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1. ABSTRACT AND KEYWORDS 
 
Global citizenship development is gaining attention as a major learning outcome 
and is becoming a common component in higher education. This study aims to 
examine the cross-cultural validity of the Global Citizenship Scale (GCS) 
developed by Morais and Ogden (2011). Following findings from previous studies, 
this paper sought to create and validate a short version of the inventory. Using 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), we identified a 15-item structure and then 
verified the relationships between the latent and manifest variables by 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 
 
Keywords: International Service-Learning, Global Citizenship, Scale Development, 
Cross-cultural Validation. 
 
2. INTRODUCTION 
 
Global citizenship is defined as the knowledge, skills, and attitudes for a person to 
learn, live, and work in a globalizing world; the ability to recognize and analyze 
one’s cultural biases and predispositions, and the acceptance of joint responsibility 
for solving global issues and participation in actions that contribute to a better 
world (Van Ongevalle & Carabain, 2014). Through cultural immersion, 
community engagement, and structured reflection, international service-learning 
programmes have been shown to be an active and effective learning strategy that 
nurtures students into global citizens (Bringle, Hatcher, & Jones, 2011). 
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A number of instruments have been developed to measure the impact of study-
abroad programmes on students. However, very few of them include all the core 
dimensions of global citizenship with demonstrated reliability and validity. Also, 
most of the instruments were developed in the Western context, and their 
applicability from a different culture is yet to be established. In addition, given the 
length of the survey, the administrative cost is expensive when implemented with 
other measures. Therefore, there is a need for a shorter, cross-culturally-validated 
version of the instrument. 
 

 
3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Following the eight-step scale development process, Morais & Ogden (Morais & 
Ogden, 2011) developed an empirically validated a 30-item inventory named 
Global Citizenship Scale (GCS) to measure the impacts on US students in three 
dimensions, Social Responsibility, Global Competence, and Global Civic 
Engagement. The Global Competence scale is further divided into 3 subscales: 
Self-Awareness, Intercultural Communication, and Global Knowledge. Likewise, 
the Global Civic Engagement scale includes 3 subscales: Involvement in Civic 
Organization, Political Voice, and Global Civic Activism. Findings from 
confirmatory factor analysis supported the construct validity of the instrument. 
Since then, the instrument has been used in a number of studies for measuring 
the impact of a study-abroad programme in the US (Anthony, Miller, & Yarrish, 
2014), as well as ISL programmes in Hong Kong (Siu, Tang, & Lai, 2013) and 
Macau (San & Wan, 2015).  
 
In 2014, an initial exploration of the GCS with 86 students was conducted (Lo, 
Kwan, Ngai, & Chan, 2014) in a university in Hong Kong. Results showed that the 
subscales of GCS have good internal consistency and the factor analysis provides 
partial support for the proposed seven-factor model. The second phase of 
validation was conducted between 2014 and 2015, and the sample size was 
expanded to 1,179 students. Analysis shows that the three dimensions have 
generally good internal consistency (Lo, Kwan, Chan, & Ngai, 2016). However, the 
subscales are only barely acceptable, which means that the factor structure can 
only be partly replicated in the Hong Kong setting. Our findings suggest that GCS 
can only maintain the three dimensions and the subscales of Global Competence. 
The subscales of Global Civic Engagement are merged into a single factor. 
Specifically, among the 30 items, three items did not load on the corresponding 
factor as predicted, three items cross-loaded on more than one factor, and one item 
did not load significantly on any of the factors.  
 
These studies suggest that refinement of the instrument is needed to make it more 
parsimonious while maintaining its reliability and validity in measuring the key 
dimensions of global citizenship. This study therefore aims to develop a short 
version of GCS and investigate the cross-cultural validity for measuring the 
impact of ISL on students’ global citizenship development in the Hong Kong 
context.  
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4. METHODS 
 

The target participants were 1,179 students who had participated in service-
learning subjects or programmes offered by the university and surveyed either 
electronically or in-class using a paper-based instrument. 941 of them completed 
the survey before their SL experience, while 141 students completed after and 97 
students were asked to complete the questionnaire both before and after their 
international SL trips. After applying casewise deletion, a total of 1,052 valid 
responses were returned, with an overall response rate of near 90%. To develop 
the short-scale version, the full 30-item version of the GCS was subjected to 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to uncover the underlying constructs or factors. 
Based on the EFA result, we sequentially discarded items that fulfilled the 
following criteria: 
1. Items that did not load as predicted, i.e., with factor loadings of less than 0.32 

(Levesque-bristol & Richards, 2005), or with cross-loadings with a difference 
of less than 0.15 from the item’s highest factor loading (Worthington & 
Whittaker, 2006); 

2. Factors with fewer than two items with a correlation of <0.70 (Worthington & 
Whittaker, 2006); and 

3. Items that would increase or do not significantly reduce the reliability of the 
scale if deleted. 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was then applied to verify the relationships 
between the latent and manifest variables under the modified structure. The 
reliability of the resultant scales/subscales were estimated, and the Pearson 
correlation was calculated to examine the equivalence of the original GCS and the 
short-scale version (GCS-SS). 

 
5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The factor structure of the GCS-SS is depicted in Table 1. It contains 15 items 
grouped under 4 factors, which explains 47.06% of the variance. Factors 1 and 2 
clearly correspond to the dimensions of “Global Competence” and “Social 
Responsibility” respectively. One item is deleted from the “Social Responsibility” 
dimension. Four items are excluded under “Global Competence”, which results in 
the removal of the subscales of “Global Competence”. Factors 3 and 4 are grouped 
under the same dimension “Global Civic Engagement” with different subscales, 
each containing three items and corresponding to “Involvement in Civic 
Organization” and “Political Voice”.  
 
Compared to the seven-factor model proposed by Morais and Ogden (2011), the 
three main dimensions of global citizenship, “Social Responsibility”, “Global 
Competence”, and “Global Civic Engagement”, are retained while all of the three 
subscales (Self-Awareness, Intercultural Communication and Global Knowledge) 
under the Global Competence dimension and one subscale (Global Civic Activism) 
under the Global Civic Engagement dimension were deleted.  
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Regarding the reliabilities of GCS-SS, the Cronbach’s alpha values of the three 
dimensions and subscales were slightly lower than those of the full version, shown 
in Table 2. All of them were above 0.7, indicating acceptable to good reliability. 
The values of the corrected item-total correlations were all greater than or equal 
to 0.3, ranging from 0.30 to 0.63, indicating that the items within the 
scales/subscales were strongly correlated. Taken together, the results support the 
internal consistency of the GCS-SS. 

 

Dimension and subscales Cronbach’s alpha 
GCS (30-item) GCS-SS (15-item) 

Social responsibility 0.71 0.70 
Global competence 0.82 0.76 
Global civic engagement 0.89 0.81 
 - Involvement in civic organizations 0.86 0.76 
 - Political voice 0.82 0.80 

 
To examine the extent to which the short-version fit the hypothesized factor 
structure, the goodness of fit were compute. Results of the CFA shown in Table 3 

Table 1: Factor Structure of four-factor model of GCS-SS 

Table 2: Comparison of the coefficient of internal consistency between GCS and GCS-SS 
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indicated that the revised model provided a better fit with the data than the full 
version model (CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.91; NFI = 0.91; RMSEA = 0.06). 
 

Model Tested  X2 Df CFI TLI NFI RMSEA 

GCS 1668 369 0.87 0.85 0.84 0.060 

GCS-SS 363 80 0.93 0.91 0.91 0.060 

Criterion for goodness of fit - - ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0.90 ≥ 0.90 ≤ 0.08 

 
Table 4 presents the correlation scores between the GCS and the GCS-SS. It can 
be seen that the corresponding scale and subscale scores are highly correlated, 
with correlation coefficients are ranging from 0.85 to 0.97. The results provide 
support that the two versions of the instrument are strongly related and that the 
short-scale version can broadly measure the major constructs and dimensions of 
global citizenship. 

 

 GCS SR GC GCE ICO PV 
GCS_SS .934** .494** .606** .699** .666** .277* 
SR_SS .515** .943** -0.148 0.013 0.041 -.232* 
GC_SS .631** -0.124 .956** .516** .477** 0.204 

GCE_SS .597** -0.098 .450** .903** .840** .682** 
ICO_SS .543** 0.028 .446** .638** .846** -0.017 
PV_SS .264* -0.167 0.159 .593** .284** .973** 

 
6. Conclusions and contributions to theory and practice 
 

The purpose of this study was to create and validate a short scale version of the 
Global Citizenship Scale. The instrument was shortened from 30 items to 15 items 
while retaining the three dimensions with acceptable to good internal consistency. 
The results of CFA and Pearson correlation supports the short-scale version as a 
reasonably reliable and valid measure of global citizenship in terms of its three 
core dimensions.  
 
However, to examine if the short-scaled instrument is able to detect any change in 
the students’ level of global citizenship, the criterion-related validity is yet to be 
established. Furthermore, since the nature of civic learning is context specific and 
different in locales such as North America, Asia, Europe, and Australia, there may 
be cross-cultural differences in understanding and interpreting the context of the 

Table 3: Comparison of the Goodness-of-fit statistics between GCS and GCS-SS 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 4: Pearson Correlation scores between GCS and GCS-SS 
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items. For example, one question in GCS-SS measures civic engagement with the 
question “Over the next 6 months, I will contact a newspaper or radio to express 
my concerns about global environmental, social, or political problems.” In western 
countries, university students tend to write an opinion letter to local media to 
express their concerns over global inequalities and issues. Comparing to Hong 
Kong, students may prefer using social media, rather than local media. This 
therefore calls into question the appropriateness of the survey question. With 
cultural differences such as these, although the instrument can maintain the 
reliability and validity in measuring the key dimensions of global citizenship, 
further investigation needs to be done in the context of the questions. 
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