Chen & Starosta, 2000, p. 10). This time the Cronbach alpha 

reliability coefficient was .88 (Chen & Starosta). In addition to the ISS, students were 

also asked to complete the 13-item Intercultural Effectiveness Scale as was derived 

from Hammer and Gudykunst‟s 1978 questionnaire and Chen‟s 1993 22-item 

Intercultural Communication Attitude Scale (Chen & Starosta). The results of these two 

studies in correlation with the ISS determined that “interculturally sensitive persons were 

predicted to be more effective in intercultural interactions and to show positive attitude 

towards intercultural communication events” (Chen & Starosta, p. 10). 

Furthermore, a study administered by Wolfgang Fritz, Antje Möllenberg and Guo-

Ming Chen (2000) sought to determine the validity of the ISS when given to participants 

other than Americans (Fritz, Möllenberg & Chen, 2000). They administered the ISS to a 

German sample and found that the instrument was satisfactorily valid when used in 

different cultural settings, although it still needed minor improvements “in the 

operationalization of the concepts, which probably only can be resolved by using more 

subtle diagnostic instruments of confirmatory factor analysis” (Fritz, Möllenberg & Chen, 

2000, p. 9). So while the ISS, like other intercultural competence measurement tools, 

can still be improved as more research is done in the field of intercultural 
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communication, it “shows promise for use as a measure of intercultural sensitivity” and 

a “starting point for the development of diagnostic instruments for the selection of 

culturally sensitive personnel” (Fritz, Möllenberg & Chen, p. 10). 

While effectiveness and appropriateness are frequently highlighted in definitions of 

intercultural competence, Chen and Starosta (1998) state that effectiveness and 

appropriateness or intercultural adroitness is only one of three aspects of intercultural 

competence. The other aspects are intercultural awareness and intercultural sensitivity 

(Chen & Starosta). They also claim that: 

Successful intercultural communication demands interactants‟ ability of 
intercultural awareness by learning cultural similarities and differences, 
while the process of achieving awareness of cultural similarities and 
difference is enhanced and buffered by the ability of intercultural sensitivity. 
Together with intercultural adroitness that concerns the behavioral 
effectiveness and appropriateness, the three concepts form the foundation 
of intercultural communication competence. (Chen & Starosta, 2000, p. 5) 

Chen and Starosta (1997) distinguish intercultural sensitivity as one of the most 

important abilities to possess for individuals who need to “survive” in a culturally diverse 

environment. Penbek, Yurdakul & Cerit  also state that intercultural sensitivity is “a key 

capability for living and working together effectively with people from different cultures” 

(p. 5).   

Because of its importance to the foundation of intercultural competence, 

intercultural sensitivity will be the aspect of intercultural competence measured in this 

study.
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CHAPTER 3 
HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY 

Globalization, as it relates to this study, is twofold. First, globalization has resulted 

in the growth of the international nonprofit sector and consequently expanded the role of 

INGOs. Given the monumental reach and work that United States-based INGOs have 

and do globally and the understanding that the role and performance of NGO leaders 

must incorporate the environment in which they work and interculturally competent 

leadership, the following hypothesis is suggested: 

H1: International nongovernmental organization leaders are interculturally 

sensitive. 

As intercultural sensitivity is “a key capability for living and working together 

effectively with people from different cultures” and a foundational component of 

intercultural competence, a second hypothesis is suggested:  

H2: International nongovernmental organization leaders are interculturally 

competent. 

As most research on global leaders or leadership shows, a level of empathy, 

defined by Lambert (1993) as “the ability of an individual to psychologically put her or 

himself into another person‟s shoes,” is required to reach intercultural competency. 

Empathy is one of five components - self-awareness, self-regulation, motivation, 

empathy and social skill – of emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1998). Emotional 

intelligence or “perception, emotions and communication skills” dispose a leader to 

being interculturally competent (Olsen and Kroeger, 2001, p. 118). While this study will 

not measure global leadership effectiveness, it assumes a positive correlation between 

intercultural competence and global leadership effectiveness. In this study, global 
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leadership effectiveness is assumed to be related to the size of an INGO and the 

resources it has to expend on a variety of international development projects. Thus, a 

third hypothesis is suggested: 

H3: The larger the INGO, the more interculturally competent and sensitive its 

leaders are. 

As the expectations and responsibilities of INGOs continue to exponentially 

increase, it is important that the beneficiaries of their work can be confident that their 

immediate needs are understood and will be appropriately met. While the leaders of 

such organizations often determine the work that INGOs will carry out and have the 

greatest ability to significantly influence their employees and volunteers, it is equally 

important that such leaders are interculturally competent. The first step of being 

interculturally competent is being interculturally sensitive or being aware of, able to 

tolerate, being confident in, positively reacting to and exercising the effort to understand 

varying intercultural communication settings (Chen & Starosta, 2000). The underlying 

assumption is that INGO leaders who are interculturally competent are the very global 

leaders who can encourage intercultural competence at all levels of an organization and 

contribute to the greater “exchange and dialogue between cultures [which] are the best 

tools for building peace” (un.org).
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CHAPTER 4 
METHODS 

Research Instrument Construction 

The Intercultural Sensitivity Scale 

The first portion of the research instrument was Chen and Starosta‟s (2000) 24-

item Intercultural Sensitivity Scale. The ISS, which was developed on the basis that “as 

a component of intercultural communication competence, intercultural sensitivity is not 

yet widely understood,” seeks to measure an individual‟s “active desire to motivate 

themselves to understand, appreciate, and accept difference among cultures” (Chen & 

Starosta, 2000, p. 3; Chen & Starosta, 1998, p. 231). The ISS‟s 24-items were 

constructed on the basis of five factors: interaction engagement (7 items), respect for 

cultural differences (6 items), interaction confidence (5 items), interaction enjoyment (3 

items) and interaction attentiveness (3 items) (Chen and Starosta, 2000). In order to 

respond to the five questions, a five-point Likert scale was used (Chen and Starosta). 

The Likert scale‟s five points were 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = uncertain, 2 = 

disagree and 1 = strongly disagree (Chen and Starosta). This tool was chosen to 

measure research participants as Chen and Starosta claim that, “higher scores of this 

measure are suggestive of being more interculturally sensitive,” (Chen and Starosta, p. 

8). 

Additionally, before being able to sum the ISS‟s 24-items, it was necessary to 

reverse-code items 2, 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 20 and 22. Reverse-coding was used for items 

that were “negatively-keyed.” An example of a negatively-keyed ISS item was item 

number seven or “I don‟t like to be with people from different cultures.” Moreover, a 

“positively-keyed” item was item number one or “I enjoy interacting with people from 
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different cultures.” Reverse-coding negatively-keyed items ensured that all a scale‟s 

items were consistently scored in terms of what a respondent “agrees” or “disagrees” 

with (DeCoster). The SPSS function used to perform the reverse-coding was the 

“Transform” function by which items were reversely scored as follows: 1=5, 2=4, 3=3, 

4=2 and 5=1. Therefore, a person who responded with “strongly disagree” to a 

negatively-keyed item such as “I don‟t like to be with people from different cultures,” 

prior to the reverse-coding, received a low score of one. After the reverse-coding, 

however, the individual then received a high score of five as if he or she actually 

responded, “I do like to be with people from different cultures.” Thus, when reverse-

coding was done, all high-scores equally and appropriately reflected the high presence 

of the attribute being measured by the ISS, which in this case was intercultural 

sensitivity. 

The second portion of this research instrument was a demographic questionnaire 

with questions about a participant‟s INGO affiliation, leadership level in the INGO, 

gender, age, racial background and educational background. The demographic 

questionnaire also asked whether or not an INGO leader who completed the survey and 

questionnaire would be willing to participate in an interview. If an INGO leader agreed to 

an interview, he or she was contacted to schedule an interview date and time. 

Population and Sample 

For this study, executives, vice presidents, directors, and managers from today‟s 

most recognized U.S.-based INGOs were contacted, as leaders are “high level 

professionals such as executives, vice presidents, directors, and managers who are in 

jobs with some global leadership activities such as global integration responsibilities” 

(Caliguri & Tarique, 2008, p. 336). To better define the population that was measured 
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for this study, INGOs listed under InterAction‟s Membership Directory were used as 

“InterAction is the largest coalition of U.S.-based international nongovernmental 

organizations (NGOs), with more than 190 members working in every developing 

country. Members are “faith-based and secular, large and small, with a focus on the 

world‟s most poor and vulnerable populations” (InterAction Alliance, 2011, para. 1). 

While this membership directory can be accessed on InterAction‟s website and lists 

contact information for each INGO, visits to each INGOs‟ individual website were made 

to acquire a more reliable email address. Reliable emails addresses were needed to 

appropriately connect with leaders in the INGOs. 

Once an appropriate email address for each INGO was established, a pre-study 

email requesting participation was sent to each of the 190+ organizations. This pre-

study email also requested approval from INGOs to share the subsequent and official 

study email with as many leaders as possible throughout its organization. Once INGOs 

responded to the pre-study email and agreed to full participation in this research study 

were identified, an Informed Consent Form and Intercultural Sensitivity Scale with 

additional demographical questions were then sent to them. From here, responses were 

gathered until a relevant sample size was reached. 

Procedure and Data Analysis 

After Intercultural Sensitivity Scales and additional demographic questionnaires 

were distributed to INGO leaders, they were given two weeks to complete and return 

the research tools. If necessary, follow-up email reminders were sent to INGO leaders 

and they were given additional time to return the tools until a relevant sample size was 

reached. This study‟s sample and size varied according to which INGOs were most 

responsive and the total number of responses able to be gathered. And as variances in 
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possible outcomes of this study were expected, they will be addressed in the Limitations 

and Suggestions section. Furthermore, as H3 of this study attempted to show a 

correlation between the size of an INGO (i.e. the total number of employees/volunteers, 

annual revenue, etc.) and its interculturally competent and sensitive leaders, Charity 

Navigator, GuideStar and INGO websites were referenced to determine an INGO‟s size. 

All responses to the ISS and demographical questions and all INGO capacity and 

financial information were organized and analyzed in SPSS Statistics 20 for Mac. 

Furthermore, in an attempt to more precisely understand the intercultural 

sensitivities and intercultural communication competences and/or lack thereof of INGO 

leaders, supplemental interviews were conducted. At the end of the demographic 

questionnaire, survey participants were asked if they were willing to participate in a 

follow-up phone interview. Of the 46 INGO leaders that completed the survey, 28 

(60.9%) of them agreed to an interview. Of the 28 INGO leaders that were emailed to 

confirm an interview date and time, only 10 (35.7%) actually participated in an interview. 

The leadership levels of interviewees ranged from executives to coordinators that came 

from a number of participating INGOs and departments. As the interviews were 

supplemental to the ISS, the questions that were asked were some of the ISS‟ 24 

statements turned into open-ended questions. Also, interviewees were asked to provide 

advice for other INGO leaders and international development and intercultural 

communication practices. The following themes surfaced as a result of the interviewees‟ 

most reoccurring answers. 

Reliability Analysis 

The five constructs of the ISS: Interaction engagement, respect for cultural 

differences, interaction confidence, interaction enjoyment and interaction attentiveness, 
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described by groupings off the ISS‟s 24 items, were each tested for reliability using 

Cronbach‟s Alpha. “Interaction confidence” (Cronbach‟s Alpha = .742) had the highest 

reliability coefficient, followed by “respect for cultural differences” (Cronbach‟s Alpha = 

.741), “interaction engagement” (Cronbach‟s Alpha = .705), “interaction attentiveness” 

(Cronbach‟s Alpha = .654) and “interaction enjoyment” (Cronbach‟s Alpha = .634). 

Table A-1 ranks the constructs from highest to lowest reliability coefficients. Lower 

reliability coefficients indicate the need for revisions of an instrument‟s items to 

appropriately capture the other concepts being measured. In this case, interaction 

enjoyment items 9, 12 and 15 can be revisited.
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CHAPTER 5 
FINDINGS 

Participating International Non-Governmental Organizations, Levels of 
Leadership and Other Demographics 

Of the 56 individuals that were exposed to the ISS by answering “yes” to the 

informed consent form that was shown prior to the scale, 46 (82.2%) individuals were 

actually sampled and completed the survey. As respondents were allowed to skip 

questions, however, the number of responses to each of the ISS‟s 24 items and each of 

the demographic questions varied from 41 to 46 responses. The break down of the 41 

individuals that responded to the demographic question “What international non-

governmental organization do you work for?” is as follows: one (2.4%) respondent from 

ACDI/VOCA, one (2.4%) respondent from the African Medical and Research 

Foundation, two (4.9%) respondents from American Refugee Committee International, 

two (4.9%) respondents from Baptist World Alliance/Baptist World Aid, one (2.4%) 

respondent from Bethany Christian Services, one (2.4%) respondent from the Center for 

Health and Gender Equity (CHANGE), one (2.4%) respondent from the Center for 

Development and Population Activities (CEDPA), one (2.4%) respondent from the 

Congressional Hunger Center, one (2.4%) respondent from Creative Learning, three 

(7.3%) respondents from the Educational Concerns for Hunger Organization (ECHO), 

five (12.2%) respondents from Global Giving, one (2.4%) respondent from Good360, 

one (2.4%) respondent from Heifer International, one (2.4%) respondent from INMED 

Partnership for Children, one (2.4%) respondent from InsideNGO, two (4.9%) 

respondents from the Lions Club International Foundation, one (2.4%) respondent from 

Plant with Purpose (formerly Floresta USA Inc.), two (4.9%) respondents from Stop 

Hunger Now, one (2.4%) respondent from the Trickle Up Program, Inc., three (7.3%) 
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respondents from the Unitarian Universalist Service Committee, one (2.4%) respondent 

from World Hope International and one (2.4%) respondent from the World Society for 

the Protection of Animals. The final seven (17.1%) respondents answered “Other” to 

this question. 

Of the 44 individuals that responded to the demographic question “What is your 

level of leadership in your organization?”, the breakdown of responses is as follows: 11 

(25.0%) responded “Executive,” four (9.1%) responded “Vice President,” 16 (36.4%) 

responded “Director,” ten (22.7%) responded “Manager” and the final three (6.8%) 

responded “Other.” For this question, those who responded “Other” were allowed to 

specify their answers. The other leadership levels that respondents identified included: 

Project Coordinator, Officer and Deputy Director. Therefore, while this study initially 

sought to only sample “high level professionals such as executives, vice presidents, 

directors, and managers who are in jobs with some global leadership activities,” it did 

acknowledge “everyone in a position of authority [with] a responsibility to provide 

leadership for his or her area of work… department or division” as a leader qualified to 

participate in this study (Caliguri & Tarique, 2008, p. 336; Hudson, p. 153). The 

implications of collecting data from individuals who did not hold leadership levels of 

executive, vice president, director and manager will be further addressed in the 

“limitations of the study” section. 

Furthermore, of the 45 INGO leaders that responded to the question “What is your 

sex?”, 19 (42.2%) of them responded “Male,” and 26 (57.8%) of them responded 

“Female.” Of the 45 INGO leaders that responded to the question “What is your age?”, 2 

(4.4%) individuals responded “25 or under,” 12 (26.7%) individuals responded “26-40,” 
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24 (53.3%) individuals responded “41-55” and 7 (15.6%) individuals responded “56 or 

older.” 

Table 5-1.  Level of Leadership  

Level Frequency Percent 

Executive 11 25.0 
Vice President 4 9.1 
Director 16 36.4 
Manager 10 22.7 
Other 3 6.8 
Total 44 100.0 

 

Now, although six response options were given for the demographic question 

“What is your race?”, only three types of those responses were represented in the data 

collected. That is, of the 45 INGO leaders that responded to the question about race, 41 

(91.1%) of them responded “White,” 2 (4.4%) of them responded “Asian” and the final 2 

(4.4%) responded “From Multiple Races.” Last, of the 45 INGO leaders that responded 

to the question “What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If 

currently enrolled, mark the previous grade or highest degree received,” the breakdown 

of answers is as follows: 1 (2.2%) individual responded “Some college but no degree,” 2 

(4.4%) individuals responded “Associate degree,” 11 (24.4%) individuals responded 

“Bachelor degree,” 21 (46.7%) individuals responded “Master degree,” 2 (4.4%) 

individuals responded “Professional degree” and 8 (17.8%) individuals responded 

“Doctorate degree.”  

Table 5-2.  Leader‟s Gender 

Gender Frequency Percent 

Male 19 42.2 
Female 26 57.8 
Total 45 100.0 
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Table 5-3.  Leader‟s Age 

Age Group Frequency Percent 

25 or under 2 4.4 
26-40 12 26.7 
41-55 24 53.3 
56 or older 7 15.6 
Total 45 100.0 

 
Table 5-4.  Leader‟s Race 

Race Frequency Percent 

White 41 91.1 
Asian 2 4.4 
From Multiple Races 2 4.4 
Total 45 100.0 

 
Table 5-5.  Leader‟s Highest Degree Received or Level of School Completed  

Degree/Level of School Frequency Percent 

Some college but no degree 1 2.2 
Associate degree 2 4.4 
Bachelor degree 11 24.4 
Master degree 21 46.7 
Professional degree 2 4.4 
Doctorate degree 8 17.8 
Total 45 100.0 

 
Descriptive Statistics of the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale’s Items 

It is necessary to continuously look at the means and standard deviations of all the 

ISS‟s items to better understand a study‟s data and, because the means and standard 

deviations will vary according to the differences in respondent demographics. While 

means show respondents‟ consensus around an answer for an item, standard 

deviations show respondents‟ consensus around the actual item. A lower standard 

deviation shows that an item was similarly interpreted among respondents, while a 

higher standard deviation shows that an item was diversely interpreted among 

respondents. 

The item with the highest mean response was “interaction engagement 1” (i.e., 

enjoy interacting with people from different cultures) (M = 4.76, SD = .480). The second 
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highest item was “interaction engagement 13” (i.e., open-minded to people from 

different cultures) (M = 4.65, SD = .482). The third highest item was “respect for cultural 

differences 8” (i.e., respect the values of people from different cultures) (M= 4.63, SD = 

.532). The fourth highest item was “respect for cultural differences 16” (i.e., respect the 

ways people from different cultures behave) (M = 4.39, SD = .614). The fifth highest 

item was “interaction engagement 24” (i.e., have a feeling of enjoyment towards 

differences between my culturally-distinct counterpart and me) (M = 4.30, SD = .701). 

The sixth highest item was “interaction confidence 10” (i.e., feel confident when 

interacting with people from different cultures” (M = 4.11, SD = .767). The seventh 

highest item was “interaction confidence 3” (i.e., pretty sure of myself in interacting with 

people from different cultures) (M = 4.04, SD = .698). 

The item with the eighth highest mean response was “interaction attentiveness 17” 

(i.e., try to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with people from 

different cultures) (M = 4.04, SD = .965). The ninth highest item was “interaction 

engagement 23” (i.e., often show my culturally-distinct counterpart my understanding 

through verbal or nonverbal cues” (M = 4.04, SD = .638). The tenth highest item was 

“interaction attentiveness 14” (i.e., very observant when interacting with people from 

different cultures) (M = 4.00, SD = .869). The eleventh highest item was “interaction 

engagement 11” (i.e., tend to wait before forming an impression of culturally-distinct 

counterparts) (M = 3.91, SD = .915). The 12th highest item was “interaction engagement 

21” (i.e., often give positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during our 

interaction) (M = 3.89, SD = .745). The 13th highest item was “interaction attentiveness 

19” (i.e., am sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart‟s subtle meanings during our 
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interaction) (M = 3.78, SD = .867). The 14th highest item was “interaction confidence 6” 

(i.e., can be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from different 

cultures) (M = 3.43, SD = .981). 

The next and 15th highest item was “interaction confidence 5” (i.e., always know 

what to say when interacting with people from different cultures) (M = 2.78, SD = .758). 

The 16th highest item was “interaction confidence 4” (i.e., find it very hard to talk in front 

of people from different cultures) (M = 1.89, SD = .795). The 17th highest item was 

“interaction enjoyment 15” (i.e., often feel useless when interacting with people from 

different cultures) (M = 1.72, SD = .621). The 18th highest item was “interaction 

enjoyment 12” (i.e., often get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures) 

(M = 1.59, SD = .541). The 19th highest item was “respect for cultural differences 20” 

(i.e., think my culture is better than other cultures) (M = 1.43, SD = .620). The 20th 

highest item was “interaction enjoyment 9” (i.e., get upset easily when interacting with 

people from different cultures) (M = 1.39, SD = .493). The 21st highest item was “respect 

for cultural differences 2” (i.e., think people from other cultures are narrow-minded) (M = 

1.28, SD = .455). The 22nd highest item was “respect for cultural differences 18” (i.e., 

would not accept the opinions of people from different cultures) (M = 1.28, SD = .455). 

The 23rd highest item was “interaction engagement 22” (i.e., avoid those situations 

where I will have to deal with culturally-distinct persons) (M = 1.26, SD = .444). The last 

and 24th highest item was “respect for cultural differences 7” (i.e., don‟t like to be with 

people from different cultures) (M = 1.14, SD = .347) (Table 4-8). 

Furthermore, the statement with the highest standard deviation of .981 was, “I can 

be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from different cultures.” The 
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statement with the second highest standard deviation of .965 was, “I try to obtain as 

much information as I can when interacting with people from different cultures.” The 

statement with the third highest standard deviation of .915 was, “I tend to wait before 

forming an impression of culturally-distinct counterparts.” Differences in interpretations 

of these three statements can be attributed to being poorly written or even respondents‟ 

discomfort in being able to respond to them honestly. Thus, in futures studies, these 

statements might be reworded for improvement of the ISS as a whole. 

Table 5-6.  Hypothesis 1: Descriptive Statistics for Intercultural Sensitivity Scale Items 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Interaction engagement-1 46 3 5 4.76 .480 
Interaction engagement-

13 
46 4 5 4.65 .482 

Respect for cultural 
differences-8 

46 3 5 4.63 .532 

Respect for cultural 
differences-16 

46 3 5 4.39 .614 

Interaction engagement-
24 

44 3 5 4.30 .701 

Interaction confidence-10 46 2 5 4.11 .767 
Interaction confidence-3 46 3 5 4.04 .698 
Interaction attentiveness-

17 
46 1 5 4.04 .965 

Interaction engagement-
23 

45 3 5 4.04 .638 

Interaction attentiveness-
14 

46 2 5 4.00 .869 

Interaction engagement-
11 

46 1 5 3.91 .915 

Interaction engagement-
21 

45 2 5 3.89 .745 

Interaction attentiveness-
19 

46 1 5 3.78 .867 

Interaction confidence-6 46 1 5 3.43 .981 
Interaction confidence-5 46 2 5 2.78 .758 
Interaction confidence-4 46 1 4 1.89 .795 
Interaction enjoyment-15 46 1 4 1.72 .621 
Interaction enjoyment-12 46 1 3 1.59 .541 
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Table 5-6.  Continued. 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Respect for cultural 
differences-20 

46 1 3 1.43 .620 

Interaction enjoyment-9 46 1 2 1.39 .493 
Respect for cultural 

differences-2 
46 1 2 1.28 .455 

Respect for cultural 
differences-18 

46 1 2 1.28 .455 

Interaction engagement-
22 

46 1 2 1.26 .444 

Respect for cultural 
differences-7 

44 1 2 1.14 .347 

Valid N (listwise) 0     

 
Average Scores of the Five Intercultural Sensitivity Variables 

Given the importance of the five constructs to understanding intercultural 

sensitivity and to help better understand the data presented, the items of each of the 

five constructs were collapsed and tested to produce composite variable means and 

standard deviations. The construct with the highest mean score was “respect for cultural 

differences composite” (M = 4.66, SD = .338). The construct with the second highest 

mean score was “interaction enjoyment composite” (M = 4.43, SD = .421). The 

construct with the third highest mean score was “interaction engagement composite” (M 

= 4.33, SD = .389). The construct with the fourth highest mean core was “interaction 

attentiveness composite” (M = 3.94, SD = .693). The construct with the lowest mean 

score was “interaction confidence composite” (M = 3.70, SD = .338). 

Table 5-7.  Hypothesis 1: Descriptive Statistics for Average Scores of the Five 
Intercultural Sensitivity Variables 

 N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Respect for Cultural Differences 
Composite 

44 4.66 .338 

Interaction Enjoyment Composite 46 4.43 .421 
Interaction Engagement Composite 44 4.33 .389 
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Table 5-7.  Continued. 

Interaction Attentiveness Composite 46 3.94 .693 
Interaction Confidence Composite 46 3.70 .338 

Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis one states that international nongovernmental organization leaders are 

interculturally sensitive. The tests that were used for this included Cronbach Alpha, 

mean and standard deviation measurements of each of the five constructs: interaction 

engagement (items 1, 11, 13, 21, 22, 23 and 24), respect for cultural differences (items 

2, 7, 8, 16, 18 and 20), interaction confidence (items 3, 4, 5, 6 and 10), interaction 

enjoyment (items 9, 12 and 15) and interaction attentiveness (items 14, 17 and 19), as 

well as a mean and standard deviation measurement of each of the ISS‟s 24-items. 

Now, assuming that only INGO leaders responded to the ISS and given the fact that 

only 3 of the 5 ISS‟s constructs are statistically reliable (Cronbach‟s Alpha > .70) and 

therefore acceptable, Hypothesis One was only partially supported. That is, as the ISS‟s 

items “interaction attentiveness” and “interaction enjoyment” obtained reliability scores 

of .65 and .63 respectively, it was necessary to reject them. On the contrary, the 

constructs of interaction confidence, respect for cultural differences and interaction 

engagement all received scores higher than .70 and were accepted. So while results of 

this study can not say much about INGO leaders‟ “positive or negative reaction[s] 

towards communicating with people from different cultures” or their “efforts to 

understand what is going on in an intercultural interaction,” it was determined that INGO 

leaders are confident in the intercultural setting, do positively orient or tolerate their 

counterparts‟ culture and opinion and do still have overall positive feelings in 

intercultural engagements (Chen, p. 8). 
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More specifically, when evaluating the standard deviations of each of the ISS‟s 24-

items, the top four items: item 7 (SD = .347), item 22 (SD = .444), item 2 (SD = .455) 

and item 18 (SD = .455) all fall under either the constructs of respect for cultural 

differences or interaction engagement. These items, in order, state the following: I don‟t 

like to be with people from different cultures, I avoid those situations where I will have to 

deal with culturally-distinct persons, I think people from other cultures are narrow-

minded and I would not accept the opinions of people from different cultures. 

Interestingly, each of these items was negatively-keyed. Thus, as a result of the 

reverse-coding that was performed, it is important to understand that these INGO 

leaders were actually making the claims that he or she likes to be with people from 

different cultures, embraces situations where he or she will have to deal with culturally-

distinct persons, thinks people from other cultures are open-minded and would accept 

the opinions of people from different cultures. So while a number of outlying factors that 

this study does not capture may contribute to variances in INGO leaders‟ attentiveness 

to and enjoyment of interculturally sensitivity, these leaders are still interculturally 

sensitive to certain degrees. 

Hypothesis Two states that international nongovernmental organization leaders 

are interculturally competent. According to Fantini and as was previously stated, 

intercultural competence is “a complex of abilities needed to perform effectively and 

appropriately when interacting with others who are linguistically and culturally different 

from oneself” (p. 9). Now, along with an ability to be able to effectively and appropriately 

interact with others who are interculturally different from oneself, an individual also 

needs to be both interculturally aware and sensitive. Moreover, Chen and Starosta 
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single out intercultural sensitivity as one of the most important aspects of intercultural 

competence, while Penbek, Yurdakul & Cerit declare it “a key capability for living and 

working together effectively with people from different cultures” (p. 5). Therefore, as 

Hypothesis One found that INGO leaders are interculturally sensitive, they are also 

interculturally competent and Hypothesis Two can be accepted. 

Hypothesis Two can also be supported on the basis that Penbek, Yurdakul & 

Cerit‟s definition of intercultural sensitivity highlights the need of living and working in 

intercultural circumstances. This definition of intercultural sensitivity directly correlates to 

the expectations and responsibilities of INGO leaders. That is, some of the INGO 

leaders that were interviewed claimed having worked in-the-field on international 

grassroots projects where they were required to live in the local community for a period 

of time. These INGO leaders were aware of the fact that their efforts to learn the 

language and practices, try new foods and simply respect and appreciate the cultures 

they worked in, resulted in more successful projects and wholesome experiences. 

Furthermore, when asked to reflect on what defines “success” in their international 

projects, INGO leaders recognized that monetary values are not the only measure of it. 

Rather, INGO leaders deemed international development projects successful when 

they, their employees and volunteers could observe and learn something from the “new” 

culture. INGO leaders highlighted the importance of not imposing western goals and 

timelines on their local projects, but instead utilizing local resources for the outcomes 

that would best serve the local people. Thus, INGO leaders are interculturally 

competent because they are aware of and willing to take the “intercultural sojourn” that 

helps in transcending his or her initial communicative competence (Fantini). 
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Hypothesis Three states that the larger the INGO, the more interculturally 

competent and sensitive its leaders are. While this study attributed the size of an INGO 

only to its net assets within a calendar year, the variation in net assets of the INGOs 

from which leaders who participated in this study came from, proved to be insignificant. 

That is, net assets varied too largely – the highest net asset figure was $241,824,123 

from the Lions Club International and the lowest figure was $118,352 from Creative 

Learning – and as a result of a lack of resources, it was nearly impossible to pinpoint 

exactly how much of an INGOs yearly budget is spent on strictly international field 

projects or intercultural communication training classes. Therefore, with the unreliability 

and lack-of information able to be gathered, hypothesis three was rejected. INGOs net 

assets will obviously vary according to the number of employees it has, which can range 

from a “few dozen members from only 3 countries to millions of members from close to 

200 countries” (Boli & Thomas, 1997, p. 174).  

Interview Findings 

Experiences Outside of International Development 

Although questions about intercultural experiences outside of his or her INGO 

leadership position were not asked, stories of such experiences surfaced in the 

interviews. That is, the INGO leaders that were interviewed often referenced past and 

personal intercultural experiences as influential on their current intercultural 

perspectives. For example, one INGO leader shared how him and his wife once lived on 

a military base in Scotland for several years and how the experience forced them to 

learn new foods, beliefs and cultures – it helped them learn to cope with difficulties in 

intercultural encounters. Another INGO leader, who spent her childhood years living “all 

over the place,” claimed to have never developed a strong allegiance to any one 
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culture. This leader remembered the challenges of continuously having to adjust to new 

cultural environments, however, also remembered how the moves were always a 

source of new understanding and insight into what makes things work and not work for 

her. 

One INGO leader worked as a missionary in Kenya for two years prior to taking on 

his leadership role at his INGO. While in Kenya, he grew to appreciate and respect 

Kenyan hospitality, community and family and learned Swahili. All of these experiences 

have led him to believe that the word “development” is misleading for communities that 

simply have a different level of communication and infrastructure. Last, an INGO 

director at a Christian-based INGO openly described how her relationship with God has 

influenced her intercultural sensitivity. When asked why she enjoys working with people 

from different cultures, she shared how working with people from other cultures is 

“enlarging for the human spirit as it shows how wide and great God‟s mercy is,” and that 

“God is not just a God of North American people or women over 60, but a God who is 

diversely interested” in all people (personal communication, September 30, 2011). 

So while INGO leaders are interculturally sensitive and competent, there is no 

doubt that each of them brings to that sensitivity and competence and the international 

development practice as a whole, different intercultural experiences and perspectives. 

In-the-Field vs. In-the-Office 

While results of the ISS portion of this study determined that INGO leaders are in 

fact both interculturally sensitive and competent, the supplemental interviews showed 

some variances in their understanding of what makes an INGO leader interculturally 

sensitive and competent. For instance, while some leaders believe that an INGO leader 

does not need international travel experiences in order to be interculturally sensitive, 
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others think international travel to be a necessity. One INGO executive stated, “I think 

that [intercultural] exercises, not traveling out in the world, is sustainable” (personal 

communication, October 3, 2011). On the contrary, an INGO coordinator was confident 

that, “nothing is more value than traveling and spending time in another culture” 

(personal communication, October 3, 2011). Furthermore, some INGOs declined to 

participate in the ISS altogether as they claimed to not have any employees or 

volunteers working with “local” organizations in other countries. It was often the case 

that such INGOs claimed to mostly and only work on the policy and advocacy sectors of 

international development. When initially contacted for possible participation in this 

study, an employee from INGO Resolve gave the following response, “we're an 

advocacy organization that does not have programs on the ground in the region in 

which our work focuses. I'm not sure if we'll have much to offer for your study” (personal 

communication, September 20, 2011). 

Moreover, two individuals initially hesitated to participate in an interview, because 

of their INGO leadership positions not requiring regular international travel. The first 

such INGO leader was a director of financial services and the other was a director of 

engineering. Both directors claimed to not work “in-the-field,” therefore believed they 

lacked the interaction with international persons necessary to be interculturally sensitive 

enough to participate in this study. Other leaders, however, pointed out that intercultural 

exchanges could still happen “in-the-office” through email exchanges and phone 

conversations. In the case of email exchanges, an INGO executive described variances 

in email response times. She shared: 

Working with different cultures teaches you concepts of what constitutes an 
appropriate time elapse, say, for email. Because of differences between 



 

58 

cultures, you can expect someone to answer [an email] over the weekend… 
other people will [even] let you know that they‟re [simply] working on it. For 
other cultures, that‟s not always the case and you may not get a response 
until you follow-up. There‟s lots of variation working with different cultures. 
What constitutes disinterest in one culture [may just be] a different 
approach in another culture. Variances in responses should be expected. 
Before drawing conclusions you have to be aware of what passes as the 
norm in that culture to understand [its] unspoken expectations. (personal 
communication, October 3, 2011). 

 Thus, whether in-the-field or in-the-office, INGO leaders are aware of the 

situations that can contribute to greater intercultural sensitivity and competence. 

Defining Success in International Non-Governmental Organizations 

Open-mindedness, listening and learning were three ideas that continuously 

surfaced in the INGO leaders‟ interview answers. When asked to describe what makes 

international development projects successful, an INGO director described it as 

“learning from each other and being able to recognize what each other needs” (personal 

communication, September 30, 2011). This INGO director also saw the value of being 

more of a technical educator than a cultural one. She emphasized, “make sure staff are 

open-minded and [are] humble so they don‟t go into a situation thinking they have all the 

answers, because they won‟t… instead, they should learn from the cultures that they‟re 

working with” (personal communication, September 30, 2011). Another INGO director 

defined success as, “when the organizations that propose projects can cooperatively 

bring about support on their teams to accomplish goals… [Development projects 

should] almost always use indigenous people to do the work on the ground because 

they know what the needs are” (personal communication, September 30, 2011).  Last, 

this director stated that “success is when we can help these groups accomplish goals 

for their communities instead of imposing [on them] goals of a different culture… It‟s not 
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so much a dollar amount, but [about] getting things done their way” (personal 

communication, September 30, 2011). 

One INGO executive, with the perspective that humility and respect are keys to 

international sensitivity and competence stated that sometimes, “in a token way, we 

have to let people around the world tell us what the problems and solutions are” 

(personal communication, October 5, 2011). He shared that being a technical expert in 

a field does not necessarily mean you know what is best for a development project in 

another country. More importantly, INGO leaders cannot have a “get these 

(international) people up to our (U.S.) level” attitude when working on development 

projects. The INGO executive shared that “[just because] you‟re an expert, doesn‟t 

necessarily mean you know what is best” (personal communication, October 5, 2011). 

Instead, he exclaimed that “[we] have to start recognizing that people are actually the 

same all over the world… whatever the cultural circumstance… people are people!” 

(personal communication, October 5, 2011). So, despite how strange a circumstance 

might first appear to be, the INGO executive emphasized being polite and listening 

throughout it, as “being in uncomfortable situations is necessary to realize that 

discomfort is actually ok and warranted” (personal communication, October 5, 2011). 

Similarly, and as an INGO coordinator described it, “an ability to not feel confident 

makes her feel confident” (personal communication, October 5, 2011). 

Advice for International Non-Governmental Organization Leaders 

When asked about advice they could pass on to other INGO leaders, participants 

in this study had an array of answers. More specifically, participants were asked, “What 

advice would you give to other INGOs to be more sensitive to other cultures?” One 

INGO director described the importance of “really understanding the geopolitical and 
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historical issues that are rooted in race, ethnicity and cultures and how such things 

become institutionalized” (personal communication, September 30, 2011). This INGO 

director, having worked in countries such as Kenya, Uganda, India and Thailand, has 

seen how international development projects can fail when they are not rooted in the 

place and context of where the problems are happening. Another INGO director, with 

the same perspective, described the importance of “helping local people take the lead in 

development projects” (personal communication, October 4, 2011). He acknowledged 

that, “strengthening local organizations and resources make projects more sustainable 

than the external resources that fund them” (personal communication, October 4, 2011). 

Last, an INGO director recommended having classes that focus on diversity. She stated 

that such “classes can help INGO employees and volunteers become more 

knowledgeable of general differences between cultures so they aren‟t making major 

faux pas” (personal communication, October 5, 2011).
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CHAPTER 6 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The findings in this research are invaluable to leadership studies, globalization and 

the field of international development, as well as to the study of intercultural sensitivity 

and intercultural communication competence for a number of reasons. First, in the case 

of leadership, this study affirmed the need for INGO leaders to take into account the 

cultural environments their organizations work in (Hailey). As the qualitative findings of 

this study showed, cultural environments could be the numerous countries INGO 

projects are taking root in or INGO headquarter offices. In both instances, this study 

revealed that leaders are aware of how interacting with and learning to understand new 

cultures is invaluable to their work – be it over Thai food in Asia or during a diversity 

class in a U.S. office. Intercultural communication competence is, in fact, an important 

and significant dimension of leadership. Second, this study showed how relevant 

globalization is to INGO leaders given their demonstration of intercultural sensitivity and 

intercultural communication competence. Everyday, INGO leaders are required to use 

tools that are the result of globalization‟s intended effects and to tackle issues that are 

the result of globalization‟s unintended effects. That is, INGO leaders are using 

information communication technologies (ICTs) (e.g., computers, phones, etc.) to 

accomplish their organization‟s missions, which were created to respond to international 

development issues (e.g., pollution, agricultural shortages, hunger, etc.). 

Moreover, in the case of international development, there is no stopping the rate at 

which it will continue to affect both those in the “developed” and “developing” worlds. 

For the INGO leaders who were surveyed and interviewed in this study, they recognized 

how their ability or lack-thereof to be interculturally sensitive can affect his or her 
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personal effectiveness, as well as the effectiveness of his or her INGO. And as the 

results of the ISS revealed, INGO leaders do in fact show positive consensus around 

their “respect for cultural differences.” 

Thus, this study both quantitatively and qualitatively proves that intercultural 

sensitivity and intercultural communication competence are essential to leadership, 

globalization and international development. More particularly, for the INGO leaders 

who participated in this study, it was discovered that along with a working knowledge of 

the international development field that past familial, educational and religious 

experiences contribute to his or her intercultural sensitivity. With that, it is important to 

recognize that INGO leaders have brought and will continue to bring different 

experiences to his or her leadership and the international development field. And given 

this conclusion, it is likely that INGO leaders‟ understanding of intercultural sensitivity 

will also vary according to his or her daily leadership responsibilities, as well as to the 

mission and vision of his or her INGO. But again, as this study revealed, it is 

intercultural sensitivity and intercultural communication competence, because of and 

despite of differences that is necessary to making leadership work. 

Last, given the small sample size taken for this study, its results cannot be 

generalized to all INGO leaders. But, if the findings of this research were applied to a 

larger sample of INGO leaders and findings proved to be comparable, it is sure to have 

lasting impacts on the way INGO leaders, employees and volunteers are perceived, 

trained and perform once abroad. Being trained to better understand and communicate 

with the cultures they serve might help INGOs better plan and adhere to their budgets, 

as well as make their development projects more sustainable. More INGO leaders, 
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employees and volunteers might be more willing to learn a new language or take 

intercultural communication classes. And if and when interests in intercultural 

communication studies increases, it is likely that more economically efficient and 

sustainable ICTs could be developed to appropriately address such consequences. 

The results of this study determined that INGO leaders are interculturally sensitive 

and are also interculturally competent. However, given the unreliability of information 

gathered on INGO size and inability to gather information on assets given to 

intercultural trainings and/or classes, this study could not support the hypothesis that 

leaders from larger INGOs are more interculturally competent than their counterparts 

from smaller INGOs. 

Moreover, as responses to the demographical race question showed, 

predominantly “White” (91.1%) leaders responded to the research tool. Such an 

overwhelming response from one demographic of people fails to be representative of 

other INGO leaders, who likely come from other races. This overwhelming response, 

however, can simply be attributed to the fact that most U.S.-based INGO leaders are in 

fact white and people involved with INGO work in other countries expect for this to be 

the standard. 

Also, while this study was only able to draw statistical inferences about INGO 

leaders‟ intercultural sensitivity and competence, it was able to qualitatively show the 

degree to which INGO leaders obtain their intercultural perspectives. Interviews 

conducted for this study determined that INGO leaders obtain a global perspective, from 

a variety of sources such as family, politics and religion, prior to working in international 

development. Such INGO leaders also understood the value of bringing their global 
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perspectives and experiences to their grassroots projects in order for them to reach 

greatest success. So, as globalization continues to thrust INGOs into new and 

challenging situations, we can be confident that their leaders are equipped with the 

“mind-set, heart-set, and skill-set that can carry across cultural boundaries” (Pusch, p. 

67). 

Limitations of the Study 

This study had several limitations. One such limitation was the way in which U.S.-

based INGOs were identified. As reliable contacts were being established at each of 

InterAction‟s INGOs, it was soon discovered that InterAction‟s list was not current. 

Some organizations on the list were going out-of-business, some had partnered with 

other INGOs and some were simply not aware of its InterAction membership. 

Furthermore, some INGOs did not feel they were suitable to participate in this study. For 

example, an INGO that claimed to be more policy and advocacy driven, stated that they 

had no employees actually working “in-the-field.” And as the supplemental interviews 

exposed, having little “in-the-field” experience has led some leaders to believe that they 

lack intercultural ability. 

Another limitation to consider was the method used to identify INGO leaders who 

could take the survey. While a snowball sampling method was used, there is a 

possibility that those who responded “Other” to both demographic questions: “What 

international non-governmental organization do you work for?” and “What is your level 

of leadership in your organization?” were not actual INGO leaders. Also, given the 

electronic nature of the survey and the understanding that those in leadership positions 

often have plenty of responsibilities, it may have been the case that an assistant or 

secretary filled out a survey on behalf of an INGO leader. 
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A final and major limitation of this study that is important to consider is the actual 

instrument used to measure intercultural sensitivity. That is, given the nature of the ISS 

statements, participants may have been able to identify what the scale was attempting 

to measure and therefore, responded to the ISS in a “politically correct” manner. 

Moreover, inaccurate responses to the ISS may have also resulted from participants 

discomfort to respond to statements, such as “I think people from other cultures are 

narrow-minded,” and “I think my culture is better than other cultures” and the greater 

risk of saying something offensive while being in a position of high visibility. Last and as 

was previously mentioned, ISS statements with the highest standard deviations could 

be revisited for improvement. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

While this study did attempt to draw a correlation between the highest level of 

education and/or degree an INGO leader received to his or her level of intercultural 

sensitivity and intercultural communication competence, looking at the actual classes he 

or she took might prove to be more useful. That is, a person with a bachelor‟s degree in 

international relations might have taken more cross-culturally focused classes (e.g., 

foreign language/s, intercultural communications, international marketing, etc.) versus a 

person with a master‟s degree in mathematics. The assumption here of course being 

that a person with a master‟s degree in mathematics has only taken mathematics 

courses. Furthermore, the actual schools from which the degrees were received might 

also be looked at, as it is likely that some universities have more resources for 

intercultural exchange (i.e., study abroad programs, visiting international scholars and 

students, etc.) than others. And along with these educational factors, it would be 

important to look at how an individual‟s personal experiences and professional 
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development may have influenced his or her intercultural sensitivity and intercultural 

communication competence. 

Another suggestion for future research would be to survey leaders at INGOs 

based in other countries. Each country brings to the international development realm its 

own unique set of historical, political, socio-economical, religious and other cultural 

understandings and expectations. Such understandings and expectations are also likely 

to influence how different nationalities perceive their leaders. So while INGO leaders in 

one country might be applauded for a display of intercultural sensitivity, INGO leaders in 

another country might be despised for such a display. In some cases, being 

interculturally sensitive might be misperceived as a disregard for one‟s own native 

culture. 

Furthermore, surveying or interviewing leaders from INGOs who do work in one 

specific country versus 10+ countries might prove to be equally interesting and/or more 

valuable to the study of international development. For example, when asked about 

intercultural sensitivity towards Latin American countries, leaders from U.S.-based 

INGOs might demonstrate higher levels of intercultural sensitivity given such countries 

being closer in geographical proximity to the United States versus Asian countries. Also, 

recommendations for intercultural communication trainings for U.S.-based INGO 

employees and volunteers can be more focused on the one “other” group -  in this case, 

Hispanic persons – versus trying to provide recommendations for how to work with 

multiple, highly diverse cultures. Not one person can learn everything there is to know 

about every culture. 
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Last, as for the instrument that was used for this study, the ISS items and 

constructs with lower reliability coefficients can be improved in future research. Some of 

the individual ISS items can either be reworded or more and better-stated items can be 

added to each of the five constructs. In a future study, it might also be informative to use 

another tool that measures some level of intercultural communication competence (e.g., 

the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI), the Cross-Cultural Adaptability Inventory 

(CCAI) or the Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICSI) on the INGO leader population 

and to compare the results of such with those found in this study. Last, it might even be 

beneficial to construct completely new scales and tools for measuring intercultural 

sensitivity altogether.
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APPENDIX A 
INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY SURVEY AND DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

INFORMED CONSENT 

You are being invited to participate in a research study that will explore the intercultural 
sensitivity and intercultural communication competence of U.S.-based international non-
governmental organization leaders. Kimberly Ambayec, a graduate student in the 
College of Journalism and Communications at the University of Florida, is conducting 
this research study. 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decide to participate in 
this study. 

Protocol Title: International Non-Governmental Organization Leaders: A Survey of 
Intercultural Communication Competence 

Purpose of the research study: The purpose of this study is to assess the intercultural 
communication competence of international non-governmental organization (INGO) 
leaders, to determine what kinds of intercultural skills they possess and what skills they 
lack and to suggest some ways in which they can improve their competencies and 
become better global leaders for the non-profit sector. 

What you will be asked to do in the study: You will be asked to answer Guo-Ming 
Chen and William Starosta‟s 24-item Intercultural Sensitivity Scale using a five-point 
Likert scale and a demographic questionnaire. 

Time required: The Intercultural Sensitivity Scale and demographic questionnaire can 
be completed between 15-30 minutes. 

Risks and Benefits: There are no anticipated risks and direct benefits to you as a 
participant in this study, however, you can take this opportunity to reflect on your 
experiences as a leader within your organization. 

Compensation: There is no compensation for your participation in this research study. 

Confidentiality: While your international non-governmental organization‟s name and 
your leadership title will be used, your name will not. Your identity will be kept as 
confidential as possible. When the study is completed and the data has been analyzed, 
all informed consent forms, surveys and demographic questionnaires will be safely 
stored so that only my supervisor and I will have access to it. 

Voluntary participation: Your participation in this research study is completely 
voluntary. You are entitled to decline to answer any question that you do not want to 
answer. There is no penalty for not participating. 
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Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the study at 
anytime without consequence. 

Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: 
Kimberly Ambayec, Graduate Student, College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida 
Weimer Hall 
PO Box 118400 
Gainesville, FL 32611 
Phone: (XXX) XXX-XXXX 
Email: XXX@ufl.edu 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: 
IRB02 Office 
University of Florida 
PO Box 112250 
Gainesville, FL 32611 
Phone : (352) 392-0433 
Email: irb2@ufl.edu 
 
Agreement: I am 18 years old or older and have read the information above. I 
understand the nature of this research study and voluntarily agree to participate in it. 
Provision of my initials and date below indicates my consent. 

Participant Initials: ___________________________________Date: _______________ 

 

mailto:XXX@ufl.edu
mailto:irb2@ufl.edu
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APPENDIX B 
INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY SCALE 

Below is a series of statements concerning intercultural communication.  There are no 
right or wrong answers.  Please work quickly and record your first impression by 
indicating the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement.  Thank you for 
your cooperation. 
 
5 = strongly agree 
4 = agree 
3 = somewhat agree                 (Please put the number corresponding to your answer 
2 = disagree      in the blank before the statement) 
1 = strongly disagree 
 
 
____  1.  I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures. 
____  2.  I think people from other cultures are narrow-minded. 
____  3.  I am pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different cultures. 
____  4.  I find it very hard to talk in front of people from different cultures. 
____  5.  I always know what to say when interacting with people from different cultures. 
____  6.  I can be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from different 
cultures. 
____  7.  I don‟t like to be with people from different cultures. 
____  8.  I respect the values of people from different cultures. 
____  9.  I get upset easily when interacting with people from different cultures. 
____ 10. I feel confident when interacting with people from different cultures. 
____ 11. I tend to wait before forming an impression of culturally-distinct counterparts. 
____ 12. I often get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures. 
____ 13. I am open-minded to people from different cultures. 
____ 14. I am very observant when interacting with people from different cultures. 
____ 15. I often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures. 
____ 16. I respect the ways people from different cultures behave. 
____ 17. I try to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with people from 
different    cultures. 
____ 18. I would not accept the opinions of people from different cultures. 
____ 19. I am sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart‟s subtle meanings during 
our interaction. 
____ 20. I think my culture is better than other cultures. 
____ 21. I often give positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during our 
interaction. 
____ 22. I avoid those situations where I will have to deal with culturally-distinct 
persons. 
____ 23. I often show my culturally-distinct counterpart my understanding through 
verbal or nonverbal cues. 
____ 24. I have a feeling of enjoyment towards differences between my culturally-
distinct counterpart and me. 
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APPENDIX C 
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

What international non-governmental organization do you work for? 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
What is your level of leadership in your organization? 
Executive 
Vice President 
Director 
Manager 
Other (Please specify your leadership level.) 
 
What is your gender? 
Male 
Female 
 
What is your age? 
25 or under 
26 – 40 
41 – 55 
56 or older 
 
What is your race? 
White 
Black or African-American 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
From multiple races 
 
What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently enrolled, 
mark the previous grade or highest degree received. 
Less than high school degree 
High school graduate or equivalent (e.g., GED) 
Some college but no degree 
Associate degree 
Bachelor degree 
Master degree 
Professional degree 
Doctorate degree 
Other 
 
Are you willing to participate in a follow-up interview? 
Yes 
No 
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APPENDIX D 
FOLLOW-UP PHONE INTERVIEW INFORMED CONSENT 

You are being invited to participate in a research study that will explore the intercultural 
sensitivity and intercultural communication competence of U.S. -based international 
non-governmental organization leaders. Kimberly Ambayec, a graduate student in the 
College of Journalism and Communications at the University of Florida, is conducting 
this research study. 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decide to participate in 
this study. 

Protocol Title: International Non-Governmental Organization Leaders: A Survey of 
Intercultural Communication Competence 

Purpose of the research study: The purpose of this study is to assess the intercultural 
communication competence of international non-governmental organization (INGO) 
leaders, to determine what kinds of intercultural skills they possess and what skills they 
lack and to suggest some ways in which they can improve their competencies and 
become better global leaders for the non-profit sector. 

What you will be asked to do in the study: You will be asked to respond to several 
questions about your level of intercultural sensitivity and your leadership responsibilities 
in your INGO. 

Time required: The phone interview can be completed between 15-45 minutes. 

Risks and Benefits: There are no anticipated risks and direct benefits to you as a 
participant in this study, however, you can take this opportunity to reflect on your 
experiences as a leader within your organization. 

Compensation: There is no compensation for your participation in this research study. 

Confidentiality: Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law. 
Your interview responses will only be linked to a leadership level in your organization, 
not your official leadership title. All steps will be taken to ensure your interview 
responses cannot be linked to your name. When the study is completed and the data 
has been analyzed, all data collected for this study will be safely stored so that only my 
supervisor and I will have access to it. 

Voluntary participation: Your participation in this research study is completely 
voluntary. You are entitled to decline to answer any question that you do not want to 
answer. There is no penalty for not participating. 

Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the study at 
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anytime without consequence. 

Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: 
Kimberly Ambayec, Graduate Student, College of Journalism and Communications 
University of Florida 
Weimer Hall 
PO Box 118400 
Gainesville, FL 32611 
Phone: (XXX) XXX-XXXX 
Email: XXX@ufl.edu 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: 
IRB02 Office 
University of Florida 
PO Box 112250 
Gainesville, FL 32611 
Phone: (352) 392-0433 
Email: irb2@ufl.edu 
 
Agreement: I am 18 years old or older and have read the information above. I 
understand the nature of this research study and voluntarily agree to participate in it. 
Provision of my initials and date below indicates my consent. 

Participant Initials: __________________________________ Date: _______________ 

mailto:XXX@ufl.edu
mailto:irb2@ufl.edu
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APPENDIX E 
FOLLOW-UP PHONE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

The following questions may or may not be asked if a research participant is invited and 
agrees to a follow-up phone interview. All interview questions are geared towards 
further understanding a participant's responses to Guo-Ming Chen and Williams 
Starosta‟s 24-item Intercultural Sensitivity Scale. Such questions are also intended to 
elicit advice from international non-governmental organization (INGO) leaders for future 
practices of U.S. -based INGOs. 

- Why do you enjoy working with people from different cultures? 
- Why do you think people from other cultures are narrow-minded? 
- Why do you find it hard to talk to people from different cultures? 
- Why do you/do you not like to be with people from other cultures? 
- Why do you respect people from different cultures? 
- What are some cultures you have worked with? 
- What values do you respect about culture X? 
- What makes you feel confident about working with people from different 

cultures? 
- What makes you open-minded to people from different cultures? 
- What makes you respect/not respect people from different cultures? 
- Why do you think your culture is better than others? 
- Why do you avoid situations where you have to deal with culturally-distinct 

persons? 
- What advice would you give to other INGOs to be more sensitive to other 

cultures? 
- How would you define success in your organization‟s international development 

projects? 
- What advice would you give to other INGO leaders to be more successful in their 

projects in other countries/cultures? 
- Why do you think leaders are not interculturally competent? 
- What projects do you think need to be pursued in order to make your INGO‟s 

leaders, employees and/or volunteers more interculturally competent? 
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APPENDIX F 
HYPOTHESIS 1: RELIABILITY STATISTICS 

Table F-1.  Hypothesis 1: Reliability Statistics for the 5 Constructs of the Intercultural 
Sensitivity Scale 

Construct Cronbach‟s Alpha Number (N) of Items 

Interaction Confidence .742 5 

Respect for Cultural  

Differences 

.741 6 

Interaction Engagement .705 7 

Interaction Attentiveness .654 3 

Interaction Enjoyment .634 3 
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APPENDIX G 
PARTICIPATING INTERNATIONAL NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Table G-1.  Participating International Non-Governmental Organizations 

INGO Countries/ 
Regions of Focus 

Sectors of Focus 2009/2010 
Net Assets 

ACDI/VOCA North, Central 
and South 
America, Africa, 
Asia and Eastern  
Europe 

Promotion of economic 
opportunities for cooperatives,  
enterprises and communities 

$27,099,430 

African Medical & 
Research 
Foundation 

Kenya, Ethiopia,  
Uganda,  
Tanzania,  
Southern Sudan  
and South Africa 

Encouragement of community  
partnering for better health,  
health systems and policy  
research and capacity building 

$2,299,441 

American Refugee  
Committee  
International 

Africa and Asia Provision of opportunities and  
expertise to refugees,  
displaced people and host  
communities 

$20,046,007 

Baptist World  
Alliance/Baptist  
World Aid 

Africa, Asia and  
the Pacific 

Provision of religious and  
spiritual development, public  
safety, disaster preparedness  
and relief services 

$8,639,881 
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Table G-1.  Continued.  

INGO Countries/  
Regions of Focus 

Sectors of Focus 2009/2010 
Net Assets 

Bethany Christian  
Services 

Albania,  
Bulgaria, China,  
Colombia,  
Ethiopia,  
Guatemala, Haiti,  
Ukraine,  
Kazakhstan,  
Lithuania,  
Philippines,  
Russia, Rwanda,  
South Africa,  
South Korea and  
Taiwan 

Provision of religious and  
social services for children 

$22,468,677 

Center for  
Development &  
Population  
Activities  
(CEDPA) 

India, Nepal,  
Nigeria and  
South Africa 

Provision of educational  
opportunities, reproductive  
health and HIV/AIDS and  
women‟s rights 

$5,016,175 

Center for Health  
&  
Gender Equity  
(CHANGE) 

Africa, Latin  
America and  
Asia 

Comprehensive sexual and  
reproductive health, family  
planning, women, girls and  
HIV, maternal health and U.S.  
foreign policy and funding 

$1,291,099 

Congressional  
Hunger Center 

Africa, Asia,  
Europe and Latin  
America 

Advocacy, policy and coalition  
building for food security 

$654,039 

Creative Learning Africa, Asia and  
the Middle East 

Human rights, economic and  
social development and building peace 

$118,352 
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Table G-1.  Continued.  

INGO Countries/  
Regions of Focus 

Sectors of Focus 2009/2010 
Net Assets 

Educational  
Concerns  
for Hunger  
Organization  
(ECHO) 

North, Central  
and South  
America, the  
Caribbean,  
Eastern Europe,  
Central and  
Southeast Asia  
and Africa 

Provision of agricultural ideas,  
information, seeds and training  
opportunities 

$4,105,640 

GlobalGiving North, Central and  
South America,  
the Caribbean,  
Eastern Europe,  
Central and  
Southeast Asia,  
the Middle East  
and Africa 

Provision of an efficient, open,  
thriving marketplace that  
connects people who have  
community and world- 
changing ideas with people  
who can support them 

$4,539,780 

Good360  
(formerly Gifts in  
Kind International) 

North, Central and  
South America,  
the Caribbean,  
Eastern Europe,  
Central and  
Southeast Asia,  
the Middle East  
and Africa 

Technological use to create  
new and engaging online  
solutions, strengthen  
nonprofits and expand  
corporate citizenship 

$78,468,325 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

79 

Table G-1.  Continued.  

INGO Countries/  
Regions of Focus 

Sectors of Focus 2009/2010 
Net Assets 

Heifer  
International 

Africa, Latin and  
North America,  
Asia and the  
South Pacific and  
Central and  
Eastern Europe 

Provision of livestock and  
training to families, help  
improve nutrition and generate  
income in sustainable way 

$45,799,775 
 

INMED  
Partnership for  
Children 

Central and South  
America, the  
Caribbean, Africa  
and the U.S. 

Provision of health,  
development and safety  
resources for children and  
youth, family and community  
capacity support and the  
sustenance of positive change 

$15,243,037 
 

InsideNGO North, Central and  
South America,  
the Caribbean,  
Eastern Europe,  
Central and  
Southeast Asia,  
the Middle East  
and Africa 

Sector-specific training,  
benchmarking, advocacy,  
resources and networking 

$2,077,237 

Lions Clubs  
International  
Foundation 

Australia, North,  
Central and South  
America, the  
Caribbean,  
Eastern Europe,  
Central and  
Southeast Asia,  
the Middle East  
and Africa 

Empowerment of people to  
serve their communities, meet  
humanitarian needs,  
encourage peace and promote  
international understanding 

$241,824,123 
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Table G-1.  Continued.  

INGO Countries/  
Regions of Focus 

Sectors of Focus 2009/2010 
Net Assets 

Plant With  
Purpose (formerly  
Floresta USA Inc.) 

Haiti, Dominican  
Republic,  
Tanzania, Mexico,  
Thailand and  
Burundi 

Deforestation, environmental  
restoration, economic  
empowerment and spiritual  
renewal 

$789,695 

Stop Hunger Now North, Central and  
South America,  
Africa, Asia and  
Eastern Europe 

Provision of life-saving aid and  
help mobilize resources 

$498,995 
 

Trickle Up  
Program, Inc 

India, Guatemala,  
Nicaragua, Mali  
and Burkina Faso 

Provision of training and seed  
capital grants, launch or  
expand a microenterprise and  
support building assets 

$2,505,839 
 

Unitarian  
Universalist  
Service  
Committee 

Australia, North,  
Central and South  
America, the  
Caribbean,  
Eastern Europe,  
Central and  
Southeast Asia,  
the Middle East  
and Africa 

Advocacy on behalf of civil  
liberties, economic justice,  
environmental justice and  
rights and humanitarian crises 

$16,188,637 
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Table G-1.  Continued.  

INGO Countries/  
Regions of Focus 

Sectors of Focus 2009/2010 
Net Assets 

World Hope  
International 

Haiti, Guatemala,  
Bosnia,  
Azerbaijan, Sierra  
Leone, Liberia,  
Zambia, Malawi,  
Mozambique,  
South Africa,  
Nepal, India, Sri  
Lanka,  
Bangladesh, Hong  
Kong, Philippines,  
Cambodia and  
Indonesia 

Provision of relief and  
development support to  
vulnerable and exploited  
communities to alleviate  
poverty, suffering and injustice 

$4,157,257 
 

World Society for  
the Protection of  
Animals 

Africa, Asia,  
Australia, Brazil,  
Canada, Central  
America, Mexico  
and the  
Caribbean, China,  
Germany, India,  
Middle East,  
Netherlands, New  
Zealand, Nordic,  
South America,  
Sweden, United  
Kingdom and the  
United States 

Provision of animal welfare  
and disaster management 

$2,368,248 
 

Note. Information about countries, regions and sectors of focus were taken from each of the INGOs‟ websites. Net assets 
information was taken from either CharityNavigator.com or Guidestar.com. In some instances, net assets were referred to 
as the fund balance. Net assets = total assets – total liabilities. 
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