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Abstract: Societies comprise multiple cultures, meaning that different cultural perceptions exist and
that intercultural sensitivity is seen as an indicator of successful intercultural relations. The aim of
this research is to establish the intercultural sensitivity levels of teachers in two multicultural cities.
The sample consists of 190 teachers in primary education in the autonomous cities of Ceuta and
Melilla and 174 primary teachers of Malaga and Granada, which makes a total sample of 364 teachers.
The scale used in this research is an abridged version of the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale: relational
engagement, regard for cultural diversity, relational certainty, relational satisfaction, and relational
carefulness. The scale has been validated on many occasions in the abridged and unabridged versions.
The results show that teachers in Melilla and Ceuta show high levels of cultural sensitivity. There are
significant differences depending on the variables analysed and depending on the context. Interaction
enjoyment and interaction attentiveness have the highest levels for teachers in this research.
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1. Introduction

A simple definition of culture is the way of life of a society. However, culture is a concept with
many intricacies, such as belief systems, knowledge, art, the rules people live by, habits, and abilities
derived from communities [1]. Lifestyle is influenced by cultural belief systems, behavioural patterns,
values, and attitudes, although classical definitions understand culture as “an acquired and transmitted
pattern of shared meaning, feeling, and behaviour that constitutes a distinctive human group” [2].
In most investigations, culture is defined as “those customary beliefs and values that ethnic, religious,
and social groups transmit fairly unchanged from generation to generation” [3].

Societies comprising diverse cultures involve multiple cultural perceptions that merge and diverge
because of cultural differences, and these are influenced by factors such as race, age, education,
gender, ethnic attributes, and history [4]. In trying to talk about the same concept, some scholars
use intercultural sensitivity in place of intercultural competence and vice versa. Nevertheless, the
prerequisite skill for intercultural competence is intercultural sensitivity [5]. This is another way
of saying that the epitome of intercultural knowledge and sensitivity, behaviourally speaking, is
intercultural competence [6].

Intercultural sensitivity can be defined as a forerunner in attitude to successful intercultural
relations and a predictor of cultural adequacy [7]. Intercultural sensitivity can be defined as the
quality that affects intercultural communications where the people are willing to grasp, accept, and
appreciate cultural differences [8–10] or to try to define cultural sensitivity as being able to accommodate
worldviews that are focused on ethnicity and deal with differences in culture [11,12].

A recent study analysed two leading frameworks in the literature, Intercultural Sensitivity (IS) and
Cultural Intelligence (CI). Using a sample of undergraduate students, the results show that personality
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traits work as antecedents for both frameworks and that when predicting behavioural adaptation, the
fine-grained competencies outperform the broad operationalization of general competence [13].

In Spain, intercultural sensitivity and life satisfaction in native and immigrant students were
analysed [14]. The results show that social self-concept is the main predictor of intercultural sensitivity
in immigrant students, whereas emotional empathy, teachers’ perception of help, and social self-concept
are the main predictors for native students. Family and emotional self-concept are the main predictors of
satisfaction with life in immigrant students, and family and academic, social, and physical self-concept
are that for native students.

An important piece of research in the United States concluded that religious affiliation and
the number of times travelled outside the United States were significant predictors of intercultural
sensitivity [15]. As a microcosm of society, a plurality of cultures can be found in classrooms. This must
be attended to, and for this, teacher training is essential. Smith and Jones’s work presents different
attitudes of the educational community on intercultural education and offers guidelines on the ideal
teacher training, proposing a tool to collect information to measure the sensitivity of the teaching staff.
They also raise the possibility of permanent teacher training, with strong intercultural competence [16].

Other researchers [17] have also worked on the intercultural training of secondary-education
teachers, giving orientations to put into practice and emphasizing the need to work on the emotional,
attitudinal, and ethical dimensions of teachers to be able to ensure the necessary sensitivity and
commitment to cultural diversity. There is no doubt that training and cultural experiences have a
positive effect on young people, increasing their ability to adapt [18]. This is where teachers play a key
role as educators of competent adults in a diverse society [19].

Various pedagogical methodologies have been studied extensively to promote the inclusion
of migrant and refugee children in the school system of their host country [20]. Nevertheless, to a
lesser extent, the multicultural skills that teachers possess have been analyzed, especially in purely
multicultural contexts. This is still one of the key factors that every teacher must possess [21].

For this research, we decided to use the definition of intercultural sensitivity proposed by Chen
and Starosta [22]. The authors emphasized the differences between the idea of intercultural adequacy
and potency, and this counters confusion in understanding the concept of intercultural sensitivity and
gives a more comprehensive theoretical model to gauge this ideology [23,24].

In line with the advancement of establishing the concept of intercultural development, efforts
have been continuously made to create self-report tools to gauge a concept like intercultural sensitivity
inventory [25] and intercultural development inventory [5]. These are just the well-known ones.
Although these scales measure similar constructs to each other, they have a large number of items.
Current teaching staff are subject to large administrative tasks [26,27]. The use of a simpler scale to fulfil
the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS) is justified due to its large potential for collecting information.
Nonetheless, it was only the ISS that suited our construct by pointing out five constituents that explain
the intercultural sensitivity of an individual (Figure 1).Sustainability 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 3 of 12 
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Nine teachers were eliminated from the sample, as they did not finish all the responses, thus 
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context. Participants completed the survey under the supervision of the researchers.  
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The study of teachers’ attitudes towards intercultural phenomena is not new, but there are certain
deficiencies in the available studies [28,29]. The main problem with these investigations is that they
focus on measuring communication skills or abilities [30]. Researchers analyse how participants are
able to communicate with and relate to different people. The contribution of this research is justified
from two important perspectives. On the one hand, the study was directed at intercultural sensitivity
as a measurable phenomenon; on the other hand, the study developed two multicultural contexts in
which cultures and values coexist.

The aim of this study is to analyze the intercultural sensitivity of primary-school teachers in Ceuta
and Melilla, two autonomous cities on the north coast of North Africa, where different cultures coexist
due to the geographical situation. Moreover, these autonomous cities are compared with two other
cities of Spain, Malaga and Granada, where a natural cultural coexistence is lower.

High values of intercultural sensitivity are important when we travel and are exposed to other
cultures. However, the values obtained in daily life are much more important and even more so when
the context is multicultural and subject to change over short periods. Teachers have the responsibility
to provide students with skills and to help them to develop empathy towards others and to respect
their differences [31]. In order to transmit these skills and values to our students, we must first
establish whether teachers possess them. It is a basic factor that allows us to develop a correct “cultural
pedagogy” [32].

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Participants

Two hundred and thirty-six teachers of primary and secondary education in the multicultural
cities of Ceuta and Melilla participated in the study. They were 27–61 years old with a mean age of 35,
and 57.89% were male while 42.10% were female. A sample of 81 teachers from Malaga and 93 from
Granada was also collected in order to compare different contexts with different cultural relationships.
The study was carried out during the first trimester of the school year (2018–2019). It is the first time
that a study of these characteristics has been carried out in border and multicultural cities, so the
results cannot be compared with those of previous studies.

In relation to cultural origin, three major groups stand out: European, Berber (cultural group of
Riffian origin, Islamic religion and Tamazight mother tongue), and others (teachers whose mother/father
are from Europe and mother/father are Berber, as well as Jews and Romani Gypsies). The variables
used during the investigation are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Background characteristics of the participants.

Frequency Percentage (%)

Ceuta/Melilla

Gender

Women 80 42.11

Men 110 57.89

Age

<30 67 35.26

>31 123 64.74

Religion

Christian 94 49.47

Muslim 96 50.53

Culture

European 88 46.31

Berber 94 49.47

Others 8 4.21

Malaga/Granada

Málaga 81 46.55

Granada 93 53.45
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Nine teachers were eliminated from the sample, as they did not finish all the responses, thus
making a final sample size of 190 for the multicultural context and 174 for the non-multicultural context.
Participants completed the survey under the supervision of the researchers.

2.2. Instruments

An original ISS was created and validated in 2000 [22]. The original construct was validated
and found to have the same dimensions as those presented by the original authors in other research
papers [33,34]. The ISS originally had 24 items and 5 subscales with a Likert scale of 5 points. Included
in the subscale is relational engagement, regard for cultural diversity, relational certainty, relational
satisfaction, and relational carefulness.

For this research we used a more recent modified and validated version of the ISS [35]; this
version was reduced to 15 items without losing its construct validity. According to the author, scores
expected from the scale are between 15 and 75 (Appendix A). Higher scores indicated a higher level
of intercultural sensitivity. The alpha value of the scale was better than the original scale. Different
sociodemographic variables were collected in order to make comparisons between the different groups.

2.3. Data Analysis

Data were analysed using descriptive, inferential, and multivariate statistics with SPSS 23 and
AMOS 23 software. The samples used for comparison do not meet the classic requirements of parametric
tests—normality (data have a normal distribution), homogeneity of variances (groups have the same
variance), and independence (whether there is independence between two variables or attributes) [36,37].

Nonparametric statistics are used with the aim of providing data robustness [38]. In addition, in
cases where the differences are significant, the effect sizes are calculated through Cohen’s d. This allows
us to know the strength of the differences and not just to describe them in terms of magnitude [39].

Two kinds of nonparametric tests are carried out. The Mann–Whitney U test allows us to compare
two independent groups and does not need a specific distribution [40]. Moreover, it is considered as a
nonparametric version of the Student’s t-test. To compare more than two groups, the Kruskal–Wallis H
test is used. It is an extended version of the Mann–Whitney U test [40]. Moreover, it is considered a
nonparametric version of analysis of variance (ANOVA). To know how and between which groups
the differences shown by the H test are found, it is necessary to study the comparisons individually
through the Mann–Whitney U test for each possible pair [41]. The latest versions of SPSS simplify this
process, showing visually the differences and values obtained by different groups.

3. Results

3.1. Reliability Analysis

Different analyses were carried out to determine the validity of the model—in this case, Cronbach’s
alpha (α), Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Extracted Variance (AVE). The results obtained show
reliability indices considered acceptable, obtaining for the total of the scale an α value of 0.92. Likewise, there
are no problems of convergent validity: AVE > 0.5. The results of the reliability analysis are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Reliability and validity indices.

Alpha (α) CR * AVE **

Interaction engagement 0.89 0.900 0.663

Respect of cultural differences 0.91 0.913 0.675

Interaction confidence 0.90 0.895 0.653

Interaction enjoyment 0.89 0.813 0.758

Interaction attentiveness 0.92 0.918 0.742

Total 0.90 0.933 0.669

Note: * Composite Reliability, ** Average Extracted Variance.
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3.2. Descriptive Analyses

As shown in Table 3, the values obtained were higher than the average values of each dimension
(7.5) and the total scale (37.15). The highest values were obtained for interaction enjoyment (12.12± 3.24)
and interaction attentiveness (13.31 ± 2.34). On the other hand, respect of cultural differences had the
lowest value (9.13 ± 3.27).

Table 3. Descriptive analysis of each dimension.

Mean SD

Interaction engagement 10.12 5.94

Respect of cultural differences 9.13 3.27

Interaction confidence 11.69 3.20

Interaction enjoyment 12.12 3.24

Interaction attentiveness 13.31 2.34

Total 56.31 5.94

3.3. Inferential Analyses

The first inferential analyses were carried out on the populations of Ceuta and Melilla in line with
the main objective of the research. In analysing the results in terms of gender (Table 4), only interaction
enjoyment showed a significant difference (Z = –2421; p = 0.047). Although these differences were
significant, the effect size (d = 0.035) indicates that the strengths of these are not great. In this case,
women obtain a higher mean rank (MR = 49.21) value than men (MR = 41.30).

Table 4. Mann–Whitney U test for different dimensions according to gender.

Mean Rank U Z p d

Interaction engagement Women 51.52
161.000 −3.315 0.057 –

Men 48.86

Respect of cultural differences Women 50.02
231.500 −2.141 0.089 –

Men 49.11

Interaction confidence
Women 71.86

181.000 −3.435 0.087 –
Men 68.52

Interaction enjoyment Women 49.21
211.500 −2.421 0.047 0.035 1

Men 41.30

Interaction attentiveness
Women 81.86

151.000 −2.615 0.137 –
Men 15.52

Total
Women 55.51

221.500 −3.121 0.062 –
Men 59.21

1 Cohen reports the following intervals for d: 0.01 to 0.04: small effect; 0.05 to 0.07: intermediate effect; and 0.08 and
higher: strong effect [42].

On the other hand, depending on the age, the results showed (Table 5) significant differences
in three dimensions: interaction engagement (Z = −1.323; p = 0.002; d = 0.019), respect of cultural
differences (Z = −2.113; p = 0.000; d = 0.031), and interaction enjoyment (Z = –3.258; p = 0.032; d = 0.048).
The effect sizes were low for the first two and intermediate for the last one. Participants under 30
showed the best results (MR = 33.86; MR = 31.02; and MR = 33.02).
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Table 5. Mann–Whitney U test for different dimensions according to age.

Mean Rank U Z p d

Interaction engagement <30 33.86
121.000 −1.323 0.002 0.019

>31 21.52

Respect of cultural differences <30 31.02
211.400 −2.113 0.000 0.031

>31 25.52

Interaction confidence
<30 35.36

141.200 −4.435 0.452 –
>31 21.52

Interaction enjoyment <30 33.02
211.500 −3.258 0.032 0.051

>31 24.11

Interaction attentiveness
<30 23.92

151.000 −2.125 0.320 –
>31 31.12

Total
<30 35.02

111.500 −2.121 0.120 –
>31 15.11

Differences in the values obtained were checked according to the religions of the teachers
involved in the experience (Christian and Muslim). The data revealed (Table 6) significant differences in
interaction engagement (Z =−2.453; p = 0.012; d = 0.36) and interaction enjoyment (Z =−1.557; p = 0.022;
d = 0.22). The effect sizes were low for the first two and intermediate for the last one. Participants
identified that Muslim values were associated with the best results (MR = 29.16; MR = 59.80).

Table 6. Mann–Whitney U test for different dimensions according to religion.

Mean Rank U Z p d

Interaction engagement Christian 29.16
221.000 −2.453 0.012 0.36

Muslim 30.52

Respect of cultural differences Christian 30.02
241.441 −1.397 0.090 –

Muslim 30.52

Interaction confidence
Christian 55.36

191.300 −3.233 0.572 –
Muslim 48.22

Interaction enjoyment Christian 59.80
200.600 −1.557 0.022 0.22

Muslim 61.05

Interaction attentiveness
Christian 41.98

251.000 −1.185 0.223 –
Muslim 40.72

Total
Christian 55.38

181.500 −2.347 0.080 –
Muslim 60.10

Participants were asked to identify with an ethno-cultural origin (Table 7), mostly with the
European group or with the Berber group. Both groups coincide practically with the Christian and
Muslim religious groups, respectively.
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Table 7. Mann–Whitney U test for different dimensions according to culture.

Mean Rank U Z p d

Interaction engagement European 29.16
131.000 −2.253 0.011 0.34

Berber 30.52

Respect of cultural differences European 30.02
311.441 −1.387 0.091 –

Berber 30.52

Interaction confidence
European 55.36

148.320 −3.251 0.502 –
Berber 48.22

Interaction enjoyment European 59.80
153.300 −1.542 0.021 0.21

Berber 61.05

Interaction attentiveness
European 41.01

241.000 −1.191 0.215 –
Berber 40.12

Total
European 54.11

23.500 −2.247 0.085 –
Berber 59.22

Finally, we compared the results with other contexts in Spain. To check whether the multicultural
context influenced the scores obtained, it was necessary to make a comparison between different cities.
In this case, a nonparametric test, Kruskal-Wallis H test, was used to analyse the differences between
Ceuta and Melilla (Spanish border cities with a multicultural context) and Granada and Malaga, two
Spanish cities without a significant coexistence of cultures or migratory pressure. A Kruskal-Wallis H
test showed (Table 8) that there was a statistically significant difference with respect to the cultural
differences between the different cities in different contexts, χ2(2) = 31.236, p = 0.003, and interaction
attentiveness χ2(2) = 12.250, p = 0.005.

Table 8. Kruskal–Wallis H test according to different cities (and contexts).

χ2 p

Interaction engagement 13.592 0.680

Respect of cultural differences 31.236 0.003

Interaction confidence 10.228 0.189

Interaction enjoyment 36.443 0.102

Interaction attentiveness 12.250 0.005

Total 16.128 0.301

To simplify the interpretation of the results, we used a visual analysis of the mean ranks provided
by the analysis software (Figure 2), where the yellow broken lines represent the existence of a significant
relationship. It is observed that the significant differences found in the previous analysis focused on
very different cities. Among the cities considered multicultural (Ceuta and Melilla), no significant
differences were found in any of the two factors. The same was shown for the two cities located in a
completely different context (Malaga and Granada). The differences for respect of cultural differences
were between Melilla (MR = 109.85) and Granada (MR = 91.13), and Ceuta (MR = 110.85) and Malaga
(MR = 95.05). For the interaction attentiveness dimension, the differences were found in Ceuta
(MR = 103.85) and Malaga (MR = 87.91), Ceuta (MR = 103.85) and Granada (MR = 92.33), and Melilla
(MR = 110.72) and Granada (MR = 92.33). These results indicate that the context is a variable that
influences these dimensions significantly.
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4. Discussion

Intercultural sensitivity is not an instinctive or universal aspect of human behavior. Nowadays,
the development of intercultural sensitivity represents a great challenge for educational systems where
different cultures coexist [43].

The results obtained show high values of cultural sensitivity among teachers in both cities. Similar
results have been obtained in other investigations [29,44]. Within the educational system, teachers
obtaining these results are a positive phenomenon. They are responsible for applying and developing
the future competences and cultural responsibility of their students [20,45].

Although some significant differences are found depending on the variables analysed, the strength
of these differences are low and these cannot be considered as relevant differences. Teachers appear to
be open to knowing and relating to people of other cultures—a greater predisposition than has been
observed in people of different ages who have experienced a migratory process [46,47].

It has been found in this research that the highest values appear in interaction enjoyment and
interaction attentiveness, which means that teachers feel encouraged about interactions with other
cultures and think that this interaction is useful. Although, as has been proven, just having an
intercultural experience is not a guarantee of improvement in intercultural competence [48].

Although it has been observed in this research that, between the considered multicultural cities
(Ceuta and Melilla because of the geographical situation) no significant differences were found in two
factors, differences in respect of cultural differences exist between Melilla and Granada, and Ceuta
and Malaga. Further, regarding interaction attentiveness, differences are found between Ceuta and
Malaga and moreover between Ceuta and Granada, and Melilla and Granada. Thus, the results seem
to indicate that context can influence those dimensions [49,50].

The differences found in these cities are mainly due to two phenomena. First, the natural context in
which most of these teachers have grown up, where they have been exposed to this type of relationship
since childhood, and during their training [51,52]. Second, the specific training they have done. This
training has been proven to have positive effects on intercultural relations [53,54].

5. Conclusions

It has been shown in this work that intercultural sensitivity is not an instinctive or universal aspect
of human behaviour and that it is a challenge for educational systems to accommodate people from
different cultures. It was found that teachers in Melilla and Ceuta show high levels of intercultural
sensitivity, which can be very helpful for teaching sensitivity to their students in a natural way. This
fact shows that context and training can be two important points in the development of high levels of
intercultural sensitivity.

Teachers are open to meeting people from other cultures and getting to know them too. This is
considered highly positive; as such, knowledge and interaction can bring about new relations among
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cultures. Interaction enjoyment and interaction attentiveness happened to have the highest levels
among the teachers of this research, and these dimensions can be very useful in fostering interaction
among cultures. However, these dimensions themselves do not guarantee intercultural competence,
and it is recommended here to work on fostering and learning this competence, working on the rest of
the dimensions to create an intercultural competence with a combination of all of them.

6. Limitations and Future Research

The present study has limitations and elicits suggestions for future studies. The first limitation
focuses on the number of variables analysed, although they could be considered sufficient for a
preliminary study. For future research, it is advisable to explore other variables. Future research could
involve more complex designs or longitudinal studies with different samples to study the change of
results over time.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.E.P.-G.; data curation, A.S.-R.; investigation, A.S.-R.; methodology,
A.S.-R. and M.E.P.-G.; supervision, M.E.P.-G.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix A

Table A1. Version of ISS used in this research.

Dimension Nº Item

Interaction engagement

1 I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures.

2 I often give positive responses to my culturally different counterpart during
our interacting.

3 I avoid those situations where I will have to deal with culturally distinct
persons.

Respect of cultural differences

4 I do not like to be with people from different cultures.

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

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

Interaction confidence

7 I am pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different cultures.

8 I feel confident when interacting with people from different cultures.

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

Interaction enjoyment

10 I often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures.

11 I get upset easily when interacting with people from different cultures.

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

Interaction attentiveness

13 I am very observant when interacting with people from different cultures.

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

15 I try to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with people
from different cultures.
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