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Abstract

As a main dimension of intercultural communicatioompetence,
intercultural sensitivity has increasingly gainegtation in research in
different disciplines. In the United States, Cherd &tarosta have
developed an instrument, comprising 5 factors vdth items, for
measuring intercultural sensitivity. In this studye tested Chen and
Starosta’s instrument in a German sample by usimgirenatory fac-
tor analysis. Overall, the results showed that ittetrument holds
satisfactorily. Although the results also suggesteat the operatio-
nalization of the concepts in Chen and Starosta@yscan be further
improved, the instrument as a whole is a valid tmeugh which a
culture-free scale for measuring intercultural #enity can be
developed.



Measuring Intercultural Sensitivity in Different Cu ltural

Context

The trend towards globalization and internatioraian has increased
the importance of being competent in communicatiity people of
different cultural backgrounds. This includes tieeessity to negotiate
effectively in the setting of international busisesansaction. The
trend leads to a growing need for executives andagers to learn
how to act appropriately and successfully in a walty diverse
environment. However, research shows that the dénmustill not
sufficiently met in business world (Fritz & Mollealy, 1999; Fritz,
Mollenberg, & Werner, 1999). One of the reasonstliis is the lack
of cross-cultural comparison studies by which traidity of the
research results can be tested interculturally.

Among studies in this line of research, Chen amatdSta’s (1996)

model of intercultural communication competencenganuch attent-

ion. The model is comprised of three conceptualetisions of inter-

cultural communication competence, including intéroal aware-

ness, intercultural sensitivity, and intercultuealroitness. Based on
this conceptual model, Chen and Starosta (200€)duexplicated the
nature and components of intercultural sensitiaityg developed an
instrument to measure the concept. Because thg stasl restricted to
USAmerican sample, the purpose of the present stiadythen to test
the instrument in a different cultural context.

Review of Literature

Research on intercultural communication competehas mainly
attempted to produce models based on individuaistthat relate
individual attitudes and skills to some measureirgérculturally
successful behaviors, such as intercultural adaptedppropriateness,
and effectiveness of the interaction. For exam@edykunst, Wise-
man, and Hammer (1977), Hammer, Gudykunst, and Mése
(1978), Abe and Wiseman (1983), Wiseman and Ab84),Hammer
(1987, 1989), and Wiseman, Hammer, and Nishida QL®&sically



employed the cross-cultural attitude approach saraninate between
cognitive, affective, and conative dimensions défaultural commu-
nication competence. From this perspective intéucal communi-

cation competence was conceptualized as the abilitgdividuals to

develop a positive attitude towards the foreigrusel

In contrast, Ruben (1976, 1977, 1987), Ruben araleyg1979), Ha-
wes and Kealey (1981), and Kealey (1989) followee behavioral
skills approach that emphasizes individual behavard skills in the
process of intercultural interaction. The authargiad that behavioral
effectiveness is the core criterion of intercultuwwammunication and
identified seven skills that account for intercudtily competent be-
havior, including display of respect, interactiorsfure, orientation to
knowledge, empathy, self-oriented role behaviaerection manage-
ment, and tolerance for ambiguity.

In addition, more recent approaches towards thaysuél intercultural
communication competence took other components ¢otusiderat-
ion. For example, Dinges and Lieberman (1989), &aakd McEvoy
(1993), and Hammer, Nishida, and Wiseman (1996)ieatghat the
situation of the context of interaction affects tegree of intercultural
communication competence. Moreover, Spitzberg amoaCh (1984,
1989), Imahori and Lanigan (1989), and Spitzbe@97) pointed out
that traits and behavioral skills of one’s countetpare equally im-
portant in the measurement of intercultural comrmation compet-
ence. Taken together, as Fritz, Méllenberg, andnéfe(1999) argued,
integrating different approaches and developingaloed and valid
measures of intercultural communication competaadbe foremost
task for future studies in this line of research.

Chen and Starosta’s Model

Chen (1990) and Chen and Starosta (1996) critidizegrevious stu-
dies on intercultural communication competence w@$esng from
conceptual ambiguity. The authors indicated thdtokrs did not
discriminate clearly the concept of communicatiompetence and its
related constructs. This conceptual confusion leastd difficulties



especially in the evaluation of intercultural tiags and in the meas-
urement of intercultural communication competenCaen & Staro-
sta, 2000). Thus, more research on these particatestructs and their
relation to competence is necessary before validrailble measures
of intercultural communication competence can beshiped.

Chen and Starosta (1996) developed a model ofcuitaral commu-
nication competence that integrates features oh lwobss-cultural
attitude and behavioral skills models. Accordingtie authors, inter-
cultural communication competence is comprisedodd dimensions:
intercultural awareness, intercultural sensitivignd intercultural
adroitness. Each of these dimensions contains@& setmponents.

Intercultural awareness is the cognitive dimensadnintercultural

communication competence that refers to a persanlgy to under-
stand similarities and differences of others’ adtu The dimension
includes two components: self-awareness and culiawareness.
Intercultural sensitivity is the affective dimensicf intercultural
communication competence that refers to the ematidesire of a
person to acknowledge, appreciate, and acceptralltlifferences.
The dimension includes six components: self-esteghfymonitoring,

empathy, open-mindedness, nonjudgmental, and soelakation.

Intercultural adroitness is the behavioral dimensad intercultural
communication competence that refers to an indaliduability to

reach communication goals while interacting wittople from other
cultures. The dimension contains four componentsssage skills,
appropriate self-disclosure, behavioral flexibilitand interaction
management (Chen & Starosta 1996, 1998, 1999, 2000)

Intercultural Sensitivity Measurement

In order to measure the dimensions of intercultw@hmunication
competence, Chen and Starosta (2000) first develapeinstrument
to explore the concept of intercultural sensitivithe empirical con-
struction and validation of the instrument of ictdtural sensitivity
were conducted in three stages. First, a pre-sitedyadministered to
generate items representing the conceptual measfingtercultural



sensitivity. Then, the model was tested by exptoyafactor analysis.
Finally, the concurrent validity of the instrumewds evaluated.

In the pre-study 168 US-American college studemtsommunication

discipline were asked to rate the original 73-itetercultural sensit-
ivity questionnaire for the purpose of reducing thanber of items.
After factor analyzing the data 44 items with >@®factor loadings
were selected for the second stage in which 41égmistudents were
asked to answered the questions. Data were analgzadprincipal

axis analysis followed by oblique rotation. Fivettars, formed by 24
items, with an Eigenvalue > 1 were extracted, anplg a total of

37.3% of the variance. The five factors were lathétgeraction Enga-
gement, Respect for Cultural Differences, IntemctiConfidence,
Interaction Enjoyment, and Interaction AttentiveneBhe concurrent
validity of the 24-item instrument of intercultursénsitivity was then
evaluated against seven other valid and relatetuments. The
results were found satisfactory. Appendix A showe t224-item

instrument of intercultural sensitivity. Based dre tresults of Chen
and Starosta’s study, the present study testemhskreiment in another
cultural setting, i.e., Germany.

Method

Participants

The 24-item intercultural sensitivity questionnaiieveloped by Chen
and Starosta was back translated into German amthatered to 541
students of business administration at the Unityersi Mannheim,

Germany. This group of sample was then reducedubgam selection
to match Chen and Starosta’s sample in centralifest As a result,
400 German students participated in the study. Agribem, 253 were
female and 147 were male. The average age of thelsavas 20.9
years.



Procedure and Data Analysis

In contrast to Chen and Starosta’s exploratoryyamab confirmatory
approach was used in this study. The model streatieveloped by
Chen and Starosta via exploratory factor analys#s wested in a
German sample by means of confirmatory factor amlyThe con-
firmatory factor analysis is a method for testingpbtheses on the
number of dimensions or factors of a complex cagstrit is used to
illustrate the interrelations between factors amel telations between
factors and their indicators. As opposed to expioyafactor analysis,
the confirmatory factor analysis is explicitly bdsen assumptions
about the factor structure and the factor-indicatationships and
aims to test these assumptions. Thus, it is seité testing the
results of exploratory factor analyses. In thigdgiuhe test was con-
ducted in a methodically refined way by taking istmsideration the
measurement errors and intercorrelations betwestoria(Jéreskog &
Soérbom, 1993). The data were analyzed by meansieofLISREL
program (LISREL 8) (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993).

The model testing was operated in the step-by-stefhod usually
suggested for LISREL analyses (Fritz, 1992; Jorgs&oSorbom,
1993). First, the model was specified in LISRELatmin. Then the
model identification was checked and its parametee estimated.
In this study the maximume-likelihood estimation hmed was used.
Finally, a detailed assessment of fit for the moda$ conducted. This
final step dealt with the overall measures of mdiél.e., overall fit)
as well as measures for the fit of parts of the ehdice., detailed fit).
A careful evaluation of the model fit has to takietllese aspects into
account.

Results

The results of confirmatory factor analysis in teiady by using the
German sample show that the basic structure of @nenStarosta’s
model was confirmed as the 5 factors were repratierethe whole
(see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Standardized LISREL Solution for Chen and Starsdtéodel
of Intercultural Sensitivity
(Confirmatory factor analysis; measurement errdrshown;
29 parameters significant at .05 level, 2 pararseter06 and 1
parameter at .07 level)

According to the criteria for model evaluation usadconfirmatory
factor analysis, the overall fit of Chen and Sttagsmodel is accept-
able in the German context (Chi square/df = 1.96t ©£.92; AGFI =
.90; RMR = .04; RMSEA = .05). However, a detailedgection of
the parts of the model also reveals some minortstmings. For
instance, as the results shown in Table 1, witly onke exception the
factor loadings all remain above a level of .40jokloften is regarded
as a critical value in factor analysis. But a feile loadings exceed
this limit only to a small extent showing that theidividual reliabil-
ity is not substantially high.



Moreover, in confirmatory factor analysis the rbiidy of a compos-
ite of indicators is usually more significant thataluating the con-
vergent validity (Bagozzi & Baumgartner 1994). T@ldl shows the
reliabilities for each composite of indicators esponding to the
factors, i.e., factor reliabilities (Fornell & Ldeer, 1981). In each
case, the factor reliability is close to or exce#us level of .60 and
thus indicates a satisfying degree of convergefiditya within the

model (Bagozzi & Baumgartner, 1994).

Because of the sufficient convergent validity facke factor and the
fact that the factors show no extremely high catreh among each
other, one could assume a sufficient degree oficigtant validity as
well. According to a more rigorous criterion fosdiiminant validity,
developed by Fornell & Larcker (1991), the so-ahllaverage
variance extractedpf in the composite of indicators has to be higher
than the squared correlation?) between the factors. The findings
presented in Table 2 show that discriminant validgitgiven with one
exception: The measurements of the factors “Intemadnjoyment”
and “Interaction Attentiveness” did not discrimi@dtigh enough and
thus indicate that the composites of indicatorsirieebe improved.



Factor / Indicator (item)

Factor Reliabili

Yactor Loading

Interaction Engagement .79

X1: “I am open-minded to people from different cudtsit .66
(item 13)

X,: “I often show my culturally-distinct counterpamty 43
understanding through verbal or nonverbal cues”
(item 23)

xs: “I have a feeling of enjoyment towards differesice .59
between my culturally-distinct counterpart and me”
(item 24)

X4: “l enjoy interacting with people from differentltcures” .83
(item 1)

Xs. “l avoid those situations where | will have tcatieith .82
culturally-distinct persons” (item 22)

Xs: “I tend to wait before forming an impression oftarally- .33
distinct counterparts” (item 11)

Respect for Cultural Differences .79

x7: “l don't like to be with people from different ttures” 45
(item 7)

Xg: “I think my culture is better than other cultutéisem 20) .63

Xo: “I think people from other cultures are narrowahed” .66
(item 2)

X10- 'l respect the values of people from differenitares” .67
(item 8)

x11: ‘I respect the ways people from different culture .68
behave” (item 16)

X312 ‘I would not accept the opinions of people froiffetent .64
cultures” (item 18)

Interaction Confidence .69

X153 "l am pretty sure of myself in interacting witkgple 72
from different cultures” (item 3)

x4 "l find it very hard to talk in front of peopledm .50
different cultures” (item 4)

x15 "l always know what to say when interacting wigople 57
from different cultures” (item 5)

X6 "l can be as sociable as | want to be when interg .59
with people from different cultures” (item 6)

Interaction Enjoyment .59

x17. ‘I get upset easily when interacting with peofptam 54
different cultures” (item 9)

x1g: “l often get discouraged when | am with peoptanir .68
different cultures” (item 12)

X1g- ‘I often feel useless when interacting with peofstbm 49
different cultures” (item 15)

Interaction Attentiveness .58

Xo0. “l try to obtain as much information as | can whe 57
interacting with people from different culturestefin 17)

Xo1: “I am sensitive to my culturally-distinct counpart’s .46
subtle meanings during our interaction” (item 19)

X,2: ‘I am very observant when interacting with pecipéan .66

different cultures” (item 14)

Table 1:  Factor Loadings and Factor Reliabilities



Interaction | Respect for| Interaction | Interaction | Interaction
EngagementCultural Confidence | Enjoyment | Attentiveness
Differences
Interaction | n = 41 . $>=.37 |$?=.19 |9?=.23 |9?=.56
Engage-
ment
Respect fof 5= 39 |¢2= .37 . $°=.11 |[¢°=.32 |¢$°=.16
Cultural
Differ-
ences
Interaction | = 36 |¢?=.19 0%=.11 . 0>=.32 |¢?=.14
Confidence
Interaction | n = 33 [¢2=.23 |¢?=.32 |p?=.32 . ®%=.09
Enjoyment
Interaction | n = 32 |¢2=.56 |$?=.16 |p?°=.14 |p?=.09 .
Attentive-
ness
Table 2:  Analysis of Discriminant Validity
Discussion

The results of confirmatory factor analysis in teisidy by using a
German sample confirmed the validity of the ovesailicture of Chen
and Starosta’s instrument on the measurement efcuitural sensit-
ivity. Nevertheless, the results as well indicateiior weaknesses in
the operationalization of the concepts, which pbbpanly can be
resolved by using more subtle diagnostic instrusieftconfirmatory
factor analysis. For example, the reliability oveel indicators was
not substantially high and the discriminant vajidif the factors “In-
teraction Enjoyment” and “Interaction Attentivenesss rather low.
The lack of independence for the two factors miggtcaused by the
low Eigenvalue in Chen and Starosta’s model. A ibdessmprove-
ment of the model for future research is to comhihme two factors
into a single one or to develop better measurememtepts for both.
In sum, although the results show that the model k& further im-
proved, in this study the confirmatory analysis ralleindicated the
applicability and usefulness of Chen and Starostasgrument in
measuring intercultural sensitivity in intercultiraommunication

setting.
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As human society is moving to a global communihe tlemand of
cultural interdependency in the macro level andrltural commun-
ication competency in the individual level has lbaeostronger. To
live in a more culturally diverse community will d@me a norm of
life rather than an exception for people on theahedt is in this sense
we see the importance for scholars to clarify thecept of intercul-

tural communication competence and further develemble and

valid instruments for measuring the concept in piidehelp people
better adjust to the rapid change of the world lareda successful and
productive life.

Chen and Starosta’s studies (1996, 1998, 1999,)28@@ematically
aimed to achieve this goal by reconceptualizing tomcept of
intercultural communication competence that is cosegl of three
dimensions, including intercultural awareness,rmikural sensitivity,

and intercultural adroitness. The authors also ldeeel instruments to
measure these dimensions. This study tested thercuitural

Sensitivity Instrument developed by the authora uifferent cultural
setting and overall found that, although there isace for

improvement, the instrument is valid. While futuresearch can
further refine the instrument, we found that foagircal purpose, in
addition to its value on justifying the efforts taing culture-general
approaches, the instrument can serve as a possarteng point for
the development of diagnostic instruments for tledection of

culturally sensitive personnel.
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Appendix A. Intercultural Sensitivity Scale

Below is a series of statements concerning interall communicat-
ion. There are no right or wrong answers. Pleas&k waickly and
record your first impression by indicating the degito which you
agree or disagree with the statement. Thank yoydor cooperation.

5 = strongly agree

4 = agree
3 = uncertain (Please put the number correspgridigour answer
2 = disagree in the blank before the statement)

1 = strongly disagree

1. I enjoy interacting with people from diffat cultures.

2. 1 think people from other cultures aremarminded.

3. | am pretty sure of myself in interactimgh people from different
cultures.

4. |find it very hard to talk in front of ggle from different cultures.

5. | always know what to say when interactiith people from different
cultures.

6. | can be as sociable as | want to be vittenacting with people from
different cultures.

7. 1don't like to be with people from difét cultures.
8. I respect the values of people from diifieicultures.
9. | get upset easily when interacting withgde from different cultures.

10. Ifeel confident when interacting with pkecipom different cultures.

11. Itend to wait before forming an impressibiulturally-distinct counter-
parts.

12. | often get discouraged when | am with peépm different cultures.
13. I am open-minded to people from differertures.

14. | am very observant when interacting webpe from different cultures.
15. | often feel useless when interacting webple from different cultures.

16. |respect the ways people from differeftuces behave.
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17. |1try to obtain as much information asn e&hen interacting with people
from different cultures.

18. 1 would not accept the opinions of peopenfdifferent cultures.

19. | am sensitive to my culturally-distinctuaterpart’s subtle meanings
during our interaction.

20. 1think my culture is better than othertunds.

21. | often give positive responses to my cally different counterpart
during our interaction.

22. | avoid those situations where | will hawedeal with culturally-distinct
persons.

23. | often show my culturally-distinct coumptart my understanding through
verbal or nonverbal cues.

24. | have a feeling of enjoyment towards diffices between my culturally-
distinct counterpart and me.

Note. Items 2, 4, 7, 9, 12, 15, 18, 20, and 2Zrewerse-coded before
summing the 24 items. Interaction Engagement iteredl, 11, 13, 21,
22, 23, and 24, Respect for Cultural Differencemd are 2, 7, 8, 16,
18, and 20, Interaction Confidence items are 3546, and 10,
Interaction Enjoyment items are 9, 12, and 15, a&midraction
Attentiveness items are 14, 17, and 19.
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