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Abstract
This study investigated the level of intercultural sensitivity of foreign international undergraduates and its
possible predictors. Sample participants included 269 foreign international undergraduates of both government
and private universities in Thailand. The research instrument was the three-page survey constructed
questionnaire based on the combination of three self-evaluation scales: Chen and Starosta’s (2000) Intercultural
Sensitivity Scale (ISS), McCroskey and McCroskey’s (1988) Self-Perceived Communication Competence Scale
(SPCC), and Silvera et al’s (2001) Tromso Social Intelligence Scale (TSIS). From the pilot test, the instrument’s
internal consistency was .789. Data collected were analyzed by using Descriptive Statistics (SPSS for Windows),
Pearson product-moment Correlations, Independent-sample t-test, F-test (ANOVA), and Multiple Regression
Analysis. The findings showed that the average level of intercultural sensitivity of the participants was at a high
level (X = 4.3) with nationality and intercultural experience as significant factors. It was also found that both
self-perceived communication competence and social intelligence were statistically significant predictors of
intercultural sensitivity.
Keywords: intercultural sensitivity, communication competence, social intelligence, international undergraduate
1. Introduction
1.1 Intercultural Communication Competence Needed in Global Business
Intercultural communication skills have played a crucial role when there has been a force for cultural
de-globalization or cultural pluralism in an increasingly multi-polar world economy (Hooker, 2008). Today,
businesses are conducted across borders. Therefore, economic success of each business sector, organization, or
country increasingly depends on the ability of employees or officials to display competent intercultural
communication behaviors with individuals from other cultures (Lustig & Koester, 2003; Varner & Beamer, 2010;
Franko, 2012). Developing intercultural competence is; therefore, regarded as part of qualifying professionally
(Korhonen, 2004; Mao, 2010) especially for leadership in the global workplace.
1.2 Intercultural Sensitivity Boosting Intercultural Communication Competence
Intercultural sensitivity is one of the three dimensions of intercultural communication competence: intercultural
awareness, intercultural sensitivity, and intercultural adroitness (Chen & Starosta, 1996). Each of these
dimensions contains a set of components. Intercultural sensitivity is the affective dimension of intercultural
communication competence that refers to ‘the emotional desire of a person to acknowledge, appreciate, and
accept cultural differences’ (Fritz et al., 2002). The intercultural sensitivity dimension includes six components:
self-esteem, self-monitoring, empathy, open-mindedness, nonjudgmental, and social relaxation. All these
components enable “an individual to develop a positive emotion towards understanding and appreciating
cultural differences that promotes appropriate and effective behavior in intercultural communication” (Chen &
Starosta, 1997a).
Intercultural communication becomes competent when it consists of all three basic components as mentioned
earlier. Intercultural sensitivity is an affective process. Intercultural awareness is a cognitive process, and
intercultural adroitness is a behavioral process (Chen & Starosta, 1998). Therefore, a lack of intercultural
sensitivity causes incompetent intercultural communication or even failure. Research on intercultural
communication competence and intercultural sensitivity shows significant correlation. That is, the more
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intercultural sensitivity an individual possesses, the more interculturally competent he/she can be (Klak & Martin,
2003; Goby, 2007; Straffon, 2003; Olson & Kroeger, 2001).
Intercultural sensitivity is, therefore, considered a crucial factor that has received considerable attention in the
past decades (Chen & Starosta, 1997b; Rahim, 1983; Triandis, 2006). It was found that high intercultural
sensitivity was associated with high intercultural competence (Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985; Black & Mendenhall,
1990; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Klak & Martin, 2003). Moreover, intercultural sensitivity can be shaped by many
factors (Dong et al., 2008).
1.3 Research Objectives
This study aimed to investigate the intercultural sensitivity of foreign international undergraduates and to what
extent self-perceived communication competence and social intelligence can significantly predict intercultural
sensitivity.
2. Method
2.1 Sample
Based on convenience sampling, the participants of the study were 269 foreign international undergraduates of
both government and private universities in Thailand. These students from 39 countries had different
demographic factors.
2.2 Instrument
An English-version survey questionnaire was constructed based on the combination of three scales to test levels
of intercultural sensitivity among foreign international undergraduates, self-perceived communication
competence, and their social intelligence. This 69-item questionnaire consisted of 4 sections including a
checklist asking about the respondents’ demographic information and the three scales, including:
2.2.1 Chen and Starosta’s (2000) Intercultural Sensitivity Scale or ISS
The ISS covers 24 statements (120 points) on self-reported intercultural sensitivity. It was designed based on five
labeled factors: (1) interaction engagement (e.g. “I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures”), (2)
respect for cultural differences (e.g. “I think people from other cultures are narrow-minded”), (3) interaction
confidence (e.g. “I am pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different cultures”), (4) interaction
enjoyment (e.g. “I get upset easily when interacting with people from different cultures”) , and (5) interaction
attentiveness (e.g. I am very observant when interacting with people from different cultures”).
This scale has proven to have high reliability and validity, and has been used in a number of studies (Fritz et al.,
2002; Peng et al., 2005; Yu & Chen, 2008; Park, 2013).
2.2.2 McCroskey and McCroskey’s (1988) Self-Perceived Communication Competence Scale or SPCC
The SPCC was developed by McCroskey & McCroskey (1988). The scale assesses how competent people feel
they are in various communication contexts and with various types of receivers, although it is not a measure of
actual communication competence. The SPCC scale has generated good alpha reliability estimates (above .85) and
has a strong face validity as well as substantial predictive validity in terms of self-perceptions. The SPCC scale is
composed of 12 items reflecting four communication contexts--public speaking, talking in a large meeting, talking
in a small group, and talking in a dyad--and three common types of receivers--strangers, acquaintances, and
friends.
2.2.3. Silvera, Martinussen, and Dahl’s (2001) Tromso Social Intelligence Scale (TSIS)
The TSIS consists of 21 items with 3 subscales including SP: social information processing (e.g. I can easily
understand social situations.), SS: social skills (e.g. I am successful in establishing new relationships.), and SA:
social awareness (e.g. I am often surprised how other people react to my actions.) This seven-point scale
questionnaire’s internal validities of SP, SS, and SA were 0.79, 0.85, and 0.72 respectively (Silvera et al, 2001).
This is considered an approach to detect social intelligence as a performance characteristic.
The questionnaire was pilot tested with international students who were as demographically similar to the sample
as possible. The results of the pilot showed that the overall internal consistency of the instrument was .789
(Intercultural Sensitivity Scale = .667, Self-perceived Communication Competence Scale= .921, and Social
Intelligence Scale = .623).
2.3 Data Collection
Once the consent was granted, 400 copies of the questionnaire were made and then distributed by hand to the
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international undergraduates studying in universities in Bangkok. The participants were told that the survey was
voluntary and their information would be completely confidential and anonymous. The questionnaire took
approximately 15 minutes for individual participants to complete. Three hundred and four questionnaires were
returned. After removing all of the questionnaires with missing responses, there were two hundred and sixty-nine
questionnaires available for statistical analysis.
3. Results
3.1 Level of Intercultural Sensitivity and its Five Elements
The average level of intercultural sensitivity of the participants was at a high level (X = 4.3 or 92.29 out of 120
points). All of the five elements had a positive correlation with the total intercultural sensitivity scores.
Interaction engagement and respect for cultural difference had a very high positive correlation: .809, .804.
Interaction enjoyment had a high positive correlation: .741 and interaction confidence and attentiveness had a
moderate positive correlation: .667, .557.
Table 1. Levels of Intercultural Sensitivity
Elements of Intercultural Sensitivity

Total Score

Mean score

S.D

%

1. Interaction engagement

35

26.80

3.82

76.57

2. Respect for cultural difference

30

24.51

4.24

81.70

3. Interaction confidence

25

18.30

3.07

73.20

4. Interaction enjoyment

15

11.63

2.57

77.53

5. Interaction attentiveness

15

11.05

1.98

73.67

Total intercultural sensitivity score

120

92.29

11.56

76.91

3.2 Level of Intercultural Sensitivity and Demographic Factors
While gender and school of study did not have any significant effect on the level of intercultural sensitivity,
nationality and intercultural experience did more or less have a role to play.
3.2.1 Nationality
It was found that American participants’ scores were significantly higher than the Chinese scores. According to
Table 2, the total intercultural sensitivity scores as well as scores from each intercultural sensitivity factor
between the Chinese and the American are significantly different from each other. This means, on average, the
American’s scores (both total intercultural sensitivity score and each factor score) are higher than the Chinese’s.
Based on the arbitrary classification (1-24 = very low, 25-48 = low, 49-72 = moderate, 73-96 = high, 97-120 =
very high) of intercultural sensitivity levels, it was clearly shown that the American participants had a very high
level (98.02, 81.68%) while the Chinese participants had a high level (82.40, 68.67%) of intercultural sensitivity.
Table 2. Comparisons between Intercultural Sensitivity Scores of Chinese and American Foreign International
Undergraduates
Intercultural Sensitivity

Total
score

Chinese

American

(N = 40)

(N = 50)

score

%

score

%

1. Interaction engagement

35

24.27

69.34

28.96

82.74

2. Respect for cultural differences

30

20.92

69.73

26.38

87.93

3. Interaction confidence

25

17.02

68.08

18.44

73.76

4. Interaction enjoyment

15

9.57

63.80

12.44

82.93

5. Interaction attentiveness

15

10.60

70.67

11.80

78.67

Total intercultural sensitivity score

120

82.40

68.67

98.02

81.68

138

elt.ccsenet.org

English Language Teaching

Vol. 10, No. 2; 2017

3.2.2 Intercultural Experience (Length of Stay in Other Cultures)
It was found that the intercultural sensitivity scores of those who had less than 1 year or more than 4 years of
intercultural experience were significantly higher than the scores of those who had 3-4 years of experience. Table
3 shows the differences among the average intercultural sensitivity score (ISS) of 4 types of exposure to other
cultures of international undergraduates: less than 1 year, 1-2 years, 3-4 years, and 5 years onwards.
Table 3. The Differences among the Intercultural Sensitivity Scores based on Intercultural Experience
Source of variance

SS.

df

MS.

F

Between groups

259.247

3

86.416

6.259*

Within groups

3658.507

265

13.806

Total

3917.755

268

Between groups

368.570

3

122.857

Within groups

4456.635

265

16.817

Total

4825.204

268

Between groups

68.714

3

22.905

Within groups

2453.494

265

9.258

Total

2522.208

268

Between groups

47.461

3

15.820

Within groups

1729.104

265

6.525

Total

1776.565

268

Between groups

26.026

3

8.675

Within groups

1026.346

265

3.873

Total

1052.372

268

Between groups

2261.761

3

753.920

Within groups

33579.198

265

126.714

Total

35840.959

268

Interaction engagement

Respect for cultural difference
7.305*

Interaction confidence
2.474

Interaction enjoyment
2.425

Interaction attentiveness
2.240

Intercultural sensitivity
5.950*

* p<0.05.
Table 3 reveals that, on average, the total scores of the intercultural sensitivity as well as sub scores of the first
two elements (interaction engagement and respect for cultural difference) of the 4 group types having different
intercultural experience are significantly different (α = 0.05). This means that, on average, their scores are not the
same, so post hoc tests were performed to test the differences of their intercultural sensitivity scores.
Table 4. Results of the Post Hoc (Scheffe) Test on the total intercultural sensitivity
Experience
abroad
(Length of stay abroad)

N

3-4 years

37

Subset for alpha = 0.05
1
87.4865
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1-2 years

89

90.1124

Less than 1 year

96

94.5833

5 years or more

47

95.4894

Sig.

90.1124

.670

.091

Table 4 shows that the intercultural sensitivity mean score of participants with 3-4 years of exposure to other
cultures was not significantly different from those with 1-2 years, but significantly different from those with less
than 1 year and more than 4 years.
3.3 Possible Predictive Factors of Intercultural Sensitivity
The study has proved that the level of intercultural sensitivity of international undergraduates can be predicted
by both self-perceived communication competence (R square: .296) and social intelligence (R square: .428). In
other words, communication competence had 29.6% predictive ability on intercultural sensitivity while social
intelligence had 42.8% predictive ability on intercultural sensitivity.
3.3.1 Self-perceived Communication Competence
Table 5 below shows that F-value (.000) was statistically significant (typically p<.05). This signifies that the
predictor (communication competence) accurately predicted the outcome variable or the scores of intercultural
sensitivity and that there was a significant relationship between the predictor and the dependent variable. The
coefficient force was .754. So, for every point increase in communication competence score, a 0.75 point
increase in intercultural sensitivity score was predicted, keeping all other variables constant. The R square
was .296. This means that communication competence had 29.6% predictive ability on intercultural sensitivity.
Table 5. Self-perceived Communication Competence as a Possible Intercultural Sensitivity Predictor Model
Summary
Model
1

R
.544

a

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Std. Error pf the Estimate

.296

.293

9.72408

Changes Statistics
R Square Change

F Change

df1

df2

Sig. F Change

.296

112.038

1

267

.000

a.

Predictors: (Constant), Communication Competence

ANOVAb
Model

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

1 Regression

10594.057

1

10594.057

112.038

.000a

Residual

25246.902

267

94.558

Total

35840.959

268

a. Predictors: (Constant), Communication Competence
b. Dependent Variable: Intercultural sensitivity
Coefficientsa
Model

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

B

Std. Error

Beta

1 (Constant)

58.271

3.268

.544

Communication Competence

.754

.071

a. Dependent Variable: Intercultural Sensitivity.
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3.3.2 Social intelligence
Table 6 shows that F-value (.000) was statistically significant (typically p<.05). This signifies that the predictor
(self-perceived communication competence) accurately predicted the outcome variable or the scores of
intercultural sensitivity and that there was a significant relationship between the predictor and the dependent
variable. The coefficient force was .804. So, for every point increase in social intelligence score, a 0.80 point
increase in intercultural sensitivity score was predicted, keeping all other variables constant. The R square
was .428. This means that social intelligence had 42.8% predictive ability on intercultural sensitivity.
Table 6. Social Intelligence as a possible intercultural sensitivity predictor
Model Summary
Model
1

R
.654

a

R Square

Adjusted R Square

Std. Error pf the Estimate

.428

.426

8.76231

Changes Statistics
R Square Change

F Change

df1

df2

Sig. F Change

.428

199.812

1

267

.000

a. Predictors: (Constant), Social Intelligence.
ANOVAb
Model

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

1 Regression

15341.203

1

10594.057

15341.203

.000a

Residual

20499.756

267

94.558

Total

35840.959

268

a. Predictors: (Constant), Social Intelligence.
b. Dependent Variable: Intercultural sensitivity.
Coefficientsa
Model

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

B

Std. Error

Beta

1 (Constant)

34.243

4.141

.654

Communication
Competence

.804

.057

t

Sig.

8.269

.000

14.135

.000

a. Dependent Variable: Intercultural Sensitivity.
4. Discussion
4.1 Level of Intercultural Sensitivity
The findings show that on average the level of intercultural sensitivity of the international undergraduates
participating the study was high (X = 92.29 out of the 120 total score or 76.91%). This is probably because first,
all of the participants were foreign students. Research has proven that personal experiences in a host country
help develop intercultural sensitivity. Foreign students were reported with significantly higher levels of
intercultural sensitivity than domestic students (McMurray, 2007; Lyttle et al., 2011; Chocce et al., 2015).
Moreover, it was found that age was an influential factor affecting one’s intercultural sensitivity (Del Villar,
2010). The participants of the present study were undergraduates whose ages ranged from 18-25. When people
get older, they generally become more mature because “maturity comes with life experiences that generally lead
to better understanding and tolerance for differences” (Del Villar, 2010). Third, since the participants were
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foreign undergraduates in international schools, they had more exposure and opportunity to use the language
(English as an international language) in the host country and in classrooms (in which most students had
different demographic backgrounds) than the local students. Therefore, it can be concluded that another factor
that more or less contributed to their high level of intercultural sensitivity in this study was their English
language competence enabling them to interact more with their classmates from different cultures. Aydogan and
Akbarov (2014) found that language communication skills significantly correlated with almost all constructs of
intercultural sensitivity. Surveys done by Olson and Kroeger (2001), and Sizoo et al. (2004) concluded that
foreign language ability is a variable promoting intercultural sensitivity.
These findings, however, cannot be claimed as accurate or generalized because the high level of intercultural
sensitivity of the international undergraduates of the present study was based solely on a self-reported measure
(intercultural sensitivity scale). It is clear that even though there are a number of advantages in self-reports
(Lucas & Baird, 2006; Paulhus & Vazire, 2007) that have made the self-reports the most preferred method to
assess personality traits (Vazire, 2006; Robins et al., 2007), there are also a number of potential weaknesses
when using self-reports to measure psychological constructs (McDonald, 2008). A crucial problem concerns
inaccuracy of its findings caused by errors on the part of the respondents. Self-reports leave a lot of room for
‘response biases’ (Moskowitz, 1986) producing the so-called ‘socially desirable response’ to present themselves
in a more favorable light, even though their responses do not reflect how they actually behave or think (Paulhus,
1991). Therefore, the findings in terms of the level of intercultural sensitivity of the international undergraduates
of the present study cannot be considered accurate or generalized unless multiple methods are applied to
triangulate the findings. Furthermore this could be the reason why extensive research on intercultural sensitivity
using self-report measures has emphasized the investigation of predictive factors of intercultural sensitivity
rather than the accurate level of intercultural sensitivity of the research participants.
4.2 Correlations between Intercultural Sensitivity and Their Five Factors
The present study found that all individual factors of intercultural sensitivity namely interaction engagement,
interaction enjoyment, interaction attentiveness, interaction confidence, and respect for cultural differences, had
a positive correlation with the total intercultural sensitivity scores: from most to least interaction engagement
(.809), respect for cultural difference (.804), interaction enjoyment (.741), interaction confidence (.667) and
interaction attentiveness (.557). The fact that all five of these factors had a high to moderate correlation with the
total intercultural sensitivity score is simply because all the scale questions under each factor were constructed to
assess intercultural sensitivity, which includes all five factors, and that each factor more or less plays its role
toward the intercultural sensitivity level. In other words, the assessment would not be complete if it lacked a
question in a particular factor. This can be explained in more details as follows:
According to Chen and Starosta (1997) intercultural sensitivity is the affective dimension of intercultural
communication competence which includes six components: self-esteem, self-monitoring, open-mindedness,
empathy, interaction involvement, and non-judgment. Therefore, interculturally sensitive persons are those who
possess these six elements. Chen and Starosta’s (2000) intercultural sensitivity scale was designed and
constructed to assess the possession of these six elements. The scale’s questions were labeled interaction
engagement, respect for cultural differences, interaction confidence, interaction enjoyment, and interaction
attentiveness, rather than simply six components.
4.2.1 Interaction Engagement
The fact that interaction engagement had the highest correlation (.809) to the total intercultural sensitivity score
is probably because interaction involvement is fundamental to the human communication process (Cegala, 1984),
while interculturally sensitive persons know how to “handle the procedural aspects of structuring and
maintaining a conversation” (Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984, p. 46).
4.2.2 Respect for Cultural Differences
The study showed that respect for cultural differences was the second factor that correlated highly with the total
intercultural sensitivity score (.804). This is probably because interculturally sensitive persons are open-minded
or willing to openly and appropriately explain themselves and accept other’s explanations (Chen & Starosta,
1997). They possess an internalized broadened concept of the world (Bennett, 1986), or understand and
acknowledge other people’s needs that makes them more adaptive to differences in culturally diverse situations
(Yum, 1989) Therefore, those who are interculturally sensitive must be those who respect others’ cultures. The
lack of this factor causes intercultural communication failures. Consequently, high correlation was found
between respect for cultural differences and intercultural sensitivity.
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4.2.3 Interaction Enjoyment
The third factor having a high correlation (.741) with the total intercultural sensitivity score was interaction
enjoyment. This finding was well-supported by previous research proving that those who were interculturally
sensitive were those who enjoyed themselves in intercultural interactions. Hart & Burks (1972) explained that
interculturally sensitive persons did not hastily jump to conclusions without having sufficient data in interactions
(Hart & Burks (1972), which allows the other party to be satisfied and happy that he/she has been actively
listened to (Chen, 1997), and they themselves are also happy. Many types of enjoyment reported are, for example,
that they enjoy interacting with people from different cultures (Randolph et al., 1977), enjoy increasing good
working relations with others from different cultures (Fiedler et al., 1971), and enjoy one’s duties in another
culture (Gudykunst et al., 1977).
4.2.4 Interaction Confidence
The finding that interaction confidence had a significantly positive correlation with the total intercultural
sensitivity score (.667) confirmed the importance of self-esteem regarding one’s intercultural sensitivity as
shown by extensive previous research. Self-esteem, conceptualized as having two dimensions: self-efficacy and
self-worth (Gecas & Schwalbe, 1986), is so influential regarding the development of intercultural sensitivity that
it was included as one of Chen’s (1997) six components of intercultural sensitivity. People with high self-esteem
can motivate themselves by thinking they are powerful, strong, and good (Bandura, 1999). It was found that
when individuals positively value themselves, they tend to contribute more to their interpersonal relationships
(Kernis et al., 2000), which leads to successful interpersonal relationships (Sternberg & Vroom, 2002).
Moreover, those with high self-esteem would not only feel confident in themselves but also feel accepted by
others, regardless of success or failure (Baldwin et al., 2004). According to Foote and Cottrell (1955) culturally
sensitive people usually show higher degrees of self-esteem because they have an optimistic outlook that instills
confidence in interaction with others. In other words, they are likely to think well of others and to expect to be
accepted by others (Hamachek, 1982).
4.2.5 Interaction Attentiveness
Similarly to interaction confidence, interaction attentiveness also had a moderately positive correlation with the
total intercultural sensitivity score (.557). Interaction attentiveness refers to ‘Empathy,’ and ‘Self-monitoring,
two of Chen’s (1997) six components of intercultural sensitivity. Those who are empathetic possess the
characteristics of displaying identification, understanding and consideration to others while high self-monitoring
persons are more attentive, other-oriented, and adaptable to diverse communication situations (Spitzberg &
Cupach, 1984). That interaction attentiveness has a significant positive correlation with intercultural sensitivity is
also well-supported by previous theories and research.
Since empathy helps develop a mutual understanding leading to the establishment of an intercultural rapport
(Barnlund, 1988), it has been recognized as a central component or the essence of intercultural sensitivity and
enables a person to be competent in intercultural communication (Bennet, 1979; Yum, 1989).
The reason why interaction confidence and interaction attentiveness of the present study merely had a
moderately positive correlation with intercultural sensitivity is probably because of the limitation of the study in
terms of insufficient number of participants, the errors caused by self-report measures, or the fact that these two
personal constructs, self-esteem and empathy, are probably too complicated to be assessed by only one research
instrument or that an actual research-based self-esteem/empathy inventory is also needed.
4.3 Correlations between Intercultural Sensitivity and Demographic Factors (Gender, Nationality, School of
Study, and Length of Stay in Other Cultures)
These correlations were examined aiming to find if or to what extent demographic factors favored intercultural
sensitivity of international undergraduates in Thailand. The findings suggested that gender and school of study
did not affect the participants’ level of intercultural sensitivity unlike nationality and exposure to other cultures
(length of stay).
4.3.1 Gender
The present study found no significant differences between male and female intercultural sensitivity mean scores
(M = 91.21, SD = 11.82 and M = 93.58, SD = 11.15 respectively). This finding is in accordance with literature
showing that there was no significant difference in intercultural sensitivity between males and females
(McMurray, 2007; Del Villar, 2010; Margarethe, 2012; and Chocce et al, 2015). However, females seemed to
insignificantly exhibit higher intercultural sensitivity than males in some or all of the intercultural Sensitivity
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Scale’s factors. It is a long-standing belief that women are more caring, more people-oriented, and more
empathic than men. According to Goleman (1998, p. 322) “women do tend to experience this spontaneous
matching of feeling with others more than men do.” A number of psychological studies have reported that in
general women are more empathic than men (such as Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983; Baron-Cohen & Wheelwright,
2004). However, these studies also noted that female advantage in empathy is not absolute since it depends on
the type of empathy measured and various contextual factors. This point is probably a reason supporting the
different findings by Banos (2006) and Nanda (2013-2014) who reported that females had a significantly higher
level of intercultural sensitivity than males and Del Villar (2010) who found that males did significantly better
than females in intercultural sensitivity. With these conflicting results, it can be concluded that gender is an
inconclusive factor with regard to intercultural sensitivity.
4.3.2 School of Study
It was found that the mean scores of intercultural sensitivity among participants from different schools of study
namely Arts & Humanities, Business, and others, were not significantly different. The findings came in line with
previous research such as Chocce et al. (2015) that investigated the level of intercultural sensitivity between
students from three different programs: Sciences, Business Administration, and Marketing. However, when
many fields of study were included in a study, significantly different findings were reported. For example Del
Villar (2010) investigated the level of intercultural sensitivity between students of 24 colleges and found
significant differences between them. These inconsistent results may suggest factors contributed to intercultural
sensitivity other than merely different fields of study such as program courses that provide ample opportunities
to learn about other cultures. Year-level of research participants can also become an extraneous variable that
deflects the findings. Surprisingly, students of the Asian Institute of Tourism (AIT) showed the lowest mean
score of intercultural sensitivity between those from 24 colleges, but still within the moderate sensitivity level
(Del Villar, 2010), and this was due to the fact that the students had not yet had the exposure and training.
4.3.3 Nationality
The findings revealed significant differences in the total intercultural sensitivity scores as well as all
constructs/factors of intercultural sensitivity between the Chinese and American undergraduates as illustrated in
Table 4.7. This showed that the American participants had a higher level of intercultural sensitivity than the
Chinese’s: 98.02, 81.68% (very high) and 82.40, 68.67% (high) respectively. Despite these findings, it cannot be
concluded that nationality significantly influenced the intercultural sensitivity.
Since the researcher did not find any literature that showed a comparison between Chinese and American
university students’ levels of intercultural sensitivity, the fact that the American participants significantly gained
higher score might be influenced by other factors rather than simply nationality. For example, the American
students had much fewer language constraints during intercultural communication than Chinese students who
were not native English speakers. Therefore, it is suggested that the effect of nationality on intercultural
sensitivity needs further research.
4.3.4 Exposure to Other Cultures: Length of Stay
The findings of the present study has confirmed that exposure to other cultures does influence intercultural
sensitivity to some extent. Interestingly, it was not always found that the more exposure to other cultures, the
higher level of intercultural sensitivity, as extensively reported by previous research (Olson & Kroeger, 2001;
Peng et al., 2005; Anderson et al., 2006; McMurray, 2007; Del Villar, 2010). According to the results of the
present study, those with 1-4 years of exposure had similar levels of intercultural sensitivity with no significant
differences. However, those with 3-4 years of exposure to other cultures had significantly lower mean scores of
the total intercultural sensitivity, interaction engagement, and respect for cultural differences than those with less
than 1 year. This is consistent with results from previous research reporting that exposure to other cultures did
not contribute significantly to intercultural sensitivity (Taylor & Henao, 2006; Fabregas et al., 2012; Chocce,
2015). Owing to this contradiction, more in-depth research is needed about exposure to other cultures as an
influential factor toward intercultural sensitivity. This is because a self-report on merely length of stay abroad
cannot completely guarantee the participants’ actual intercultural experiences. There are also many other factors
relating to exposure to other cultures such as language proficiency or lack of language proficiency resulting in
avoiding contact with other cultures that will affect learning about new cultures (Gudykunst, 1979). Moreover, it
can also be affected by number of countries visited, number of foreign friends, frequency of communication (Del
Villar, 2010), or even race and ethnicity that affects willingness to communicate (Medina, 2004); Jackson et al.,
2000; Dong et al., 2008; Bahk & Jandt, 2008).
4.4 Predictive Factors of Levels of Intercultural Sensitivity
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Two independent variables investigated as to whether they could predict the level of intercultural sensitivity
included communication competence and social intelligence. The findings showed that both communication
competence and social intelligence were good predictors of intercultural sensitivity (29.6% and 42.8% predictive
ability respectively).
4.4.1 Communication Competence
The stepwise regression analysis on the relationship between communication competence and intercultural
sensitivity showed .754 coefficient force (R square: .296). This means that communication competence had
29.6% predictive ability of intercultural sensitivity. There has been no study that the researcher could find using
regression analysis to see if communication competence can predict intercultural sensitivity, but only a number
of correlation studies to see the relationship between these two variables. These studies have proven that
students’ perception of their communication competence correlated in a significant and positive way with their
intercultural sensitivity score (Peng et al., 2005; Banos, 2006; Dilbeck et al., 2009; De Villar, 2010; Aydogan &
Akbarow, 2014). Simply put, the students who perceived themselves as communicatively competent were also
sensitive to other cultures. In contrast, those who reported least competence, scored significantly lower in
intercultural sensitivity. The researcher could not find any correlation studies with the same objective that
reported opposite findings. Thus, it can be noted that when a significant correlation is found between
communication competence and intercultural sensitivity, communication competence probably has more or less a
predictive ability toward intercultural sensitivity.
Furthermore, this present study has finally supported this possibility. Communication competence is “…an
individual’s perception of her or his own competence in communication across a variety of contexts”
(McCroskey, 1984, 1997). It is different from communication proficiencies that refer to one’s actual skills or
ability to communicate, not to the perception. Communication proficiencies comprise communication
competence, willingness to communicate, and intercultural communication apprehension (Del Villar, 2010).
Regarding the result of this present study, it can be justified that communication competence can predict the
level of one’s intercultural sensitivity because whenever people see themselves as competent communicators,
they are also more willing to engage in interaction with others and with less apprehension (McCrosky. 1997).
This is a reason why it can be 29.6% predicted that those with high communication competence also become
more sensitive during intercultural contacts and vice versa. This means communication competence (the
predictor) explained 29.6% of variance of intercultural sensitivity and that there was 70.4% of unexplained
variance predicted by other factors.
4.4.2 Social Intelligence
The stepwise regression analysis on the relationship between social intelligence and intercultural sensitivity
showed .804 coefficient force (R square: .428). This means that social intelligence had 42.8% predictive ability
for intercultural sensitivity. There has been no study that the researcher could find using regression analysis to
see if social intelligence can predict intercultural sensitivity, but only some correlation studies between these two
variables. For example, Dong et al. (2008) reported that intercultural sensitivity could be shaped by various
factors, one of which was social intelligence which was found to be significantly correlated with intercultural
sensitivity.
Since intercultural sensitivity, the affective aspect of intercultural communication competence, indicates the
“development of a readiness to understand and appreciate cultural differences in intercultural communication”
(Chen & Starosta, 2003, p. 344), social intelligence or “the ability to act wisely in human relations” (Thorndike,
1920, p. 228) or sometimes called ‘people skills’ has a great fundamental role to play towards a person’s
intercultural sensitivity. Interculturally sensitive individuals are those who are more satisfied with life because
they enjoy interacting with people from different cultures (Sizoo et al., 2004). Chen (1997) pointed out that
highly interculturally sensitive persons were those who can regulate their behavior, see others’ points of view,
sincerely and actively listen, and are responsive, perceptive, and attentive. Therefore, it can undoubtedly be
42.8% predicted that the more social intelligence individuals possess, the more interculurally sensitive they
become and vice versa. This means social intelligence (the predictor) explained 42.8% of variance of
intercultural sensitivity and that there was 57.2% of unexplained variance predicted by other factors.
5. Conclusion
The findings of the study suggest that both communication competence and social intelligence are significant
predictors of intercultural sensitivity, and that social intelligence plays a more important role than
communication competence. Moreover, it was interestingly found that the total variance after combining 29.6%
of communication competence and 42.8% of social intelligence together was 72.4%. This implies that both
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predictors are key factors toward one’s development of intercultural sensitivity that powerfully and ultimately
affect intercultural communication.
These findings have implied that social intelligence, communication competence, as well as some demographic
factors including nationality and exposure to other cultures (length of stay), should be taken into serious
consideration when designing an international program or international business curriculums, since one of the
instructional goals is to increase sensitivity to the complexity of intercultural interactions. This is because these
variables more or less affect students’ intercultural sensitivity, which is widely accepted to be a predictor of
intercultural effectiveness and is associated with the potential to exercise intercultural competence (Fabregas et
al., 2012).
Regarding some limitations of the research itself, it is recommended the following for scholars and researchers
who would like to replicate the study. First, local (international) undergraduates should be included. Second,
nationality and exposure to other cultures which were found in the present study, having significant relationship
with intercultural sensitivity should be investigated further if they have any predictive ability towards a gain in
intercultural sensitivity. Last but not least, research instruments be used other than self-reports such as interviews
and journals to help validate the findings.
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