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Abstract

instrur;l;he prl:esent study devclopfa‘d and assessed reliability and validity of a new
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The Development and Validation of the
Intercultural Sensitivity Scale

Introduction

With increased attention paid to intercultural sensitivity in the multicultural
and globalizing society throughout the past decades, confusions relating to the con-
cept have increased as well. Asa component of intercultural communication compe-
tence, intercultural sensitivity is not yet widely understood. Chen and Starosta {1996,
1998) pointed out that the main problem of the confusion is embedded in the long-
time misperception of three concepis: intercultural sensitivity, intercultural aware-
ness, and intercultural communication competence. According to Chen and Starosta
(1996), the three are closely related but separate concepts. Intercultural communica-
tion competence is an umbrella concept which is comprised of cognitive, affective,
and behavioral ability of interactants in the process of intercultural communication.
In other words, the cognitive aspect of intercultural communication competence is
represented by the concept of intercultural awareness that refers to “the understand-
ing of culture conventions that affect how we think and behave” (Chen & Starosta,
1998-9). The affective aspect of intercultural communication competence is repre-
sented by the concept of intercultural sensitivity that refers to the subjects’ “active
desire to motivate themselves to understand, appreciate, and accept differences among
cultures” (Chen & Starosta, 1998, p. 231). And the behavioral aspect of Intercultural
communication competence is represented by the concept of intercultural adroitness
that refers to “the ability to get the job done and attain communication goals in inter-
cultural interactions”(Chen & Starosta, 1996, p. 367).

The confusion of these concepts directly impacts the evaluation of intercul-
tural training programs. Because intercultural training programs such as affective
training, cognitive training, behavioral training, self-awareness training, cultural
awareness training, and area simulation training, aim to help participant develop an
appreciation and understanding of cultural differences and acquire abilities of aware-
ness and sensitivity towards cultural stimuli and interactional skills (Brislin, Cushner,
Cherrie, & Yong, 1986; Gudykunst, Guzley, & Hammer, 1996; Landis & Bhagat,
1996; Seidel, 1981), the inability to clarify the ambiguity among the three concepts
has led to failure in developing valid and reliable measures for evaluating the effect
of intercultural training programs. Thus, before a valid and reliable measure is de-
veloped, intercultural communication scholars first have to clearly conceptualize these
concepts.

Bennett (1984) treated intercultural sensitivity as interactants’ ability to trans-
form themselves not only affectively but also cognitively and behaviorally from de-
nial stage to integration stage in the developmental process of intercultural commu-
nication. In other words, interculturally sensitive persons are able to reach the level
of dual identity and enjoy cultural differences by gradually overcoming the prob-
lems of denying or concealing the existence of cultural differences and attempting to
defend their own world views, and moving to develop empathic ability to accept and
adapt cultural differences. Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) perceived intercultural sensi-
livity from the perspective of individualism and collectivism and proposed a mea-
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[s:ereus()j'eeg%:;g}gntha; mtrrcultural sgnsitivity con'sists of three elements, including
e g of cu tu'ra'l .beh.avmrs, open-mindedness towards cultural differ-
(1996, afn behavioral flexibility in host culture. However, Kapoor and Comadena
o anib Ic;li::i tc}::ttoBhawték and I'BrislianI measure was relatively unreliable due to
(19960 ins().;ad ) ne anl dll(?CflOﬂS of items u.s.ed_ in the scales. Blue and Kapoor
vereal aopiistcad lll)][:jrl?/a;: 1elc? mtercult}lr.al sen§1tlv1ty from the perspective of uni-
(1087, 1950, 'f‘he e ;tua 1st-collect1yxst settmg_proposed by Schwartz and Bilsky
o a.nd . sults were not sausfact'ory either.
ercoen Senﬁ:i,ci);sta (‘1h99l'7)‘argued that m"ordcr to develop a valid measure of
ereulir s y scho ars ne‘ed t'o confine t_he concept within the affective
mfar 1mercultur;.11. communication in order to distinguish it from intercultural
admiet::::ss E::: lc)c(;ig:/t}ve laspect of i_n.tercultural communication) and intercultural
omes 1a loral aspect of mtercult.ural. comimunication). According to
e rs, successful intercultural communication demands interactants’ abilijt
of intercultural awareness by learning cultural similarities and differences whilZ
It]he pr;)cess of achieving awareness of cultural similarities and differences, is en-
! SECC larijd §uffered by the ability of 'mterc.ultural sensitivity. Together with inter-
ural adroitness that concerns the behavioral effectiveness and appropriatenes
the three concepts form the foundation of intercultural communication colinpetenc:’

Ihe pUrpOSC Of thls Study was to develop alld Val -
ldate a scale [hat assesses 1 teICUl

Conceptualization of Intercultural Sensitivity

ICFCU“/::?' (lhe at.fe.ct‘lve ‘dlmens‘lon of interctllltural communication competence, in-

ral sensitivity can be treated as a mindset that helps individuals distinguish
¥1ow their counterparts ditfer in behavior, perceptions, or feelings in the ;'ocel:' N f
intercultural cgmmunication. In other words, interculturally sensitive Erso SSO
not only conscious in interactions, but also able to appreciate :mci res egt li n'hl me
.c.\clmngca‘l. no matter how idiosyncratic they are, and to aceept pcrq;)?nl ¢ 116 l(It'('l.\
ity (Bronfenbrener, Harding, & Gallwey, 1958; Hart & Burks 1975) "I‘lu:)snglbl\—
and Starosta (1997) conceptualized intercultural sensitivity as ;l pcn‘sb;l’s "'lbi“l “l'”
c‘le\f{op a positive emotion towards understanding and appreciating culltur(al difze;-)
luil:);%:s((ll;z\;);)rg;:;t]e: z:jpgl"opx'izltef\x]d cffecti\.'e. behf\vior in intereultural communica-
o l. - Che .n tarosta turthc_r specvxfxed six elements that account for inter-

ral sensitivity: Self-esteem, self-monitoring, open-mindedness, empathy. |

lemcuon. involvement, and non-judgment. e
person\?s\’lth an opnmxstfc outlook aqd cqnfidence in interaction, high self-esteem

not only establish a sense of self-value and self-worth, but also mos bl
;c: defil wx.th t}'1e feeling of alienation, frustration, and stress cal;sed by the ameb?gu?
m: ;;t:si:olré xget\zxel pro'cess f)fmrercu_hur.al communication. This, in turn, will lead
oion 10 9 elop a positive motivation and emotion to recognize and respect

ifferences in intercultural encounters.
m]Sc'ic(l:fh::;r:toonr:’]sgg;l;Z alblllt)f to d;tect situationa.l constraints in order to regu-
arly relamad o e S b vxors. t'or being compe.tem In communication, is particu-
ensitivity regarding the appropriateness of one’s social behaviors

late
|
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and self-presentation (Snyder, 1974). Studies have concluded that in the process of
intercultural interaction high self-monitors tend to be more attentive, other-oriented,
more sensitive to the expressions of their culturally different counterparts, and more
able to use situational cues to guide their self presentation (Berger & Douglas, 1982,
Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984).

Open-minded persons are willing to explain themselves and accept their coun-
terparts’ explanation in intercultural interaction. They possess an internalized and
broadened concept of the environment that make them sensitive to the multiple
forms ways and multiple realities of intercultural communication due to the in-
volvement of cultural differences (Adler, 1977; Bennett, 1986). The willingness to
recognize, accept, and appreciate diverse views and ideas embedded in open-
mindedness cultivates the ability of sensitivity that shows one’s consideration for
others, being receptive to others’ needs and differences, and being able to translate
emotions into actions in intercultural communication (Smith, 1966).

Empathy, also called telepathic or intuition sensitivity (Gardner, 1962), refers
to the ability to step into one’s culturally different counterparts’ mind to develop the
same thoughts and emotions in interaction. The concept has been considered a core
component of intercultural sensitivity by scholars (e.g., Barnlund, 1988; Bennett,
1986; Chen & Starosta, 1997; Gudykunst, 1993; Yum, 1989). Empathié persons
have been found to be more concerned for others’ feelings and reactions, more ac-
curate in observing the internal states of their counterparts, and more able to show
affect displays, active listening, and understanding in intercultural communication
situation (Davis, 1983; Parks, 1994). In other words, the more empathic one is, the
more interculturally sensitive one will be,

Cegala (1981, 1984) indicated that interaction involvement represents a
person’s sensitivity in interaction. Interaction involvement comprises three con-
cepts that are related the ability of sensitivity: responsiveness, attentiveness, and
perceptiveness. Interculturally sensitive persons tend to be more responsive, atten-
tive, and perceptive that cnables them to better understand messages and take ap-
propriate turns in intercultural interaction. In other words, people with interaction
involvement ability tend to be interculturally sensitive enough to deal with conver-
sational procedure and maintain an appropriate interaction (Spitzberg & Cupach,
1984).

Finally, non-judgment reflects the quality of a sensitive person by allowing
oneself to sincerely listen to one’s culturally different counterparts, instead of jumping
into conclusion without sufficient information. Being non-judgmental is equiva-
lent to interculturally sensitive by which one can enjoy interacting and establishing
relationship with people with different cultural backgrounds (Fiedler, Mitchell, &

Triandis, 1970: Randolph, Landis, & Tzeng, 1977).

Initial Development of Items for Intercultural Sensitivity

Based on the conceptualization, the authors developed 73 items that represent
the empirical indicators of the six components for the measurement of intercultural
sensitivity. A five-point Likert scale was used to respond to each item: 5 = strongly
agree, 4 = agree, 3 = uncertain, 2 = disagree, and 1 = strongly disagree. In order to
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reduce the items of the measure 168 freshmen in the basic courses of com-
munication studies were asked to answer the questions. Forty-four items
with > .50 loading were used for the purpose of scale construction in this
study. Table 1 shows the items.

Table 1. Items for Intercultural Sensitivity Measure

L. Tam pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different cuftures.

2. I find it very hard to talk in front of people from different cultures.

3. Talways know what 1o say when interacting with people from different cultures.

4. Tcan be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from different cultures.

. Toften feel happy about interacting with people from different cultures.

. I don’t like to be with people from different cultures,

. I feel shy when being with people from different cultures.

.1 get upset easily when interacting with people from different cultures.

. Tknow my culturally-distinct counterpart is interested in my point of view during our
interaction.

10. T often get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures.

11. Tam aware of when I have hurt my culturally-distinct counterpart’s feelings during our

interaction.

12. T often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures.

13. I can tell when I have upset my culturally-distinct counterpart during our interaction.

14. I think my culture is better than other cultures.

O 0 -1 O h

15. T can tell whep my culturally-distinct counterpart is paying attention to what I am saying.

&

16. I feel discouraged when people from different cultures disagree with me.

17. 1 think people from other cultures are narrow-minded;

18. T respect the values of people from different cultures.

19. I respect the ways people from different cultures behave.

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

21. Tact naturally in a culturally different group.

22. 1 find it is difficult 10 disclose myself to people from different cultures.

23. T get embarrassed easily when interacting with people from different cultures.

24, Ifind it s easy to talk to people from different cultures.

25. I'have a problem knowing my culturally-distinct counterpart’s motives during our
interaction.

26. Ltry to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with people from ditferent
cultures.

27. I often deny the existence of cultural differences among people.

28. I am sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart’s subtle meanings during our
interaction,

29.Tam very observant when interacting with people from different cultures.

30.1 find it is not easy for me to make friends with people from different cultures.

3L I am keenly aware of how my culturally-distinct counterpart perceives me during our
-interaction.

32. Tam not willing to join a group discussion with people from different cultures.

33. Toften give positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during our interaction.

34.1 feel confident when interacting with people from different cultures.
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i i ftures.
35. I am open-minded to people from different cu o . .
36. I;mvc[:\ problem sensing what is inside my culturally-distinct counterpart’s mind during
our interaction. )
37.1 often appreciate different vie
38. 1 find it is difficult to reach mu #
39. I often show my culturally-distinct counterpart my understandi
nonverbal cues.
40. 1 often sincerely listen to my culturall
41, 1 have a lecling of enjoyment lowards
counterpart and me. it .
42. 1 enjoy interacting with people from ifferent cultures o
43.1 :WJoid {hose situations where I will have to deal with cullqra.lly-dxslmcl persons.
44. 1 tend 1o wait before forming an impression of culturally-distinct counterparts.

ws raised by people from different cultures.

tual understanding with people from different cultures.
ng through verbal or

y-distinct counterpart during our interac:tion.
differences between my culturally-distinct

Study 1

The goal of the first study was to determine the factor structure of the 44-item
version of the intercultural sensitivity scale.

Method . .

Participants. Participants were 414 college students, enrol{ed in communica-
lion basic courses. Among them, 152 were males and 262 were females. The aver-
age age of the participants was 20.65. . . .
Materials and Procedure. Participants completed the 44-item version of inter-

cultural sensitivity scale during the mid-semester class. The average time for com-

pleting the test was about 10-13 minutes.

Resuits
In order to generate the factors of intercultural sen‘sitiv.ity.a facto.r analysis was
y. Table 2 reports the results of the principal axis factqr analy—‘
sis. Five factors with eigenvalues of 1.00 or higher were extracted for th'e 44 items of
intercultural sensitivity. These factors accounted for _37.3% of .the variance. Items
having loadings of at least 50 with secondary loadings no higher than .30 were

included in the scale.

performed in this stud
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Tab . .
able 2. Factor Analysis and Loadings for the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale

Item

Factor Loading

ngctor | — Interaction Engagement (22.8%)

41. I have a feeling of enj i
g of enjoyment towards differ ] isti
A rences between my culturally-distinct 70
43. 1 avoid those situations wh i
5e o s where [ will have to deal with culturally-disti
oid those i : . -distinct persons,
:Z : enjoy interacting with peaple from different cultures d perons o
. ‘ ! N . . 0 - e
g oefr::nto.wan be:f.me forming an impression of culturally-distinct counterparts g;
! g:uve positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during '
e Blve pd ring our 52
39. 1 often show m [ isti
: y culturally-distinct counterpart stundi g
o m—— € part my understanding through verbal 52
35. 1 am open-minded to people from different cultures, 51

Factor 2 - Respect of Cultural Differences (5.2%)

19‘. I respect the ways people from different cultures behave.

I8. I respect the values of people from different cultures. pa
?(7) ; would”nothuccept the opinions of people from different cultures Z;
- I'can tell when [ have upset my culturally-disti art dur .

o el y y-distinct counterpart during our .60

6.1 do.n't like to be with people from different cultures.
14. I think my culture is better thun other cultures P
. . S50

Factor 3 ~ Interaction Confidence (3.9%)

3‘11. I'am pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different cultures 66
3. ; fTel confident when interacting with people from different cultures . ‘62
- I always know what to say when interacti i iffere .

s ing with people from different .60
j‘ : find it very hard to talk in front of people from different cultures S
- I cun be as sociuble as | want to be when interucting with people from ' 'i:))

different cultures.
Factor 4 - Interaction Enjoyment (3.0%)

10 is

8. : often get dlsc.ouruged when [ am with people from different cultures 67
p' , g:t upset easily when interacting with people from different cultures. l5
<. L often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures '52

Factor 5 - Interaction Attentiveness (2.3%)

29. Tamv Servy i i
261 [oe;)t"tc)t?servant when interacting with people from different cultures 63
. ain as much information as [ cu i i e ‘
\ s n when interac i
from different cultures g il people »
28. [ am sensitive te isti
sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart’s subtle meanings 52

during our interaction
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The first factor accounted for 22.8% of the common variance and had an eigen-
value of 10.03. Six items, including 33, 35, 39,41,42,43, and 44, were clustered in this
factor, Most of these items were concerned with participants’ feeling of participation in
intercultural communication. This factor was labeled Interaction Engagement.

The second factor accounted for 5.2% of the common variance and had an eigen-
value of 2.30. Six items were, including 06, 14,17, 18, 19, and 20, were included in

this factor. These items are mainly about how participants orient to or tolerate their

counterparts’ culture and opinion. This factor was labeled Respect for Cultural Dif-

ferences.
The third factor accounted for 3.9% of the common variance and had an eigen-

value of 1.73. Five items had a significant loading on the factor: 01, 02, 03, 04, and
14. These items are concerned with how confident participants are in the intercul-
tural setting. This factor was labeled Interaction Confidence.

The fourth factor accounted for 3.0% of the common variance and had an eigen-
value of 1.33. Three items significantly loaded in this factor: 08, 10, and 12. These
items deal with participants’ positive or negative reaction towards communicating
with people from different cultures. This factor was labeled Interaction Enjoyment.

The last factor accounted for 2.3% of the common variance and had an eigen-
value of 1.00. The factor is comprised of three items: 26, 28, and 29. These items are
concerned with participants’ effort to understand what is going on in intercultural
interaction. The factor was labeled Interaction Attentiveness.

Study 2

The goal of the second study was to evaluate the concurrent validity of the Inter-
cultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS) with related measures. Although five factors, con-
taining 24 items, were extracted from the analysis, they all represent the empirical
indicators of the concept of intercultural sensitivity. Thus, the 24 items were treated
together as a measure for the concurrent validity test.

Method

Participants. One hundred and sixty two students in communication basic courses
participated in this study. Among them, 66 were males and 96 were females. The
average age of the participants was 19.46.

Materials and Procedure. Participants completed the 24-item version of ISS
during the semester of the class (see Appendix A). Higher scores of this measure are
suggestive of being more interculturally sensitive. The Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficient of this scale was .86.

Participants also completed the following measures: a seven-item Interaction
Attentiveness Scale (Cegala, 1981), a 10-item Impression Rewarding Scale (Wheeless
& Duran, 1982), a 10-item Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), a 13-item Self-
Monitoring Scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984), a 14-item Perspective Taking Scale (Davis,

1996), a revised' 13-item Intercultural Effectiveness Scale (Hammer, Gudykunst, &
Wiseman, 1978), and a 22-item Intercultural Communication Attitude Scale (Chen,
1993). These instruments were selected for the test because of their plausible rela-
L L cad on the literature review, with the concept of intercultural sensitivity.
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The Interaction Attentiveness Scale is part of Cegala’s interaction involvement
instrument which was designed to describe social behaviors related to personal abil-
ity of attentiveness and perceptiveness in interactions. Higher scores of the Interac-
tion Attentiveness Scale are suggestive of paying more attention in the interaction. It
increases interactants’ sensitivity ability by better receiving and understanding mes-
sages. In other words, interculturally sensitive interactants tend to know how to
structure and maintain a conversation by appropriately handling the procedural as-
pect of interaction (Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984). Thus, it was predicted that signifi-
cant relationship would exist between Interaction Attentiveness Scale and ISS. The
reliability coefficient of the scale in this study was .72.

Wheeless and Duran’s Impression Rewarding Scale was designed to assess in-
dividuals’ cognitive and behavioral ability to perceive socio-interpersonal relation-
ships in order to adjust their behaviors in interactions. It was found that high impres-
sion rewarding persons tend to be more attentive, sensitive, and competent in the
process of communication (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1983; Duran, 1983). Thus, a posi-
tive correlation between the Impression Rewarding and ISS would be expected. The
reliability coefficient of the Impression Rewarding Scale in this study was .90.

Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale was designed to measure the self-acceptance
aspect of self-esteem. A sense of self-value is critical for individuals to cope with
psychological stress and alienation in the process of intercultural communication, It
is self-esteem “that enhances the positive emotion towards accurately recognizing
and respecting the situational differences in intercultural interactions” (Chen &
Starosta, 1997, p. 8). A positive correlation between the self-esteem scale and ISS
was then expected. The reliability coefficient of the Self-Esteem Scale in this study
was ,85.°

Lennox and Wolfe’s Self-Monitoring Scale was designed to assess a person’s
ability to modify his/her own self-presentation and a person’s sensitivity to expres-
sive behaviors of others in interactions. It was found that persons with high self-
monitoring were more attentive, other-oriented, more adaptable to diverse commu-
nication situations, and tend to be more sensitive to the expressions of their counter-
parts in intercultural communication (Gudykunst, Yang, & Nishida, 1987; Spitzberg
& Cupach, 1984). Thus, a positive correlation between the Self-Monitoring Scale
and ISS would be expected. The reliability coefficient of the Self-Monitoring Scale
in this study was .79.

David’s Perspective Taking Scale was used to tap a person’s “tendency to spon-
taneously adopt the psychological point of view of others in everyday life” (p. 57).
In other words, it assesses the interactants’ ability of empathy. Scholars have pointed
out that empathy is one of the central elements for intercultural sensitivity, For ex-
ample, Barnlund (1988), Bennett (1979), Davis (1983), and Hart, Carlson, and Eadie
(1980) found that interculturally sensitive persons were able to look for communica-
tion symbols to share their counterparts’ experiences, show more concern for their
counterparts’ reactions and feelings, and were more flexible in adopting different
roles as required by the new situations, Therefore, it is expected that a significant
relationship existed between Perspective Taking Scale and ISS. The reliability coef-
ficient of the Perspective Taking Scale in this study was .81.

Guo-Ming Chen and Willlam J. Starosta 11

i iginated from the

_item Intercultural Effectiveness Scale was origina
e veloped mer, Gudykunst, and Wiseman (1978). Only those
with >.50 loading were included in the present scale. The scale was used to assess

functioning i i ocused
interactants’ ability for effective functioning in another culture. It especially fi

i i fecti mmuni-
on an individual’s ability to deal with psychological stress, to effectively co

i ips i i com-
cate. and to establish interpersonal relationships in the process of ,i‘r::'etf;elnsjzlle o
icat K -i tercultural Communication Atti
munication. Chen’s (1993) 22-item In . o Scale ves
i indivi ! tion on different aspects of intercu
designed to measure individuals’ percep . aspe o
icati redi individuals scoring high in ISS wou
munication. It was predicted that indivi g d also s%0te
high in both Intercultural Effectiveness Scale and.I'ntercultural Cor:'n;:-:éig lec:j h
interculturally sensitive persons wet '
tude Scale. In other words, intercu . n: _ e
more effective in intercultural interactions and to show' p_osnwe amludel:owi Ay
tercultural communication events. The reliability coeffxcw:nt f'or Intefcud u;a o
tiveness Scale was .87, and .84 for Intercultural Communication Attitude Scaie.

Finally,
questionnaire developed by Ham

Results

In order to find out the correlation between ISS and the seven relgted kr:ue?::urﬁz,
Pearson product-moment correlations were computed. Table 3 presegts t \e/:en mea:
It was found that significant correlation exists between ISS and all the se

sures at the p < .05 level, with values ranging fromr=.17tor=.74.

Table 3. Correlations of ISS with Other Measures

Scale

20*
Interaction Attentiveness Scale :1?*
Impression Rewarding Scale o
Self-Esteem Scale .
Self-Monitoring Scale gl
Perspective Taking Scale >
Intercultural Effectiveness Scale t74*

Intercultural Communication Attitude Scale

*p <.05.

Discussion

The primary goal of this study was to develop and validate a sca.le that mez;smuriz
g s

the concept of intercultural sensitivity. The exploratory fz;f:tor;malys15.?:6::;3“0“ En

itivi i tors: 1 -

¢ -i i Jtural sensitivity scale with five fac : _

penerated a 24-item intercu ' . v e onity-
p 'es for ifferences, interaction confidence, nters .

aapement, respect for cultural di , tion enloy

:neént and interaction attentiveness. Together, the scale demonstrated high

consistency with .86 reliability coefficient.
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As predicted, the moderate correlations between the ISS and other related mea-
sures provide support for the validity of the inventory. The results indicated that
interculturally sensitive individuals not only were more attentive and empathic, but also
'tended to be high self-esteem and self-monitoring persons who knew how tc’) reward
impression in the process of intercultural communication. The results also provided
ev@ence that interculturally sensitive persons were more effective in intercultural inter-
acuon.and showed more positive attitude towards intercultural communication

Finally, three potential limitations of the study need to be noted. First. future
research needs to examine the usefulness of the ISS in an expanded popl;lation
Because .the samples used in the present studies were mainly white college smdems:
in a public university, it is unclear how scores from other samples, e.g so"oumer;
would affect the properties of the scale. In addition, the factor struc;uxre .l’ha(JemCl' ec}
accounted for less than 40% of the variance. This suggests that other unidentiged
sources, such as age, sex, and educational level, may as well contribute to the vari-
ance. F_uture research should also aim to identify other sources of variance Las‘tl
replication of the ISS factor structure using a second sample and further StllldiCS f y,'
addressing the construct validity of the factor scores are also warranted l o
. In conclusion, a 24-item instrument was developed to measure intercx;ltural sensi-
tivity. /}n overall score of the scale can be computed, with higher scores on the 1SS
suggesting higher level of sensitivity in intercultural interaction. The ISS has dem-
onstratcj,d strong reliability and appropriate concurrent validity. While further re-
search is needed to replicate the properties of the ISS, the scale shows promise for
use as a measure of intercultural sensitivity.
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14 The Development and Validation of the Intercultural sensitivity Scale

Appendix A. Intercultural Sensitivity Scale

Below is a series of statements concerning intercultural communication. There are no right or
wrong answers. Please work quickly and record your first impression by indicating the degree
to which you agree or disagree with the statement. Thank you for your cooperation,

5 = strongly agree

4 = agree
3 = uncertain Please put the number corresponding 1o your answer in the
2 = disagree blank before the statement

1 = strongly disagree

RRERR

N h B D —

RN

- T'enjoy interacting with people from different cultures.

. I'think people from other cultures are narrow-minded.

- Tam pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from ditferent cultures.

- [find it very hard to talk in front of people from different cultures.

- Talways know what to say when interacting with people from different cultures.

- I can be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from different
cultures.

7.1don’t like to be with people from different cultures.

8. I respect the values of people from different cultures.

9.1 get upset easily when interacting with people from different cultures.
10. I feet confident when interacting with people from different cultures.

——_I1. Ttend to wait before forming an impression of culturally-distinct counterparts,
—12.Toften get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures,

——_ 13, Tamopen-minded 10 people from different cultures.

—14.Tam very obscrvant when interacting with people from dillerent cultures,

L

15. T often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures.
16. I respect the ways people from different cultures behave,
17. T try to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with people [rom

different cultures.

18. I would not accept the opinions of people from different cultures.
19. Tam sensitive to my culturally-distinct counterpart’s subtle meanings during our in-

leraction.

20. I think my culture is better than other cultures.
21.Toften give positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during our inter-

action,

22. Tavoid those situations where I will have to deal with culturally-distinct persons.

23. I often show my culturally-distinct counterpart my understanding through verbal or

nonverbal cues.

24. T have a feeling of enjoyment towards differences between my culturally-distinct

counterpart and me,

Note. Items 2,4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 20, and 22 are reverse-coded before summing the 24 items.

Interaction Engagement items are 1, 11, 13, 21, 22, 23, and 24, Respect for Cultural
Differences items are 2, 7, 8, 16, 18, and 20, Interaction Confidence items are 3,4,5,0,
and 10, Interaction Enjoyment items are 9, 12, and 15, and Interaction Attentivencss
items arc 14, 17, and 19.
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