
Exploring the Microfoundations of International Community:
Toward a Theory of Enlightened Nationalism1

Calvert W. Jones

City College of New York

This paper challenges conventional wisdom about the drivers of international community at the individual level. Present-
ing new data and a novel natural experiment approach to the study of cross-border contact and international community,
it tests some of the key microfoundations of international relations theory about how a sense of shared international
community may arise and evolve among individuals. The hypotheses are tested using survey data from a large sample
(n = 571) of American study abroad students in a range of universities across a treatment and a control group. Surpris-
ingly, findings do not support the main hypothesis that cross-border contact fosters a sense of shared international com-
munity. However, the second hypothesis drawn from the liberal paradigm, suggesting that cross-border contact lowers
threat perceptions, is strongly supported. The “Huntingtonian” hypothesis that cross-border contact heightens national-
ism also garners wide support. The paper concludes with a discussion of the implications for theory and future research,
especially the potential of rethinking the drivers of international community at the individual level to rely less on a sense
of shared identity and essential sameness, and more on a feeling of “enlightened nationalism” and appreciation for
difference.

Does cross-border contact promote a sense of shared
international community? At least since Kant, interna-
tional relations (IR) scholars have theorized that intensi-
fying cross-border contact, now seen as a defining feature
of globalization, can build a feeling of shared interna-
tional community among individuals, an expanding glo-
bal culture with shared values, understandings, and
norms of peaceful change (Carr 1940; Deutsch 1954,
1957; Adler and Barnett 1998). Realists, however, have
been skeptical of these claims (Gaddis 1986; Walt 1987),
and other scholars have suggested that cross-border con-
tact may work in just the opposite way, accentuating cul-
tural difference and rendering civilizational, national,
and ethnic group allegiances more salient and global
community more elusive (Huntington 1996). Although
theory in these areas is rich, and valuable empirical inves-
tigations are available at the macro-level, the microfoun-
dations of international community have received
relatively less empirical attention. Until recently, efforts
to test micro-level causal hypotheses have been rare.

This paper presents new data and a novel approach to
these questions. To test hypotheses, I use a natural exper-
iment to uncover the effects of cross-border contact
across a large sample (n = 571) of American “study
abroad” students. Not only is educational exchange one
of the main types of cross-border contact favored by theo-
rists of international community, but its institutional
features in the United States make it well-suited to an
experimental approach. The opportunity for a natural
experiment arises from the common institutional frame-
work for “study abroad” within American colleges, in

which students are placed in foreign settings for either
the fall or spring semester. The winter break between
semesters provides a valuable window during which a
treatment group of students just returning from a semes-
ter abroad can be compared with a control group of stu-
dents who are about to begin one (Figure 1). Since all
subjects are predisposed to participate, the design con-
trols for self-selection, and because all subjects’ attitudes
are measured at the same time, it also controls for chang-
ing global political context and other temporal factors
that might affect political attitudes and bias treatment
effect estimates.

The natural experiment approach therefore overcomes
common challenges to causal inference by taking advan-
tage of a temporal window between phases of implemen-
tation for an intervention of interest (Cook and
Campbell 1979). In this design, those subjects of a popu-
lation who are treated first comprise the treatment group,
while other segments of the same population, not yet
treated, comprise the control group. Although treatment
assignment is not explicitly random and supervised by
the researcher, as it would be in a true experiment, a
strong case can be made that the assignment is “as if”
random and thus meets the requirements for a natural
experiment (Dunning 2008). Not only is it plausible to
expect that studying abroad in one semester or the other
is primarily a matter of scheduling and unrelated to polit-
ical attitudes, but the data collected support this claim, as
the following sections will illustrate.

Experimental approaches have the potential to provide
strong empirical evidence for the micro-level causal
relationships posited by differing theories.2 Indeed, in
recent years, IR scholars have called for greater use of
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experimental methods, not to replace existing
approaches, but as a means of complementing them, gen-
erating new data, and suggesting possibilities for future
research (Hyde 2010; McDermott 2011; Mintz, Yang, and
McDermott 2011). But, like all research designs, they
have limitations. Although experiments can provide sig-
nificant internal validity, offering “an unrivaled capacity
to demonstrate cause and effect,” the relatively controlled
environment and need to meet other experimental con-
ditions may not provide strong evidence for generalizabil-
ity and external validity (Druckman, Green, Kuklinski,
and Lupia 2006:627). With such caveats in mind, the
results in this paper are not offered as a means of assess-
ing theory about international community in general, but
rather as a more modest examination of some of their
key causal claims about the effects of cross-border contact
on individual attitudes. Such theory may be contingent
on regional and historical context, of course, and may be
assessed in a variety of ways. Yet, if hypotheses are sup-
ported in a natural experiment, then strong empirical evi-
dence will have been added to our knowledge about the
micro-level drivers of international community, consistent
with the overall theory. If some hypotheses are not sup-
ported at the micro-level, this should not be taken as evi-
dence for the theory’s overall failure, though revisiting
the microfoundations of the theory may be warranted.

Findings should be of interest for several reasons. First,
the paper brings new empirical data to bear on an endur-
ing question in IR theory: the implications of growing
cross-border contact for international community.
Second, because the paper uses a natural experimental
approach, it should interest those who have called for
more diverse methods in IR research. Although experi-
mental studies have increasingly made contributions in
other fields of political science, they are still relatively
rare in the IR subfield. Finally, these results should inter-
est sponsors and practitioners of educational exchange
programs, since many such programs are based, explicitly
or implicitly, on theory about the benefits of cross-border
contact.

In the first section, I discuss the theoretical motivations
for the study of cross-border contact and international
community, and I derive several testable hypotheses at
the individual level associated with differing perspectives.
The next section presents the natural experiment, dis-
cusses survey design, and describes how variables were
measured in order to test the hypotheses drawn from IR
theory. In the third section, I present the empirical analy-
sis, including descriptive statistics supporting the natural
experiment, the results, and various checks of robustness.
The last section offers conclusions and possible implica-
tions for future research.

Theory and Hypotheses

A rich body of theory concerns cross-border contact and
its implications for international community. In this

section, I offer a brief review of this theory, focusing for
the purposes of the natural experiment at hand on
extracting a set of testable micro-level hypotheses. In the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, classical liberals saw
growing cross-border contact as a social process associated
with free trade, economic interdependence, and techno-
logical progress in communications and travel (Robertson
1769; Ricardo 1817; Buckle 1857–1861). By breaking
down the artificial barriers separating people into differ-
ent nations and hindering their natural affinities, contact
could help foster and sustain international peace, they
believed, and lead individuals to understand themselves
as members of a larger international community. Kant
([1784] 1991) famously saw this possibility as a rational
and natural step forward toward an improved cosmopoli-
tan future.

These ideas continued to attract strong interest in the
twentieth century, especially in the postwar years as
opportunities for cross-border contact grew more accessi-
ble and diverse. Among IR scholars at this time, Karl Deu-
tsch is perhaps most famous for having built on and
developed the classical liberal tradition into a more con-
crete set of hypotheses, arguing that cross-border contact
can foster a sense of shared international community at
the individual level. Ordinary forms of cross-border con-
tact, he argued, such as educational exchange and tour-
ism, could produce such a sense of community among
individuals, which he defined as “a matter of mutual sym-
pathy and loyalties; of ‘we-feeling’, trust, and mutual con-
sideration; of partial identification in terms of self-images
and interests; of mutually successful predictions of behav-
ior; and of cooperative action in accordance with it…”
(Deutsch 1957:36)3

Within IR theory, Deutsch’s ideas have been very influ-
ential in areas ranging from the study of political integra-
tion, transnational relations, and communication
(Kelman 1965; Lindberg 1967; Haas 1970; Nye and Keoh-
ane 1971) to the “democratic peace” literature and the
“English school” (Bull 1977; Russett 1993). Adler and
Barnett, for example, have revived the notion of interna-
tional community in an important work that updated
Deutsch’s original formulations with constructivist
insights. In that work, the authors reiterate Deutsch’s
individual-level causal claims about cross-border contact
and the growth of a sense of shared international com-
munity. “At the level of the individual,” they argue, “com-
munity formation leaves its mark on the development of
a ‘we-feeling’, trust, and mutual responsiveness, suggest-
ing that transnational forces have altered the identities of
people” (Adler and Barnett 1998:8). Thus, the first
micro-level hypothesis drawn from theory is as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Cross-border contact fosters a sense of shared
international community.

Deutsch and like-minded theorists have also suggested
that a sense of shared international community can foster
expectations of peaceful change and cooperation. Thus,
people in one country who feel a sense of shared interna-
tional community with those in another should be less
likely to see each other’s nations as threatening as a
result. Due to a “certain measure of common feeling as

FIG. 1. Natural Experiment Design

3 Although cross-border contact was naturally not the only mechanism
Deutsch considered important for the growth of international community, he
saw it as a very important one that could operate at the individual level of
attitudes and values.

2 Exploring the Microfoundations of International Community



to what is just and reasonable in their mutual relations”
(Carr 1940:202) and “dependable expectations of peace-
ful change” (Deutsch 1957:5), they should give one
another the benefit of the doubt amid the conditions of
uncertainty that prevail in an anarchic international sys-
tem and could otherwise lead to conflict. Although theo-
rists have not been quite as explicit in formulating
individual-level hypotheses in this area, such hypotheses
are implied. Therefore, the second micro-level hypothesis
drawn from this paradigm is as follows:

Hypothesis 2: Cross-border contact reduces the degree of per-
ceived threat posed by the visited country.

These hypotheses are also supported, of course, by con-
ventional wisdom about the benefits of study abroad and
educational exchange. Several famous student exchange
programs were inspired by liberal assumptions about how
cross-border contact could foster a sense of shared inter-
national community and ward off conflict. For example,
after the First World War, the founders of the Institute of
International Education, who later created the Fulbright
program, “believed that we could not achieve lasting
peace without greater understanding between nations—
and that international educational exchange formed the
strongest basis for fostering such understanding.”4 The
founders of Erasmus, the EU’s flagship program for edu-
cational exchange, similarly aimed to build a stronger
sense of shared international community, which would
“give students a better sense of what it means to be a
European citizen.”5

Realists, however, have long been skeptical of these
claims about the growth of a sense of shared interna-
tional community. For example, Walt (1987) argued that
even if a sense of shared international community may
arise among individuals in certain contexts, it is likely to
be erratic and unreliable, dissolving in the face of a mate-
rial threat. The concept of shared international commu-
nity is therefore a “weak reed on which to rest a forecast”
(1987:11). Similarly, reviewing the liberal notion that
“people to people” contact promotes peace, Gaddis wryly
concluded that “These are pleasant things to believe, but
there is remarkably little historical evidence to validate
them” (Gaddis 1986:112). A controversial alternative per-
spective has also arisen, drawing from social identity the-
ory (Tajfel 1974) and research on ethnic conflict
(Horowitz 1985). This perspective suggests that cross-
border contact, rather than encouraging a sense of
shared international community, promotes nationalism
and increases the perception of cultural difference. For
example, Huntington (1996:218) famously argued that
growing contact across borders has more often intensified
national identity, having “produced a deeper awareness
of the differences between people and stimulated mutual
fears,” than it has fostered a sense of shared community.
Therefore, the third micro-level hypothesis drawn from
theory is as follows:

Hypothesis 3: Cross-border contact increases nationalism.

Although other intriguing hypotheses about the micro-
level effects of cross-border contact are proposed in IR
theory, especially in the constructivist school, these three

hypotheses have been selected because they are some of
the most well-known and influential.6 The first two
hypotheses have been drawn from the liberal school of
thought with regard to international community, while
the third has been drawn from a differing paradigm. The
hypotheses themselves, however, are not presented as
mutually exclusive, but rather as microfoundations drawn
from differing broad-brush theoretical perspectives whose
evaluation may shed light on the drivers of international
community at the individual level.

Limitations of Earlier Studies

Although Deutsch and the early integrationists sought to
measure international community, they focused on track-
ing transaction flows in trade, tourism, student exchange,
and other areas of interstate linkage, rather than testing
individual-level hypotheses about causation.7 More
recently, Adler and Barnett (1998) have called for an
empirical research agenda built on Deutsch’s ideas, less
concerned with integration per se than with the concept
of a “security community,” the most advanced form of
international community described by Deutsch. Yet, while
valuable macro-level studies have emerged, missing from
the literature has been a focused assessment of Deutsch’s
more basic causal hypotheses at the micro-level. By con-
trast, social psychological approaches to IR theory have
explored the individual level of analysis, and cross-border
contact in particular, but these studies are not typically
situated within the literature on international community.
Ithiel de Sola Pool, for example, identified a number of
studies examining how foreign study affects attitudes, but
found them overly normative in character, with many
focusing on whether students return with “friendly” or
“hostile” attitudes toward the host country, rather than
whether hypotheses derived explicitly from IR theory are
supported (Pool 1965). As a result, Pool called for more
theoretically driven research.

Many studies continued to focus, however, on identify-
ing the benefits of international student exchange, rather
than testing IR theory. Some studies, for example, report
that foreign study promotes international understanding
(Carlson and Widaman 1988), global civil engagement
(Paige, Fry, Stallman, Josi�c, and Jon 2009), and world-
mindedness (Douglas and Jones-Rikkers 2001). At the
same time, however, other studies offer no support for
these hypotheses (Marion 1974) and still others suggest
foreign study instead triggers processes of self-discovery
(Singh 1962). Several investigations of the EU’s Erasmus
exchange program have also offered mixed findings, with
some suggesting that the program fosters a sense of
shared European identity (King and Ruiz-Gelices 2003)
and others finding that it does not, when self-selection is
taken into account (Sigalas 2010; Wilson 2011). In some
ways, such results are not surprising; they are consistent
with the notoriously mixed empirical record on the
famous “contact” hypothesis in social psychology (Allport

4 See Institute of International Education (IIE) history, available online at
http://www.iie.org/en/Who-We-Are/History.

5 See Erasmus program history, available online at http://ec.europa.eu/
education/lifelong-learning-programme/doc80_en.htm.

6 Beyond the liberal tradition discussed generally above, it is also worth
mentioning that cross-border contact has played a fundamental role in con-
structivist theorizing, though its role is often conceived differently in terms of
discourse, social interaction, and interpretive “meaning-making.” Broadly put,
processes of cross-border contact are believed capable of shaping interests,
identities, and perceptions of threat, which in turn render state behavior
meaningful and anarchy “what states make of it” (Wendt 1992).

7 See, for example, Deutsch (1954, 1957), Lindberg (1967), and Nye
(1968).
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1954) proposing that intergroup contact can reduce
out-group prejudice, now saddled with a growing set of
qualifiers.8 Indeed, in a recent study, Kuhn (2012)
suggests that educational level may be an important quali-
fier for Deutsch’s hypotheses about the effects of transna-
tional contact. Using Eurobarometer survey data, she
finds that highly educated people are more likely to feel
a strong sense of European identity and argues that
programs like Erasmus, which tend to attract better
educated students, may thus “miss their mark” since they
do not focus on less educated youth for whom transna-
tional contact may make a real difference in strengthen-
ing European identity.

In the case of foreign study as a type of cross-border
contact assumed to cause attitude change, another reason
for the mixed empirical results may be that a strong
experimental research design has rarely been used. Many
studies, for instance, use a post-test only approach, with
no control group, focusing only on returning students
(Paige et al. 2009). Stronger studies employ a “stay-at-
home” control group, defined as a group of students who
have chosen not to study abroad (Kafka 1968; Carlson
and Widaman 1988; Douglas and Jones-Rikkers 2001). In
such studies, however, self-selection remains a key chal-
lenge to causal inference because students who choose to
study abroad are likely to be different from students who
do not, as the studies above on Erasmus suggest. Finally,
some studies employ a longitudinal design (Marion
1974), which can provide valuable insights and significant
internal validity. However, a longitudinal design may also
be vulnerable to bias from over-time factors that covary
with the experience of studying abroad, unless a differ-
ence-in-differences or other approach with a control
group is also employed. Attitudinal changes in the pre-
and post-treatment groups could result from a range of
factors that change over time, varying with the treatment
of cross-border contact, such as age and international
political climate. A natural experiment approach in which
all subjects are predisposed to study abroad and attitudes
are measured at the same time, while it has its own limita-
tions, can nevertheless help to address some of these
methodological problems and thus add to our
knowledge.

A final limitation of earlier studies, from the perspec-
tive of IR scholars, concerns attitude measurement.
Many studies use operational constructs to measure sub-
jects’ attitudes that are not drawn from IR theory, or
else only loosely inspired by the familiar liberal para-
digm described above. As a result, the relevance of such
findings to IR theory is not always clear, even if their
practical relevance to governments, private sponsors,
and other interested parties is well established. In addi-
tion, the constructs that are often used, such as “world-
mindedness” (Sampson and Smith 1957) and “desire for
international peace” (Carlson and Widaman 1988),
appear to invite social desirability bias. Since educational
exchange programs often promote desirable goals such
as these, and students may be eager to show that the
goals have been met, social desirability bias is a likely
threat to causal inference in studies that use such con-
structs, potentially inflating estimates of how foreign
study affects attitudes.

Research Design

Any effort to test micro-level hypotheses drawn from IR
theory about the implications of cross-border contact for
international community introduces a number of ques-
tions. What populations should be selected? What kind of
cross-border contact should be examined? How should
we measure a sense of shared international community?
How sensitive to timing, political events, or personal char-
acteristics might such a feeling be? While the theory
above provides some guidance, significant methodologi-
cal challenges remain. Once a population and type of
cross-border contact have been selected, how can the cau-
sal effects of cross-border contact be estimated effectively?
As the discussion above indicates, the challenges can be
difficult to overcome in practice.

Two key threats to causal inference arise. First, many
people involved in cross-border contact, as Deutsch and
other theorists described the phenomenon, “self-select”
into the experience. As discussed above, a study focusing
on those subjects alone, or comparing them with “stay-
at-home” control groups, would face great difficulty in
disentangling the effects of cross-border contact from
pre-existing factors that led the subjects to engage in the
experience of cross-border contact in the first place, such
as prior interest in travel and warmth toward interna-
tional community. Second, factors that vary over time in
concert with the treatment, such as age, maturity level,
and global political context, may also affect attitudes in
these areas, regardless of whether subjects self-select into
an experience of cross-border contact or not. As a result,
a longitudinal study in which the same subjects are com-
pared before and after such an experience might face dif-
ficulty in separating out the causal effects of the
experience from the effects of a range of other factors
that co-vary with the experience over time. In a true
experiment, of course, subjects would be randomly
assigned to an experience of cross-border contact as a
“treatment,” so that the causal effects of that experience
might be estimated without such confounding factors.

To test these hypotheses, I use a natural experiment
involving a large population of American college students
who opted to study abroad.9 Why investigate study abroad
samples in this context? Educational exchange is a central
mechanism of cross-border contact emphasized by theo-
rists, and today it offers rich opportunities for empirical
research, especially through natural experiments. Accord-
ing to Open Doors 2011, the total number of American stu-
dents abroad rose to 270,604 in the 2009–2010 academic
year, a four-fold increase from 1987 to 1988.10 Worldwide,
study abroad programs are also gaining in popularity.
According to a 2009 UNESCO report on trends in global
higher education (Altbach, Reisberg, and Rumbley 2009),
more than 2.5 million students are studying outside their
home countries, a 53% increase since 1999, and this num-
ber is expected to rise to 7 million by 2020.

The natural experiment is based on the fact that many
American college students study abroad in semester-long
phases, the scheduling of which is not likely to be related
to attitudes concerning community and identity. As
Figure 1 illustrates, the design mirrors those “phased”

8 See, for example, Pettigrew (1998). Conditions and qualifiers that have
been suggested over the years include equal status, authority support, and
common goals.

9 On natural or quasi-experiments generally, see Cook and Campbell
(1979), a classic. For a more recent overview of their use in political science,
see Druckman et al. (2006) or Dunning (2008). On the use of experiments in
the IR subfield, see Mintz et al. (2011) and McDermott (2011), or Hyde
(2010).

10 The Open Doors reports are published by the IIE.
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natural or quasi-experiments that have been used effec-
tively in other areas, especially development studies, in
which a treatment is administered in stages over a popu-
lation. The window in between stages provides an oppor-
tunity to compare treatment and control groups,
controlling for self-selection and other factors. In this
study, during the interim period between semesters, in
December 2008 and January 2009, a large sample of stu-
dents (n = 571) enrolled at eleven universities across the
country were surveyed. Those having just returned from a
fall semester abroad comprised the treatment group,
while those about to go abroad for their spring semester
comprised the control group. Hypotheses about cross-bor-
der contact were assessed by comparing the groups’ sur-
vey responses, using regression to estimate average
treatment effects.

This approach relies on the key identifying assumption
that selection into the treatment or control was “as if”
random (Cook and Campbell 1979)—an assumption that
is carefully evaluated in the following section. If this
assumption holds, and it is true that the decision to study
abroad in one semester or another is unconfounded,
then, as in a true experiment, the treatment is more eas-
ily identified as the cause of any significant differences in
attitudes that appear. As a result, hypotheses about the
effects of cross-border contact at the individual level can
be tested.

As a caveat, cross-border contact is clearly a complex
phenomenon. I focus on one type of contact, foreign
study, which is emphasized by theorists of international
community. I also examine a particular population, Ameri-
can college students, because the institutional features of
their foreign study programs enable a natural experiment.
Their motives and opportunities for choosing a particular
program or destination are likely to be diverse, and the
treatment group’s experiences abroad are also likely to be
varied based on the country visited, their social interac-
tions, their knowledge of the local language, and many
other factors. Precisely because of such complexity, a natu-
ral experiment can be quite valuable in estimating average
treatment effects. The approach offers one valuable way to
gain traction on a complex phenomenon of interest to IR
scholars, contributing to knowledge by providing empirical
evidence that should help in assessing the causal microfo-
undations of well-known theory.

Data and Measurement

The data come from an original survey of American
undergraduates at eleven colleges across the country,
spanning New England, the Midwest, and the South.
An available sample of colleges was used. The sample
frame consisted of students who chose to study abroad
in either the fall semester of 2008 or the spring semes-
ter of 2009. In the break between semesters, in Decem-
ber 2008 and January 2009, students were invited by
their study abroad coordinators to take the survey via
an email containing a link to the survey. The survey
was administered online, and all responses were anony-
mous. It was developed and piloted by the author to
test the hypotheses above, and the data were collected
by the author for this purpose alone. More information
about dependent variables can be found in Table 1,
and further detail on the survey and natural experimen-
tal design can be found in Appendix 1.

To test the first hypothesis, the concept of shared inter-
national community was operationalized as a range of

dimensions drawn directly from theory, where it is com-
monly defined in terms of shared values and understand-
ings, feelings of warmth, and trust, echoing Deutsch’s
original formulation (1957:36). More recently, for exam-
ple, Adler and Barnett have given “shared identities, val-
ues, and meanings” among individuals as a defining
characteristic of international community (1998:31). Hed-
ley Bull also defined his concept of “international society”
in terms of common understandings and values and saw
cross-border contact as a driving force behind its emer-
gence (1977:54). Thus, the concept of shared interna-
tional community was operationalized as a range of
dimensions corresponding directly to the definitions of
the concept given by IR theorists, including perceptions
of shared values, perceptions of shared understandings,
feelings of warmth, and trust. While there may be other
ways to measure a sense of shared international commu-
nity, of course, it is useful to take theorists at their word
as a first step in evaluating microfoundations.

To tap the perception of shared values, respondents
were given a list of items, drawn from a similar question
on the World Values Survey, and asked to mark whether
they thought the people from their study abroad country
valued the item much more than they do; more than they
do; about the same as they do; less than they do; or much
less than they do. Items included “family,” “the right to
question authority,” “religion,” “gender equality,” “ethnic-
ity,” and “the rule of law.” A composite measure was con-
structed to indicate the overall degree of perceived
similarity versus difference. Respondents were then given
a list of concepts, such as “right and wrong,” “a successful
life,” and “democracy,” and asked to what extent they feel
they and the people of their study abroad country under-
stand these concepts similarly (or differently). A compos-
ite measure was constructed indicating the overall degree
of perceived similarity versus difference.

To measure warmth, respondents were asked how
warmly they felt toward the culture of their study abroad
countries, using the standard “feeling thermometer”
employed in the World Values Surveys. Finally, the survey
measured two types of trust: generalized and situational.11

To measure generalized trust, respondents were asked:
“On the following scale, how would you place the people
from your study abroad country in terms of their trust-
worthiness?” where 1 = not at all trustworthy and 7 = very
trustworthy. To measure situational trust, respondents
were asked how comfortable they would feel asking a
fellow patron at a caf�e in their study abroad country to
watch over a laptop, while they used the restroom.

To assess the second hypothesis, respondents were
asked to imagine three hypothetical scenarios involving
threat, following in the tradition of other experimental
work in IR in which such scenarios have been used effec-
tively to measure attitudes toward war, cooperation, and
other phenomena.12 Subjects were asked how threatening
they would consider their study abroad country if it were
to (i) grow more economically powerful than the United
States; (ii) build a more advanced and sophisticated
military; or (iii) develop the next generation of nuclear

11 The generalized trust measure was adapted from a recent study
(Niu, Xin, and Martins 2010) that measured subjects’ perceptions of the trust-
worthiness of their own national population versus other populations, and the
situational trust measure invoked a concrete reference point, as suggested by
Hardin (2006).

12 See, for example, Beer, Healy, Sinclair, and Bourne (1987), Schafer
(1997), Mintz (2004), and Grieco et al. (2011).
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weapons. Respondents marked their answers on a scale
ranging from 1 = not threatening at all to 7 = very threat-
ening. These hypothetical scenarios were devised to pres-
ent a “hard case” for the liberal perspective in an effort
to take realist skepticism about the concept of shared
international community seriously. Thus, the scenarios
seek to confront subjects with conditions that realists
would consider objectively threatening, since they involve
material power shifts in favor of the study abroad country.
If a sense of shared international community emerges
out of contact and facilitates peace in the ways theorists
expect, then treated subjects should be less likely to find
their host countries threatening.

The dependent variables for the third hypothesis
tapped a range of dimensions linked to nationalism and
the salience of national identity. First, Kosterman and
Feshbach’s widely used measure for nationalism (1989)

was adapted to a seven-item scale, including statements
such as “I love my country,” “It is not very important to
me to serve my country,” and “I am proud to be an Amer-
ican.” Second, a national pride scale was adapted from
the International Social Survey Program (ISSP). This
focused on domain-specific pride, asking respondents
whether they feel proud of America in specific substantive
areas. Next, respondents were given the same feeling
thermometer, used above, to rate their feelings of warmth
toward American culture. To gauge perceptions of Ameri-
can national cohesion, respondents were asked to rate
how much they feel they have in common with other
Americans on a scale ranging from 1 = very little in com-
mon to 7 = quite a lot in common. To tap personal iden-
tification with the American nation, respondents were
asked to what extent they identify with “the American
nation” vis-�a-vis the global community, Western Europe,

TABLE 1. Measurement Details and Summary Statistics for Dependent Variables

Dependent Variable Description

Sample Mean [St. Dev.]

Min MaxTotal Control Treatment

H1: Shared international
community
Belief in shared values Aggregate score; 10-item scale;

lower scores indicate lesser
belief in shared values

�1.28 [5.67] �0.43 [5.30] �2.14 [5.90] �18 10

Belief in shared
understandings

Aggregate score; five-item scale;
lower scores indicate lesser
belief in shared understandings

2.13 [3.74] 2.53 [3.45] 1.72 [3.98] �9 10

Warmth toward culture
of country

Thermometer rating (1–100);
lower scores indicate lower
feeling of warmth

81.89 [13.32] 82.31 [11.70] 81.45 [14.89] 11 100

Generalized trust Scale ranging from 1
(not very trustworthy) to
7 (very trustworthy)

5.16 [1.14] 5.16 [1.04] 5.15 [1.24] 2 7

Situational trust Four-point scale measuring
how comfortable respondents
would feel asking a patron
to watch over a laptop in a caf�e
in their study abroad country

2.11 [0.95] 1.99 [0.86] 2.21 [1.03] 1 4

H2: Threat perception
If study abroad country
became economic
superpower?

Scale ranging from 1
(not threatening at all)
to 7 (very threatening)

3.03 [1.55] 3.22 [1.58] 2.84 [1.50] 1 7

If study abroad country
had more advanced military?

Same as above 3.43 [1.67] 3.62 [1.64] 3.25 [1.67] 1 7

If study abroad country’s
scientists developed next
generation of nuclear weapons?

Same as above 3.95 [1.74] 4.26 [1.72] 3.63 [1.71] 1 7

H3: Nationalism
Nationalism Aggregate score; seven-item scale;

lower scores indicate lower
nationalism

5.22 [4.38] 4.72 [4.66] 5.73 [4.01] �10 14

Pride in America Aggregate score; eight-item scale;
lower scores indicate lower
pride in America

5.25 [4.48] 4.79 [4.62] 5.71 [4.29] �10 16

Feeling of warmth toward
American culture

Thermometer rating; lower scores
indicate lower feeling of warmth

74.94 [18.73] 72.43 [19.96] 77.45 [17.09] 1 100

Belief in American national
cohesion

Belief that Americans have a lot in
common; scale ranging from 1
(very little) to 7 (quite a lot)

4.06 [1.35] 3.82 [1.33] 4.31 [1.32] 1 7

Identification with
the American nation

Scale ranging from 1 (not closely
at all) to 7 (very closely)

5.10 [1.36] 4.94 [1.35] 5.28 [1.35] 1 7

Belief in American
national superiority

Aggregate score; five-item scale;
lower scores indicate lesser belief
in national superiority

�2.28 [3.26] �2.35 [3.34] �2.20 [3.18] �10 10
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and other possibilities for cultural identification, using a
scale from 1 = not closely at all to 7 = very closely.
Finally, an attitude scale from the ISSP was used to mea-
sure the extent to which respondents consider America
superior to other nations.

Empirical Analysis

In the entire sample of students (n = 571) across the ele-
ven colleges and universities, 285 were in the control
group and 286 were in the treatment group. Like many
online survey tools, the one used in this study recorded
answers to individual questions submitted, so that even
respondents who failed to complete the survey provided
substantial data for analysis. Overall, the survey tool
counted 777 views by respondents, among whom 670
began the survey and 490 completed it. (After cleaning
the data, the total number of observations in the sample,
including those who began the survey but did not com-
plete it, was 571, as reported above.) Thus, there were
180 “drop-outs,” who began but did not complete the sur-
vey, providing a completion rate of 73% for the sample
as a whole. More importantly, completion and drop-out
rates were not significantly different across treatment and
control groups. In the treatment group, 246 completed
the survey and 65 dropped out, and in the control group,
245 completed it and 59 dropped out. Response rates

could not be calculated because lists identifying the total
number of students receiving an email invitation at each
college from their study abroad coordinators were not
available to the researcher.

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics on participant
characteristics, including gender, income bracket, politi-
cal orientation, amount of prior international experience,
amount of prior exposure to study abroad country,
whether a parent is a citizen of the study abroad country,
and whether the decision was made to live with a host
family in the study abroad country. In the overall sample,
77% of respondents were female, and most were also col-
lege juniors. The mean level of prior international experi-
ence was 3–6 months, and the mean amount of time
spent in the chosen study abroad country prior to study-
ing abroad was less than a month. The most popular des-
tinations were Spain, France, Italy, and the UK, and the
most common college majors were business, political sci-
ence, languages, and international studies. These sample
characteristics mirror general characteristics of American
study abroad students reported by Open Doors 2011. In
2009–2010, the report estimated that 63.5% of Americans
studying abroad were female, and among undergradu-
ates, the majority were juniors. The most common fields
of study were business administration and the social
sciences, and the leading destination countries were the
same as in the sample—Spain, France, Italy, and the UK.

TABLE 2. Descriptive Statistics

Variable Description

Sample Mean [St. Dev.] Difference in Means [St. Error]

Total Control Treatment
Difference in
Raw Means

Controlling for
University Fixed Effects

Gender Indicator for being
female (0 or 1)

0.77 [0.42] 0.76 [0.42] 0.78 [0.42] 0.02 [0.04] �0.002 [0.04]

Income Indicator for income
bracket (Scaled 1–7)

4.52 [1.19] 4.46 [1.19] 4.58 [1.20] 0.12 [0.11] 0.10 [0.11]

Political
orientation

Indicator for political
orientation (Scaled 1–6)

3.63 [1.05] 3.65 [1.15] 3.78 [1.10] 0.13 [0.10] 0.12 [0.11]

Prior international
experience

Total amount of
time spent outside
of the United
States prior
to September
2008 (Scaled 1–8)

4.05 [2.16]
(~3–6
months)

4.04 [2.14]
(~3–6
months)

4.06 [2.19]
(~3–6
months)

0.03 [0.20] �0.12 [0.20]

Prior exposure Total amount of
time spent in study
abroad country prior
to September 2008
(Scaled 1–8)

1.61 [1.07]
(Less than
a month)

1.63 [1.09]
(Less than
a month)

1.58 [1.05]
(Less than
a month)

�0.05 [0.10] �0.09 [0.10]

Parent Indicator for a
parent being from
host country (0 or 1)

0.02 [0.16] 0.03 [0.18] 0.02 [0.15] �0.01 [0.02] �0.01 [0.02]

Host family Indicator for choosing
to live with a host
family (0 or 1)

0.41 [0.49] 0.38 [0.49] 0.44 [0.50] �0.05 [0.05] �0.01 [0.05]

Class year Pearson v2(3) = 26.27;
p = .000

Freshman Indicator for being a
freshman (0 or 1)

0.003 [0.06] 0.007 [0.08] 0 [0] �0.007 [0.005] �0.005 [0.005]

Sophomore Indicator for being a
sophomore (0 or 1)

0.09 [0.28] 0.13 [0.34] 0.05 [.21] �0.08 [0.02]*** �0.07 [0.02]***

Junior Indicator for being a
junior (0 or 1)

0.71 [0.46] 0.73 [0.45] 0.69 [0.47] �0.04 [0.04] �0.09 [0.04]**

Senior Indicator for being a
senior (0 or 1)

0.20 [0.40] 0.14 [0.34] 0.30 [0.44] 0.13 [0.03]*** 0.16 [0.03]***

Notes. * Significant at 10%; ** significant at 5% *** significant at 1%, two tailed.
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Demographic differences between the treatment and
control groups are generally not statistically significant,
comparing both raw differences in means and differences
in means controlling for university fixed effects
(Table 2). Thus, within universities, those opting to study
abroad in the fall are not significantly different along
these dimensions from those opting to study abroad in
the spring. Not surprisingly, participants across the two
groups also opted to study abroad in the same countries,
especially the UK, Italy, France, and Spain, as Figure 2
illustrates. The distributions in host country are not
significantly different across the two groups (Pearson
v2(55) = 50.13; p = .67), nor are these distributions
significantly different when countries are grouped into
larger geographic regions (Pearson v2(6) = 13.51;
p = .17). Finally, the distributions in college major are
not significantly different (Pearson v2(9) = 13.51;
p = .14). As expected, the groups are balanced along a
wide range of observable characteristics, supporting the

key identifying assumption that the decision to study
abroad in Spring or Fall is unconfounded.

There are, however, two differences worth discussing.
First, the distributions for class year are significantly dif-
ferent, with more seniors in the treatment group and
more sophomores in the control group. One plausible
explanation is that seniors prefer to be present for gradu-
ation activities in the spring semester, while sophomores
may need their fall semester to decide on a major. The
distributions of participants by university affiliation are
also significantly different (Pearson v2(10) = 51.93,
p = .000), with some universities leaning toward one
semester or another. This is not surprising because uni-
versities have different scheduling options for study
abroad. In Appendix 3, these differences are confirmed:
selection-into-treatment models and F-test results illustrate
that university affiliation and class year affect assignment
to treatment or control groups. To address these possible
sources of bias, regressions control for university fixed
effects and class year to ensure that any treatment effects
found cannot be attributed to these differences. A within-
group estimation strategy is therefore used.

Results and Discussion

Despite the intuitive plausibility of the claim that cross-
border contact fosters a sense of shared international
community and its long pedigree in IR theory, the results
do not generally support the first hypothesis. As Table 3
shows, treated subjects did not feel significantly warmer
toward the culture of their host country and did not
believe they shared fundamental values with its people
any more than the control group. In fact, treated subjects
felt they had significantly fewer values in common
(Cronbach’s a = .71) and were more likely to say their
understandings of key concepts were different from the
people of their host country (Cronbach’s a = .70). For
both dependent variables, studying abroad was associated
with negative treatment effects, significant at the .05 level
in the opposite direction from that predicted by the first
hypothesis. The columns in Table 3 show that these nega-
tive treatment effects were consistent across various speci-
fications controlling for a wide variety of factors,
including university, class year, major, gender, and host
country.

In addition, treated subjects did not indicate any signifi-
cantly higher levels of generalized trust vis-�a-vis the popu-
lations in their host countries. The only dimension
showing notable change in the direction proposed by the
hypothesis was situational trust. Compared with the con-
trol group, treated subjects were more willing to trust a
stranger in a caf�e in their study abroad country to watch
over a laptop while they went to the restroom. The precise
nature of trust in the international community may be an
intriguing candidate for further analysis. Overall, since
most students selected countries in Western Europe, the
results for Hypothesis 1 are surprising from the Deuts-
chian perspective. Deutsch argued that a sense of shared
international community is most likely to arise when the
people involved share a history and culture that facilitate
communication. Because of America’s shared history with
Europe, it seems most likely that, if cross-border contact
produces a sense of shared international community
anywhere, it should do so among these allied countries.

At the same time, strong support was found for the
second hypothesis inspired by the liberal paradigm that
cross-border contact reduces the degree of perceived
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threat posed by the country in question. Treated subjects
found their study abroad countries less threatening than
did the control subjects, as shown in Table 4. In the case
of a hypothetical nuclear threat posed by the host coun-
try, the negative treatment effect was remarkably consis-
tent, remaining significant at the .01 level across all
regression specifications. Significance levels for the other
two threat scenarios fluctuated to some extent as further
controls were added to the model, but the general effect
is clear: treated subjects found their host countries less
threatening.

Strong support was also found for the third “Hunting-
tonian” hypothesis that cross-border contact enhances
nationalism. Treated subjects scored significantly higher
on the nationalism attitude scale (Cronbach’s a = .81).
They were also considerably prouder of America along a
range of dimensions, including American literature,
achievements in the arts, armed forces, athletic accom-
plishments, and political influence (Cronbach’s a = .73).
After reporting no increased feelings of warmth toward
their study abroad countries, they used the same ther-
mometer to report significantly higher levels of warmth
toward American culture. The mean level of warmth
reported by treated subjects was about five degrees higher
compared to controls. This positive treatment effect was
significant at the .01 level and represented a shift of
about a quarter of a standard deviation in the overall dis-
tribution of thermometer scores among subjects. Treated
subjects also identified more closely with the American
nation and believed more readily that Americans have a
great deal in common with one another.

Overall, these results are intriguing. Although further
research is needed to clarify the relationships among
these main effects and the mechanisms at play, a few
preliminary thoughts can be offered. First, although the
main hypothesis that cross-border fosters a sense of
shared international community was not supported,
while the third hypothesis that it enhances nationalism
was, treated subjects did not return with a heightened
sense of national superiority vis-�a-vis other nations, as we
might expect if contact unleashed the competitive
dynamic that Huntington proposed. The scale measur-
ing belief in national superiority (Cronbach’s a = .70)
showed no significant differences, suggesting that trea-
ted subjects felt more nationalistic and proud of their
country without feeling superior to other nations. Writ-
ten comments from students in the treatment group are
suggestive in this sense:

• One of the most interesting parts about my study
abroad experience was that I valued my American
identity more while abroad than I ever have while at
home in the states. Being put in situations that
questioned the values that I associate with being an
American really allowed me insight into why I think
the way I do and why I appreciate living in Amer-
ica.

• I love America; I think it is one of the greatest
nations ever created. I realize that we have a lot of
problems and make horrible mistakes. However, at
the end of the day, we still have people that risk their
lives to come to our nation to be continually
degraded and work the worst jobs for the lowest pay
because it is still a better life for them. The fact that
people will do this means that we still are the land of
opportunity for many and, no matter what we do, I
am still proud to live in a country that stands for
that.

• Oftentimes, Americans forget that what works for them
does not work for everyone, and the United States is a
young and inexperienced country compared to
nations centuries and millenia old. However, the
United States has achieved freedom and hope for
many in ways unparalleled by past generations, and its
history is an example of one solution for present and
future problems. Combining patriotism and humility,
any American citizen will have the tools to innovate
positive change even if it is unorthodox from the
Western perspective of democracy.

These comments do not suggest competitiveness so
much as a deeper appreciation for what subjects feel is
positive about their own country, tempered by a certain
humility. Thus, they hint at a different mechanism
through which national identity is affirmed, perhaps one
that is more akin to the ways in which Mill and other
political philosophers have viewed communication across
lines of difference as a means of building a tolerant pub-
lic sphere.13

In addition, consistent with the liberal paradigm and
contrary to realist expectations, treated subjects saw their
study abroad countries as significantly less threatening than
did their control counterparts, given identical hypotheti-
cal situations in which their study abroad countries had
surpassed the United States in terms of material power. A

TABLE 3. Effects of Studying Abroad on Belief in Shared International Community (H1)

Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Base Model (OLS)
Adds University

Fixed Effects (OLS)
Adds Full Set of
Controls† (OLS) Ordered Probit

Belief in shared values �1.71 (0.50)*** �1.74 (0.53)*** �1.92 (0.54)*** n.a. (n.a.)
Belief in shared understandings �0.81 (0.34)** �0.90 (0.35)** �0.74 (0.38)* �0.23 (0.11)**
Warmth toward culture of host country �0.85 (1.24) �1.30 (1.28) �0.02 (1.36) n.a. (n.a.)
Generalized trust �0.01 (0.10) �0.03 (0.11) 0.02 (0.11) 0.05 (0.12)
Situational trust 0.22 (0.09)** 0.19 (0.09)** 0.18 (0.09)* 0.27 (0.13)**
Controls

Controls for university fixed effects? No Yes Yes Yes
Other controls† No No Yes Yes

(Notes. Standard errors in parentheses. The number of observations ranged from 446 to 495. OLS = ordinary least squares.
*Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%, two-tailed.
†Full set of controls includes, in addition to university fixed effects, class year, college major category, destination country, gender, income, political orientation,
prior amount of international experience (if any), prior exposure to study abroad country (if any), whether a parent is a citizen of the study abroad country, and
whether the subject opted to live with a host family in the study abroad country).

13 See Mutz (2004) for an excellent overview of theory in this area.
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provocative question follows: if treated subjects did not
feel a sense of shared international community with their
study abroad countries, what accounts for their lessened
view of the threat posed by those same countries? One
possibility is that treated subjects simply returned with
stronger expectations of continued American hegemony.

But there are other possibilities, as well. Perhaps a dif-
ferent conception of international community is needed,
one that relies less on the realization of fundamental sim-
ilarities, shared outlooks, and the warmth of human kin-
ship—Hedley Bull’s “common culture or civilization”
(1977:54), Deutsch’s “we-feeling” (1957:36)—and more
on the conviction that cultural differences may be pro-
found but need not be threatening. Thus, it may be that
cross-border contact does tend to increase nationalism
and perception of difference, as Huntington predicted,
but in ways that mitigate rather than exacerbate underly-
ing fears. This idea of community, then, would be more
akin to earlier classical liberal perspectives14 emphasizing
civility and tolerance than to more recent understandings
of international community that draw from social psychol-
ogy and emphasize the growth of a shared identity or
common culture.

Recent criticism of the “contact” hypothesis would
appear to support this alternative perspective. In a fasci-
nating intellectual history of the hypothesis’ origins, Bra-
mel (2004) shows how it arose on the basis of an
assumption of “no difference” among groups. In the wake
of the Second World War, social psychologists aimed to
show that the hostile beliefs on which anti-Semitism, rac-
ism, and other types of prejudice rested were fundamen-
tally irrational, with little or no basis in reality because of
basic similarities across all human groups. Intergroup
contact was believed to reduce prejudice because it would
reveal these essential similarities and show that groups
were more culturally similar to one another than their
members imagined. But, of course, this logic relies on
the assumption that such beliefs about difference are
indeed false. According to Bramel, even Allport acknowl-
edged that the hypothesis could only apply in cases where
there was no basis in reality for intergroup enmity or
dislike, and where group differences were thus a kind of
fiction that contact would expose. To the extent that the
concept of community in IR theory relies on a similar

logic, it may need to be re-assessed in favor of one that
assigns a greater role to national identity and pride in dif-
ference.

Robustness Checks and Interaction Effects

Average treatment effects were generally robust to a
wide variety of controls, including gender, income level,
class year, and prior international experience, as
Tables 3–5 and the extended tables in Appendix 4 show.
Main effects were also not sensitive to alternative regres-
sion specifications using robust clustered standard errors
(Appendix 5) or matching by propensity score (Appen-
dix 6). Further analysis of the data investigated potential
interactions between studying abroad and covariates,
such as whether the subject chose to live with a host
family and amount of prior international experience.
When these interactions were added to the regression
equation, however, none of their coefficients were
significant.

The data do not allow reliable conclusions to be drawn
about interactions with country because the number of
observations per country was not sufficiently high, but
two significant interactions were found with level of devel-
opment. First, the positive treatment effect on feelings of
warmth toward American culture was greater for students
whose study abroad experience involved a lesser devel-
oped country. Second, those who opted for developed
countries displayed a larger negative treatment effect in
threat perception than those who chose lesser developed
countries. While the level of development variable was
not part of the hypotheses for this research and no con-
clusions can be drawn, these findings point to a need for
further study of this potentially powerful moderating vari-
able.

Limitations

Two limitations are also worth discussing. First, data col-
lection coincided roughly with the election and inaugura-
tion of President Obama. Fortunately, an experimental
approach using a treatment and control group subject to
the same historical event is helpful in limiting the bias
that might arise. If the event affected students’ political
attitudes similarly across treatment and control, then no
bias arises, but if one group was influenced differently,
then bias may indeed arise. Although it is difficult to rule
this possibility out, no evidence could be found in the
data to suggest that the event affected the groups in

TABLE 4. Effects of Studying Abroad on Perceptions of Threat Posed By Study Abroad Country (H2)

Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Base Model (OLS)
Adds University

Fixed Effects (OLS)
Adds Full Set of
Controls† (OLS) Ordered Probit

Economic threat? �0.38 (0.14)*** �0.36 (0.15)** �0.25 (0.17) �0.16 (0.12)
Conventional military threat? �0.38 (0.15)** �0.37 (0.16)** �0.29 (0.17)* �0.25 (0.12)**
Nuclear threat? �0.63 (0.15)*** �0.62 (0.16)*** �0.61 (0.18)*** �0.43 (0.11)***
Controls

Controls for university fixed effects? No Yes Yes Yes
Other controls† No No Yes Yes

(Notes. Standard errors in parentheses. The number of observations ranged from 464 to 495.
*Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%, two-tailed.
†Full set of controls includes, in addition to university fixed effects, class year, college major category, destination country, gender, income, political orientation,
prior amount of international experience (if any), prior exposure to study abroad country (if any), whether a parent is a citizen of the study abroad country, and
whether the subject opted to live with a host family in the study abroad country).

14 For example, Buckle (1857–1861:126–7) argued that increased contact
promoted a sense of mutual respect among different peoples, if not a sense
of “we-ness” and a shared identity, as Deutsch and later theorists would sug-
gest.
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significantly different ways.15 Still, future research ought
to replicate the experiment to investigate if and how
main effects may be contingent on world-historical con-
text.

Another limitation, as discussed for experimental
approaches in general, is external validity. Given that an
available sample of American university students was
used, and respondents self-selected into taking the survey,
the extent to which the findings can be generalized to all
study abroad programs or other forms of cross-border
contact involving different populations should be investi-
gated in future work. In this study, the main contribution
has been to take advantage of a natural experiment with
significant internal validity that can shed light on impor-
tant micro-level causal relationships posited by theory. I
have used a large population (n = 571) of Americans
across multiple colleges, majors, and study abroad coun-
try destinations to enhance generalizability within one
nationality (Americans) and type of cross-border contact
(foreign study). Such a large and diverse sample of sub-
jects in the “real world” represents a step toward external
validity beyond traditional laboratory experiments in
which the subjects are typically college students from a
single university, often drawn from a single psychology or
political science class. The question of generalizability,
however, remains an important one for further study
through replication of the natural experiment and other
methods.

Conclusions

This paper presents new data and a novel approach to
the study of international community at the individual
level. The results are not intended as a “final say” on the-
ory in these areas, but rather more modestly as a means
of assessing and potentially refining micro-level causal

claims. The central aim of the paper has been to enrich
our knowledge of the implications of growing cross-bor-
der contact for international community with empirical
evidence at the micro-level. The results suggest several
possibilities for theoretical development and further
empirical work.

First, the findings support the basic liberal claim, and
subsequently constructivist one, that cross-border contact
matters, in this case by influencing identities and percep-
tions of threat. Perhaps the most intriguing finding in
this regard is that cross-border contact actually reduced
subjects’ perceptions of threat, consistent with the theory,
and that it did so in hypothetical conditions that many
realists would consider objectively threatening. This cer-
tainly supports the argument that anarchy can be miti-
gated through transnational forces of contact and
communication, such as the type of cross-border contact
examined here.

Yet the findings also suggest that the changes associ-
ated with cross-border contact are not captured as fully as
they might be by existing theory. Surprisingly, the first
hypothesis that cross-border contact promotes a sense of
shared international community was not supported,
despite its wide endorsement among IR theorists and
educators. By contrast, the third “Huntingtonian”
hypothesis that cross-border contact increases nationalism
garnered wide support. Treated subjects were prouder to
be American, warmer toward American culture, and
otherwise attached to national identity. Indeed, Hunting-
ton’s (2004) more recent claim that young American
elites are “de-nationalized,” and related concerns that
American national identity is in crisis, may be premature.
Tellingly, among the things, the treated subjects felt they
valued “much more” than the people of their study
abroad countries were the rights of individuals, the rule
of law, and the right to question authority—values at the
heart of American-style liberal democracy. A potential
puzzle remains: if certain ordinary types of cross-border
contact successfully reduce, on average, perceptions of
threat, as these findings suggest and liberal IR theorists
expect, what explains this outcome, if not the building of
a sense of shared international community as commonly
defined by those same theorists?

In this sense, the findings may offer a modest chal-
lenge to basic theoretical assumptions about what social
forces produce global order. While treated subjects were

TABLE 5. Effects of Studying Abroad on Nationlism (H3)

Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Base Model

(OLS)
Adds University

Fixed Effects (OLS)
Adds Full Set of
Controls† (OLS) Ordered Probit

Nationalism 1.01 (0.39)** 0.93 (0.42)** 0.91 (0.44)** 0.25 (0.11)**
Pride in America 0.92 (0.40)** 0.90 (0.42)** 0.86 (0.45)* 0.23 (0.11)**
Feeling of warmth toward American culture 5.01 (1.72)*** 4.82 (1.79)*** 4.93 (1.92)** n.a. (n.a.)
Belief in American national cohesion 0.49 (0.12)*** 0.47 (0.13)*** 0.65 (0.14)*** 0.58 (0.12)***
Identification with the American nation 0.34 (0.12)*** 0.30 (0.13)** 0.37 (0.14)*** 0.37 (0.12)***
Belief in American national superiority 0.15 (0.30) 0.19 (0.31) 0.42 (0.32) 0.17 (0.11)
Controls

Controls for university fixed effects? No Yes Yes Yes
Other controls† No No Yes Yes

(Notes. Standard errors in parentheses. The number of observations ranged from 449 to 487.
*Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%, two-tailed.
†Full set of controls includes, in addition to university fixed effects, class year, college major category, destination country, gender, income, political orientation,
prior amount of international experience (if any), prior exposure to study abroad country (if any), whether a parent is a citizen of the study abroad country, and
whether the subject opted to live with a host family in the study abroad country).

15 For example, in the case of nationalism, no relationship was found with
the time at which students took the survey (Appendix 7). Figure A7.1 reveals
no uptick in aggregate nationalism scores around the date of the Obama
inauguration (January 20, 2009), or any other sensitivity to time apart from
the days on which the survey reminders were sent. Nor was any relationship
apparent when examining only the treatment or the control group; trend
lines indicate no differences between the two groups as the inauguration
neared. Public opinion data from June 2006, June 2008, and January 2009
also suggest that national pride did not rise generally in the United States
(Figure A7.2).

Calvert W. Jones 11



significantly more nationalist, they were also less likely to
consider their study abroad countries threatening under
all three hypothetical conditions of objective threat. No
evidence was found that they had become intolerant or
closed-minded; they were not believers in their own
nation’s superiority over other nations. Perhaps it is
nationalism, in an evolved form and despite its check-
ered history in the twentieth century, that is helping to
maintain order today more readily than the much-touted
idea of global citizenship. In a world where globalization
threatens to homogenize, nationalism, by stimulating
pride and assuaging cultural insecurity, may be evolving
into a peace-promoting norm, and the concept of inter-
national community may need refinement as a result. If
this is correct, theorists of international community
would be right about the main effect, but wrong about
the mechanism. As predicted, growing cross-border con-
tact may indeed encourage peace-promoting norms and
a sense of community, just not through the generation
of a shared identity. Rather, for Americans at least, it
may do so by cultivating an enlightened form of nation-
alism. As one treated subject wrote, “Combining patriot-
ism and humility, any American citizen will have the tools
to innovate positive change even if it is unorthodox
from the Western perspective of democracy.”16 Future
work may build fruitfully on this natural experiment
approach to explore the implications of cross-border
contact for identities, attitudes, and values in other areas
of IR theory.

References

Adler, Emanuel, and Michael N. Barnett, Eds. (1998) Security
Communities. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Allport, Gordon W. (1954) The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Altbach, Philip G., Liz Reisberg, and Laura E. Rumbley. (2009)
Trends in Global Higher Education: Tracking an Academic
Revolution. Report prepared for the UNESCO World Conference
on Higher Education. Available at http://unesdoc.unesco.org/
images/0018/001831/183168e.pdf (Accessed December 1, 2013).

Beer, Francis, Alice Healy, Grant Sinclair, and Lyle Bourne.
(1987) War Cues and Foreign Policy Acts. American Political Science
Review 81(3): 701–716.

Bramel, Dana. (2004) The Strange Career of the Contact Hypothesis. In
The Psychology of Ethnic and Cultural Conflict, edited by Yueh Ting
Lee, Clark McCauley, Fathali Moghaddam and Stephen Worchel.
New York, NY: Praeger Publishers.

Buckle, Henry Thomas. (1857–1861) Introduction to the History of
Civilization in England. London: Routledge.

Bull, Hedley. (1977) The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World
Politics,3rd edn. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Carlson, Jerry S., and Keith F. Widaman. (1988) The Effects of Study
Abroad During College on Attitudes Toward Other Cultures.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations 12(1): 1–17.

Carr, Edward Hallett. (1940) The Twenty Years’ Crisis. New York, NY:
Palgrave.

Cook, Thomas, and Donald Campbell. (1979) Quasi-Experimentation:
Design & Analysis Issues for Field Settings. Boston, MA: Houghton
Mifflin.

Deutsch, Karl W. (1954) Political Community at the International Level:
Problems of Definition and Measurement. Garden City, NY: Doubleday.

Deutsch, Karl W. (1957) Political Community and the North Atlantic Area:
International Organization in the Light of Historical Experience.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Douglas, Ceasar, and Catherine Jones-Rikkers. (2001) Study Abroad
Programs and American Student Worldmindedness: An Empirical
Analysis. Journal of Teaching in International Business 13(1): 55–66.

Druckman, James N., Donald P. Green, James H. Kuklinski, and

Arthur Lupia. (2006) The Growth and Development of
Experimental Research in Political Science. American Political Science
Review 100(4): 627–635.

Dunning, Thad. (2008) Improving Causal Inference: Strengths and
Limitations of Natural Experiments. Political Research Quarterly 61
(2): 282–293.

Gaddis, John Lewis. (1986) The Long Peace: Elements of Stability
in the Postwar International System. International Security 10(4): 99–
142.

Grieco, Joseph M., Christopher Gelpi, Jason Reifler, and Peter D.

Feaver. (2011) Let’s Get a Second Opinion: International
Institutions and American Public Support for War. International
Studies Quarterly 55: 563–583.

Haas, Ernst B. (1970) The Study of Regional Integration: Reflections
on the Joy and Anguish of Pretheorizing. International Organization
24(4): 607–646.

Hardin, Russell. (2006) Trust. Cambridge, UK: Polity Press.
Horowitz, Donald L. (1985) Ethnic Groups in Conflict. Berkeley:

University of California Press.
Huntington, Samuel P. (1996) The Clash of Civilizations and the

Remaking of World Order. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.
Huntington, Samuel P. (2004) Who Are We? The Challenges to America’s

National Identity. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster.
Hyde, Susan. (2007) The Observer Effect in International Politics:

Evidence from a Natural Experiment. World Politics 60: 37–63.
Hyde, Susan. (2010) The Future of Field Experiments in International

Relations. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science 628(1): 72–84.

Kafka, Eric P. (1968) The Effects of Overseas Study on
Worldmindedness and Other Selected Variables of Liberal Arts
Students. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Department of
Counseling, Educational Psychology, and Special Education,
Michigan State University.

Kant, Immanuel. ([1784] 1991) Idea for a Universal History with a
Cosmopolitan Purpose. In Kant: Political Writings, edited by Hans
Reiss. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Kelman, Herbert C., Ed. (1965) International Behavior: A Social-
Psychological Analysis. New York, NY: Holt, Ronehart and Winston.

King, Russell, and Enric Ruiz-Gelices. (2003) International Student
Migration and the European “Year Abroad”: Effects on European
Identity and Subsequent Migration Behaviour. International Journal
of Population Geography 9: 229–252.

Kosterman, Rick, and Seymour Feshbach. (1989) Toward a Measure
of Patriotic and Nationalistic Attitudes. Political Psychology 10(2):
257–274.

Kuhn, Theresa. (2012) Why Educational Exchange Programmes Miss
Their Mark: Cross-Border Mobility, Education and European
Identity. Journal of Common Market Studies 50(6): 994–1010.

Lindberg, Leon N. (1967) The European Community as a Political
System: Notes Toward the Construction of a Model. Journal of
Common Market Studies 5(4): 344–387.

Marion, Paul B. (1974) Evaluation of Study Abroad. Paper Presented at
the meeting of the National Association of Foreign Student Affairs,
Albuquerque, NM.

McDermott, Rose. (2011) New Directions for Experimental Work in
International Relations. International Studies Quarterly 55: 503–520.

Mintz, Alex. (2004) Foreign Policy Decision Making in Familiar and
Unfamiliar Settings. Journal of Conflict Resolution 48: 49–62.

Mintz, Alex, and Nehemia Geva. (1993) Why Don’t Democracies Fight
Each Other? An Experimental Study. Journal of Conflict Resolution
37: 484–503.

Mintz, Alex, Yi Yang, and Rose McDermott. (2011) Experimental
Approaches to International Relations. International Studies Quarterly
55: 493–501.

Mutz, Diana C. (2004) Cross-Cutting Social Networks: Testing
Democratic Theory in Practice. American Political Science Review 96
(01): 111–126.

Niu, Jianghe, Ziqiang Xin, and Nico Martins. (2010) Trust
Discrimination Tendency in Average Citizens at in-Nation and out-
Nation Levels in Canada, China, and the United States.
International Journal of Psychological Studies 2(1): 12–24.

Nye, Joseph S.. (1968) Comparative Regional Integration: Concept and
Measurement. International Organization 24(4): 855–880.16 Emphasis added.

12 Exploring the Microfoundations of International Community



Nye, Joseph S., and Robert O. Keohane. (1971) Transnational
Relations and World Politics: An Introduction. International
Organization 25(3): 329–349.

Paige, R. Michael, Gerald W. Fry, Elizabeth M. Stallman, Jasmina

Josi�c, and Jae-Eun Jon. (2009) Study Abroad for Global
Engagement: The Long-Term Impact of Mobility Experiences.
Intercultural Education 20(S1–2): S29–S44.

Pettigrew, Thomas F. (1998) Intergroup Contact Theory. Annual
Reviews of Psychology 49(1): 65–85.

Pool, Ithiel de Sola. (1965) Effects of Cross-National Contact on
National and International Images. In International Behavior: A
Social-Psychological Analysis, edited by Herbert C. Kelman. New York,
NY: Holt, Ronehart and Winston.

Ricardo, David. (1817) The Principles of Political Economy and Taxation.
London: J.M. Dent & Sons LTD.

Robertson, William. (1769) The History of the Reign of the Emperor Charles
V. With a View of the Progress of Society in Europe, from the Subversion of
the Roman Empire, to the Beginning of the Sixteenth Century, Vol. 3. New
York, NY: Harper and Brothers.

Russett, Bruce. (1993) Grasping the Democratic Peace: Principles for a Post-
Cold War World. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Sampson, Donald L., and Howard P. Smith. (1957) A Scale to Measure
World-Minded Attitudes. Journal of Social Psychology 45: 99–106.

Schafer, Mark. (1997) Images and Policy Preferences. Political Psychology
18: 813–829.

Sigalas, Emmanuel. (2010) Cross-Border Mobility and European
Identity: The Effectiveness of Intergroup Contact During the
Erasmus Year Abroad. European Union Politics 11(2): 241–265.

Singh, Amar Kumar. (1962) The Impact of Foreign Study: The Indian
Experience. Minerva 1(1): 43–53.

Tajfel, Henri. (1974) Social Identity and Intergroup Behaviour. Social
Science Information 13(2): 65.

Walt, Stephen M. (1987) The Origins of Alliances. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Wendt, Alexander. (1992) Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The
Social Construction of Power Politics. International Organization 46
(2): 391–425.

Wilson, Iain. (2011) What Should We Expect of “Erasmus Generations”?
Journal of Common Market Studies 49(5): 1113–1140.

Appendix 1

Details of Survey and Natural Experiment

Constructed in the fall of 2008, the survey adapted ques-
tion types and attitude scales used to measure similar vari-
ables in previous survey research, as discussed in the body
of the paper. The questionnaire is available upon request.
Approval of each survey question, the statement of
informed consent accompanying the survey, and the over-
all research design was then obtained from this institu-
tion’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). Following
protocol, and the interests of study abroad coordinators
consulted about the project, the survey did not elicit any
personally identifying information from respondents.

In keeping with the natural experimental research
design, the sample frame consisted of students who

chose to study abroad in either the fall semester of
2008, or the spring semester of 2009. During the break
between semesters, in December 2008 and January
2009, study abroad coordinators at the eleven colleges
that agreed to participate in the study sent email invita-
tions to those students involved in study abroad pro-
grams who fell within this sample frame, and were thus
eligible for the study. The survey itself also confirmed
that those completing it were actually eligible for the
study. Accordingly, those just returning from a fall
semester abroad were considered a treatment group,
while those about to leave for a semester abroad were
considered a control group. The survey was adminis-
tered online, respondents self-selected into taking it,
and all responses were anonymous. Over the course of
the winter break, study abroad coordinators sent several
reminder emails to their students urging them to com-
plete the survey.

Both the initial email invitations and subsequent
reminders were sent by study abroad coordinators at each
college, not by the researcher, which was a condition for
IRB approval. As a result, lists identifying the total num-
ber of students receiving an email invitation at each col-
lege were not available to the researcher, and response
rates could not be calculated. Since the survey was admin-
istered online, though, an analysis of completion rates
could be conducted and compared across the two groups
to assess balance, the main condition for causal inference
in this natural experimental design. Like many online
survey tools, the one used in this project recorded
answers to individual questions submitted, so that even
respondents who failed to complete the survey provided
substantial data for analysis. Overall, the survey tool
counted 777 views by respondents, among whom 670
began the survey and 490 completed it. (After cleaning
the data, the total number of observations in the sample,
including those who began the survey but did not com-
plete it, was 571, as reported in the paper.) Thus, there
were 180 “drop-outs,” who began but did not complete
the survey, providing a completion rate of 73% for the
sample as a whole. More importantly, completion and
drop-out rates were not significantly different across treat-
ment and control groups. In the treatment group, 246
completed the survey and 65 dropped out, and in the
control group, 245 completed it and 59 dropped out. Fol-
lowing convention in Standard Definitions: Final Dispositions
of Case Codes and Outcome Rates for Surveys (Lenexa, KS:
AAPOR, 2008), regressions used all data available for the
given dependent variable. As a result, the number of
observations is reported separately for each regression,
and varies based on the number of respondents who pro-
vided data for the variables used in the particular specifi-
cation.
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Appendix 2

Distribution of College Major Categories Across Control and Treatment (Pearson v2(9) = 13.51; p = .14)

Appendix 3

Selection into Treatment

As an additional check, selection-into-treatment models and F-tests were used to examine the ability of covariates to predict
the probability of treatment assignment. Table 3.1A. in this appendix shows F-test results from running a regression of the
treatment indicator on each covariate. As expected, only university affiliation and class year indicate any success in predict-
ing treatment assignment. Table 3.2A. in this appendix shows selection-into-treatment models that cumulatively add covari-
ates. Again, only when university and class year dummies are added do the models predict treatment assignment with any
success.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350

Arts, Visual & Performing

Biology

Business

Economics

English

History

Languages, Literature, & Linguistics

Politics, Gov't, & International Relations

Psychology

Other

Total

Number of participants

Control

Treatment

TABLE A3.1. F-test Results

Covariates df, n F p R2

Gender 1, 466 .11 .74 0.00
Income 1, 466 1.18 .28 0.00
Prior international experience 1, 466 .02 .89 0.00
Prior exposure 1, 466 .25 .62 0.00
Parent 1, 466 .66 .42 0.00
Host family 1, 539 .74 .39 0.00
University affiliation 10, 550 5.61*** 0.00 0.01
Class year 3, 567 9.11*** 0.00 0.05
Major category 9, 561 1.51 .14 0.02
Region 6, 534 1.51 .17 0.02
Country 55, 485 .9 0.68 0.09
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Appendix 6

Matching by Propensity Score

Below are the results using matching by propensity score. Tables 6.1–6.3A.–A. display the average treatment effect on
the treated, the number of observations, and a t-statistic. The propensity score model used all covariates to match each
treated individual with its nearest match in the control group in terms of propensity score (propensity to be treated,
given all covariates). Four matching estimates are displayed per dependent variable, allowing a comparison of results
using different options in the matching procedure. Results are again roughly similar to the original estimates, with most
estimates by matching corresponding in significance and the direction of the effect to the regression estimates reported
in the original tables.

TABLE A6.1. Effects of Studying Abroad on Belief in Shared International Community (H1)

Dependent Variables
Belief in shared values
ATT �2.24*** �2.23*** �1.89*** �1.91***
N 433 432 432 433
t-stat �3.10 �3.06 �3.39 �3.44

Belief in shared understandings
ATT �0.51 �0.53 �.68** �.67**
N 433 432 432 433
t-stat �1.02 �1.06 �1.83 �1.81

Warmth toward culture of host country
ATT 1.12 1.07 �1.46 �1.45
N 414 413 413 414
t-stat 0.63 0.60 �1.09 �1.08

Generalized trust
ATT �.02 �.03 .03 .04
n 433 432 432 433
t-stat �0.10 �0.20 0.22 0.35

Situational trust
ATT .24** .22** .19** .20**
n 415 414 414 415
t-stat 1.77 1.67 1.98 2.08

Matching options
Common support required? No Yes Yes No
With replacement? Yes Yes No No

(Notes. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%, two-tailed.)

TABLE A6.2. Effects of Studying Abroad on Perceptions of Threat from Study Abroad Country (H2)

Dependent Variables
Economic threat?
ATT �0.44** �0.43** �0.34*** �0.36***
n 433 432 432 433
t-stat �2.04 �2.01 �2.21 �2.30

Conventional military threat?
ATT �0.36* �0.35* �0.41*** �0.43***
n 433 432 432 433
t-stat �1.57 �1.51 �2.45 �2.56

Nuclear threat?
ATT �0.91*** �0.90*** �0.66*** �0.67***
n 433 432 432 433
t-stat �3.98 �3.89 �3.83 �3.94

Matching options
Common support required? No Yes Yes No
With replacement? Yes Yes No No

(Notes. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%, two-tailed.)
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TABLE A6.3. Effects of Studying Abroad on Nationalism (H3)

Dependent Variables
Nationalism
ATT 1.13** 1.20** .82** .77**
N 433 432 432 433
t-stat 2.03 2.15 1.88 1.76
Pride in America
ATT 1.14** 1.22** .85** .78**
N 433 433 432 433
t-stat 1.98 2.12 1.91 1.76
Feelings of warmth toward American culture
ATT 4.40* 4.65* 3.77** 3.60**
N 419 417 417 419
t-stat 1.48 1.55 2.01 1.90
Belief in American national cohesion
ATT 0.49*** 0.49*** 0.51*** 0.50***
N 433 432 432 433
t-stat 2.77 2.80 3.89 3.80
Identification with the American nation
ATT 0.26* 0.29* 0.28** 0.27**
n 432 432 431 432
t-stat 1.36 1.50 2.08 1.94
Belief in American national superiority
ATT 0.32 0.36 0.17 0.15
N 433 432 432 433
t-stat 0.74 0.84 0.53 0.46

Matching options
Common support required? No Yes Yes No
With replacement? Yes Yes No No

(Notes. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%, two-tailed.)

Appendix 7

Additional Robustness Checks

Additional robustness checks examined the sensitivity of the data to timing, especially the potentially distortionary
impact of the election and inauguration of President Obama. Figure A7.1 below shows that the date of the inauguration
did not affect the two groups in substantially different ways in terms of their reported levels of nationalism. Figure A7.2
suggests that nationalism as a whole did not change significantly for the country between 2006 and 2009.

FIG. A7.1. The Figure Below Shows Each Participant’s Aggregate Nationalism Score Plotted Against the Date at Which the Participant
Completed and Submitted the Survey. (Columns in the Data Indicate an Increased Number of Submissions on the Days the Survey was Sent
out to the Sample, Including Reminders.) No Evidence can be Found of a Relationship between Reported Feelings of Nationalism and the
Inauguration of President Obama on January 20, 2009. The Regression Lines also Suggest the Treatment and Control Groups were not

Affected in Substantially Different Ways by this Event
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FIG. A7.2. Public Opinion Polls on Nationalism. The June 2006 Data Come from Telephone Interviews Conducted by the Gallup Organization
with a National Adult Sample of 1002. The June 2008 Data Come from Telephone Interviews Conducted by Opinion Research Corporation

with a National Adult Sample of 1026. The January 2009 Data Come from Telephone Interviews Conducted by Opinion Research Corporation
with a National Adult Sample of 1245. All Data Provided by the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, University of Connecticut
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