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The purpose of this study is to em-
pirically examine Chen and
Starosta’s five-factor model of In-
tercultural Sensitivity in the In-
dian context and assess the fac-
tors that affect Indian’s Intercul-
tural Sensitivity in a workplace.
In the process the study repro-
duces a valid scale. Results indi-
cate that Chen and Starosta’s five-
factor model did not fit in the In-
dian context. The study proposed
a three-factor model based on 14
of the 24 items Intercultural Sen-
sitivity Scale (ISS) formulated by
Chen and Starosta. The Indian In-
tercultural Sensitivity (IIS) model
proposed as an alternative exhib-
ited high internal consistency, re-
liability, and validity and indi-
cates better fit with Indian cul-
ture.

IntroductionDiversity Management is an interest-ing topic since manager in today’smulticultural global business environmentfrequently encounter cultural differences,which interfere with management prac-tices in organization. Diversity is a ubiq-uitous phenomenon found in all types ofworkplaces. It has found its applicabilityowing to the volatile nature of the presentbusiness environment, moving workforce,globalization, joint ventures, mergers andacquisitions, talent sourcing and acquisi-tion, organizations striving for gainingcompetitive advantage and so on. Diver-sity refers to the co-existence of employ-ees from different socio-cultural back-grounds within an organization. Demo-graphic diversity and cultural diversityare two prominent perspectives whichhave a major impact on workplace func-tioning. Demographic diversity is asso-ciated with visible differences likeethnicity, gender, age, socio-economicdifference. On the other hand,cultural di-versity is related to language, customs,beliefs, religion and so on. Irrespectiveof its kind, diversity is the most influenc-ing factor of modern life, whether it isvalued for its contribution to global
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society or, on the contrary, for undermin-ing effects of national identity.Diversity requires a type of organi-zational culture in which each memberof the organization can pursue his/heraspirations without being constrained bygender, race, ethnicity, religion or anotherfactor which is irrelevant to performance(Bryan, 1999). With modern and dynamiccompanies increasingly looking forpeople from diverse backgrounds as itbrings talent, interest, and viewpoints(Simmons, 1996 cited in Kundu, 2001),managing it has become a challenge toensure equitable distribution of work(Torres & Bruxelles, 1992). As a result,diversity is turning out as the biggestchallenge for any manager, and this phe-nomenon is visible across all types of or-ganizations, industry, and sector. The suc-cess of any organization to effectivelyhandle this important aspect is left to theskill and expertise of HR managers whichat times turn out to be very challenging.The most relevant question in any HRmanager’s mind is how diversity affectsbehavior, performance, and wellbeing(George & Jones, 1996). Bennet andBennet (2001) recommends that diver-sity should be defined in the broadestpossible way to include not only varia-tion in age, race, gender, physical ability,sexual orientation, religion, socio-eco-nomic class, education, region of origin,language and so forth but also differencesin life experience, position in family, per-sonality, job function, and anything whichis responsible for forming an individual’sperspective. George and Jones (1996)linked workforce diversity and organiza-tion with an analogy that if an organiza-

tion is composed of people of same at-tributes like gender, ethnicity, religion, ageand so on their attitudes and behavior arelikely to be a similar, will share similarset of assumptions, values and will re-spond similarly to different work situa-tions like project, conflicts, additionaltasks, and conversely if the compositiondiffers in terms of attributes their re-sponses will be at variance. The reasonsfor these variations are attributed to adiverse workplace environment whichgets manifested  in  the form of commu-nication gap, conflict resolution, taskcompletion, decision making, and the be-havior of an individual. Adler (1997) ar-gued that when a manager recognizesthese cultural differences the problemsare minimized whereas the advantagesaccrued out of it are maximized.This in-tercultural mix of people at the workplacein the context of sensitive environmentdemands due attention as it is importantfor workers to first perceive the culturaldifferences at the workplace, secondlyto have a realistic assessment of their cul-ture orientation, thirdly to be sensitivetowards others’ cultural orientation andlastly how to prevent these differencestransforming into workplace conflicts.The aim of this study is to examine theintercultural sensitivity among the work-ers from various sub-cultures that existwithin the Indian cultural framework.
Multicultural WorkplaceIn a multicultural environment, peopleinteract with others from different cul-tural backgrounds; they differ, overlap andintertwine (Darawong & Igel, 2012).These intercultural interactions create
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challenges or barriers as well as oppor-tunities (Stahl etal., 2010). The researchon multiculturalism has also developedvarious constructs like intercultural com-petence, cultural intelligence, interculturaleffectiveness, and intercultural sensitiv-ity explained by means of theories likesocial identity theory, similarity-attractionparadigm, information processing theory,social-capital theory and intergroup con-tact theory (Stahl et al., 2010, Roberge& Dick, 2010) with an aim to explain theoutcomes of multicultural environment.Any organization valuing multiculturalismensures that these employees are part ofgroup work together in unison to achievethe desired goal but their differences ofopinions and their baggage of culturalbiases generally hinder the attainment ofthe goal. It has been found that deep levelsimilarity on group cohesion is positivewhile dissimilarity has a negative effect(Harrison, Price & Bell, 1998). A cultur-ally sensitive organization or manager canexploit the very different ways of think-ing to arrive at a variety of perspectivesthereby expanding its knowledge base.
Intercultural SensitivitySensitivity in Merriam-Webster dic-tionary is defined as “awareness of theneeds and emotions of others” or “theability to respond to affective changes in

one’s interpersonal environment” It isimportant to differentiate between com-monly used terms when referring to thesensitivity which is cross-cultural,multicultural and intercultural. The term“cross-cultural” has generally been usedto make sense of comparison betweentwo different cultures whereas multi-cul-tural has been used to describe severalcultures at once. The use of term inter-cultural was first noticed in education lit-erature where it has primarily been usedto express a set of ideas to sensitizeteachers to issues like cultural pluralityand to challenge ethnocentric views incurricular content and practices (Canen& Canen, 1999). In the core of the inter-cultural perspective lies the misconcep-tion of cultural diversity and cultural dif-ferences (Canen & Canen, 1999). Inspite of the visible differences, these areoften used interchangeably. The term in-tercultural is defined as relating to, in-volving, or representing different cultures.Hart (1996) defined intercultural as theinteraction between two or more culturesand answers the main question of whathappens when cultures interact at theinterpersonal level, group-level, organi-zation level or international level.Whereas cross-cultural is comparative innature intercultural is the experience ofdifference. Intercultural sensitivity re-flects the level of sensitivity to the dif-ference between given cultures.Literature shows that interculturalawareness is a precursor to interculturalsensitivity as it includes attitude towardscultural differences and its influence.Intercultural awareness is defined as aprocess of attitudinally internalizing”

A culturally sensitive organization
or manager can exploit the very
different ways of thinking to arrive
at a variety of perspectives
thereby expanding its knowledge
base.
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insights about those common understand-ings held by groups that dictate the pre-dominant values, attitudes, beliefs, andoutlooks of the individual” (Adler, 1987:31 in Chen & Starosta, 1999) and is alsodefined as “the ability of interculturalawareness by learning the similarities anddifferences of each other’s culture”(Chen & Starosta, 1997). It is a threelevel process moving from a superficialunderstanding of cultural traits to developthe ability of empathy towards oppositeculture by having insider’s perspective ofit or in other words be sensitive ofopposite’s culture having been aware ofits attributes. The three levels or activedomains of learning are cognition, affectand behavior (Bhawuk & Sakuda, 2008).Cognition as a first step encompassesrecognition of cultural differences. A per-son with lower level of cognition will not(or be able) identify or notice the differ-ences and will be able to interact with-out any hesitation, though individual orpersonality differences or any previoussocialization issue may affect the inter-action. On the other hand, a person withhigher levels of cognitive sensitivity willbe able to notice the subtle differencesbetween his/her culture and that of thecounterpart. The differences in culturebecome an important metric for any fur-ther analysis or interaction. In the sec-ond step is the effect which could be con-ceptualized in either positive or negativeor high or low way. A person with posi-tive or high affective sensitivity will ex-press interest in opposite culture irrespec-tive of any past setbacks of misunder-standings. He or she will refrain fromarriving at judgment or opinion and willshow greater respect and will make an

endeavor to seek or learn more about thecultural differences. A person with alower or negative affective sensitivity willget easily demoralized with culturally dif-ferent situation and will exhibit a tendencyto retract from a situation which maychallenge his/her beliefs and values. Thethird state reflects the behavior or theresponse which is consequent to accep-tance or rejection of the first two steps.Once the cultural difference is recognizedand accepted cognitively and affectivelyan individual then can interact effectivelyunder such diverse settings without hurt-ing any feelings or exhibit appropriatecultural response.Thus, intercultural awareness andlearning predominantly is a cognitive pro-cess and intercultural sensitivity is themanifestation of that awareness. Bennett(1993) describes intercultural sensitivityas a developmental process or stages ofpersonal growth in which as an individualin six stages transform itself from ethno-centrism thatis an individual treat his/herown culture as central to reality toethnorelativism stage wherein individualstarts treating his/her own culture in thecontext of other culture. These stages arerepresented on a continuum (Fig.1) withincreasing acceptability to culture differ-ences explaining at each stage.It is imperative that at each stage thecultural differences are to be compre-hended and roadblocks are identifiedwhich prevents such comprehension, de-scribed by Bennett (1993) as “the con-struction of reality as increasingly ca-pable of accommodating cultural differ-ences”.
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Fig. 1 Bennet Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity

Source: Bennet (1993)The inception of intercultural sensi-tivity as a concept can be traced back tostudies carried out by Bronfenbrener,Harding and Gallwey (1958). They pro-posed two types of sensitivity first beingsensitivity to the norms of one’s groupcalled as sensitivity of generalized otherand second being sensitivity to individualdifferences or the ability to differentiatebetween different behaviors, perceptionsand feelings called as interpersonal sen-sitivity. The concept of interpersonal sen-sitivity has been further developed as in-tercultural sensitivity when viewed fromthe cultural perspective. A person pos-sessing higher nature of sensitivity shouldbe able to accept personal complexity,avoid communication inflexibility, con-scious of interaction, appreciate the ideasbeing exchanged and have a toleranceof intentional searching (Hart, Carlsonand Eadie, 1980).
Measuring Intercultural SensitivityCross-culture literature indicates thedevelopment of numerous frameworksincluding various psychometric tests de-

pending on the nature of constructs de-veloped in different contexts. Mahon andCushner (2014) in their attempt to up-date the existing measure of cultural sen-sitivity argued that some of the tools tocapture intercultural sensitivity are fo-cused on cultural-general sensitivity, orawareness, of cultural differences andothers, and are “concerned with specificcompetencies found to be important forliving on working across culturally”.Someof the prominent frameworks developedCross-cultural Adaptability Inventory(CCAI) by Kelley and Meyers (1989), a50-item instrument in which they identi-fied Emotional Resilience, Flexibility/Openness, Perceptual Acuity and Per-sonal Autonomy as factors which areresponsible to develop adaptability incross-cultural environment. Kealy andProtheroe (1996) on similar lines devel-oped a list which included and measuredeffect of dimensions of personality traitslike Flexibility, Openness and EmotionalStrength associated with cross-culturalsensitivity and adaptability.Using the individualism-collectivismapproach Bhawauk and Brislin (1992)
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developed Intercultural Sensitivity Inven-tory (ICSI) which has mostly been adaptedto evaluate factors relevant for estimat-ing intercultural effectiveness of overseaspersonnel. The aim was to capture behav-ior and not the attitude or personality traits.They uncovered factors like empathy,respect, interest in local culture, flexibil-ity, tolerance, and technical skill as impor-tant so as to obtaining success overseas.In order “to be effective in other cultures,people must be interested in other cultures,be sensitive enough to notice cultural dif-ferences, and then also be willing to modifytheir behavior as an indication of respectfor people of other cultures. A reasonableterm that summarized these qualities ofpeople is intercultural sensitivity, and wesuggest that it may be a predictor of ef-fectiveness” (Bhawauk & Brislin,1992:416). Matsumoto et al. (2003) developedIntercultural Adjustment Potential Scale(ICAPS) but were limited to adjustmentissues in new culture and not sensitivityto new culture. It also focused on per-sonal traits like Openness, Flexibility,Emotion Regulation, and Critical Thinking.Probably the first scale to measureintercultural sensitivity as a construct wasdeveloped by Chen and Starosta (2000)called Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS)and proposed that for an individual to beculturally sensitive should possess sixaffective elements which are Self-es-teem, Self-monitoring, Open-mindedness,Empathy, Interaction involvement andSuspending judgment. They developedand validated a 24-item instrument withinfive factors of intercultural sensitivitywhich are Interaction Engagement, Re-spect for Cultural Differences, Interac-

tion Confidence, Interaction Enjoyment,and Interaction Attentiveness. Theyopined that having a higher sensitivitymeans showing respect to other and theircultural differences, as it is focused onpersonal emotions caused by the particu-lar situation, people and environment(Triandis, 1977, quoted inTriandis, 1989)and refers to the attitude of respect(Adler &Towne, 1993).
Cultural differences are experi-
enced by individuals in several
stages as he/she moved from eth-
nocentric stage to ethnorelative
stage.

The Development model of Intercul-tural Sensitivity (DMIS) was developedby Bennett et al., (1999) who theorizedthat cultural differences are experiencedby individuals in several stages as he/shemoved from ethnocentric stage toethnorelative stage.Taking the develop-ment of DMIS further Hammer alongwith Bennett (2003) developed a psycho-metric version of it called as InterculturalDevelopment Inventory (IDI) havingeight constructs with four constructs cap-turing ethnocentrism and ethnorelativismeach respectively which was as:i) Ethnocentrism: Avoidance, Protec-tion, Reversal, and Minimization.ii) Ethnorelativism: Acceptance, Adap-tation, Contextual Evaluation, andCultural Marginality.Probably, the latest in this series is a32- item scale developed by Mahon andCushner (2014), named Inventory of
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Cross-Cultural Sensitivity (ICCS) whichhas been used to assess skills for cross-cultural interactions under five factors asCultural Integration, Behavior, Intellec-tual Interaction, Attitudes towards oth-ers and Empathy.
The Indian PerspectiveIndia is said to be a melting pot ofcultures, with over 780 languages, 66 dif-ferent scripts (Linguistic Survey of In-dia, 2011) across 6 major religions (Cen-sus, 2011) poses a challenge and alwaysthrows contradictory results. The com-plexity of Indian culture flows from itscultural diversity. Two largest ethnicgroups, Hindu and Muslims constitute79.8% and 14.2% respectively of the to-tal population of 1.21 billion (Census,2011). The North, South, East, West andcentral parts of India have their own cus-toms, traditions,and culture. Being pre-dominantly Hindu society, caste in Indiahas always played an important role. Inspite of socio-economic development,increased education level, its penetration,and development of modern society andupliftment of people living on margins ofsociety the caste still plays an importantrole in Indian workplace. An Indian work-

place is a reflection of multi-religious di-versity wherein its members are affectedby religious beliefs, norms, and practicesof others and therefore it is required thatthey develop awareness of this impor-tant aspect in the workplace. As in In-dia, people have a tendency to identifyor categorized people in a group basedon their mother tongue which is reflec-tive of one’s linguistic, ethnic, religiousor cultural dimensions (Budhwar, 2003).This study is an endeavor to capture thisimportant aspect of the Indian workplacetaking manufacturing industry as a con-text to capture these dimensions.In India, the service and manufac-turing sectors coupled with increasingForeign Direct Investment (FDI) willwitness growth resulting in a large num-ber of people traveling across states re-sulting in the heterogeneous workforceat various echelons. Economic Surveyof India (2017) while quoting famouswords of Dr. B.R. Ambedkar “An idealsociety should be mobile, should be fullof channels for conveying a change tak-ing place in one part to other parts” usedgravity models for migration concludedthat interstate migration in India has risenfrom 3 to 6.5 million between 2001 and2011 to 9 million since 2011. The Co-hort based Migration Metric (Economicsurvey of India, 2017) classifies districtswith high net in-migration and high netout-migration in the age group of 10-19years of age and 20-29 years of age ofthe population. Table 1 provides infor-mation on the distr ibution of  theworkforce across economic sectors inthe last 5 years.

An Indian workplace is a reflection
of multi-religious diversity wherein
its members are affected by reli-
gious beliefs, norms, and practices
of others and therefore it is re-
quired that they develop aware-
ness of this important aspect in
the workplace.
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Table 1 Distribution of Workforce across Economic Sectors

Source: World Bank data accessed from https://www.statista.com/statistics/271320/distribution-of-the-workforce-across-economic-sectors-in-india/ on 17 Dec 18
Theoretical FrameworkThe research was designed on twoimportant theoretical frameworks, Chenand Starosta’s Intercultural SensitivityScale (ISS) and its applicability in a dif-ferent cultural context, India. Chen andStarosta (2000) developed a five-factorISS using college students’ sample of theUSA. Since its development, many re-searchers have utilized it in various con-texts and have arrived at numerousconceptualizations in terms of its applica-bility in different cultural contexts. Someof the notable ones are its use by Fritz etal. (2001) in a replication study among stu-dents in Germany wherein they found ISSto be valid and model as acceptable inGerman context. However when the sameinstrument was applied in German and UScontext, the five-factor theory did not holdgood (Fritz et al., 2005). They questionedthe applicability of ISS in different culture

scenario and recommended studies to im-prove it further. Wu (2015) examined theapplicability of ISS in the Taiwanese con-text and Tamam (2010) in the Malaysiancontext, and both found its limited appli-cability in their respective contexts. Theitems under four-factors identified in thestudy had a mix of domains from Chenand Starosta’s framework. ISS in spite ofit’s not being culture-free nature has beenextensively utilized by researchers prima-rily in a non-western context.  This studywill attempt to validate the applicability ofISS in the Indian context with the aim toassess the intercultural sensitivity ofpeople in a diverse workplace in Indiawhich is reflective of a multi-religious,multi-ethnic society of India. The researchquestions for the study developed are:RQ1. Is Intercultural Sensitivity Scale(ISS) formulated by Chen andStarosta applicable in the Indian con-text?
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RQ2. What are the factors which af-fect the cultural sensitivity of Indi-ans in the workplace?
Sample & Data CollectionThe sample for this study was drawnfrom three different manufacturing com-panies in India. Company ‘A’ with ap-proximate 5000 workers deals withmanufacturing and forging metal prod-ucts. It had major and minor factoriesspread across 40 different locations inIndia. Company ‘B’ with approximate2500 employees had facility based in theSouthern state of Telangana manufac-turing electronic products. Company ‘C’with approximate 500 employees had amanufacturing facility in the Northernstate of Uttar Pradesh dealing with fur-niture and metal fixtures. The selectionof companies across different parts ofIndia was aimed at firstly to preventrestricting the sample from one geo-graphical part of India and secondly tocapture real characteristics of Indianculture visible across the length andbreadth of the country. The studyadopted the method of random sampling;respondents were selected from the listof employees provided by the company’smanagement which conform to the fol-lowing criteria:i)  The ratio of employees who havenever been posted out of their nativeplace to those who have been postedto at least three locations out of homestate within India was 30:70.The rea-son for this criterion was to capturetheir experiences while dealing withcultures out of their native places.

ii)   The age and work experience of em-ployees were kept at a minimum of30 years and 5 years in any work-place. This criterion was used to en-sure adequate exposure of culturesof different parts of India to partici-pants of the sample.The 24- item ISS was administeredto employees of these three companies.Out of a total 343 administered, 315 com-pleted questionnaires were received,which gives a response rate of 91%.Thesample characteristics are given in Table2. There was no requirement of any backtranslation as respondents had fairly goodeducational qualifications, so the instru-ment was administered in English.
Data AnalysisThe data analysis was conducted intwo phases. In the first phase, using SPSS24.0 exploratory factor analysis (EFA)was conducted using principal componentanalysis with Varimax rotation. To mea-sure sampling adequacy and its appro-priateness, Bartlett’s test of sphericityand Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) werecomputed. In order to arrive at a rea-sonable number of factors, only thosefactors which were having eigenvalues1.0 or above were considered. In thesecond phase, confirmatory factor analy-sis (CFA) was performed to examine theconstruct validity of scores on the newversion of the ISS.
Results

1) Exploratory Factor Analysis:The results of the principal component
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Table 2 Sample Characteristics

 (N=315)Gender Male 71.74 %Female 28.26 %Marital Status Married 73 %Unmarried 26 %Divorcee 1 %Age group (in years) 21-30 47.62 %31-40 33.97 %41-50 15.5 %51-60 2.91 %Education qualification Undergraduate 26.67 %Graduate 42.22 %Post Graduate 31.11 %Time spent in the current city (in years) Up to 5 72.06 %More than 5 27.94 %Number of locations worked earlier (in number of locations) Up to 4 69.21 %More than 4 30.79 %A number settled outside their native place Yes 39.36 %No 60.64 %analysis with Varimax rotation usingthe orthogonal option are given inTable 3. As a result of the extractionmethod so chosen, three factors ex-tracted 19 items with eigenvaluesgreater than one through the adminis-tration of EFA. Results of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’stest indicated that collected data weresu i t ab le  fo r  f ac to r  ana lys i s(KMO=.861, β=.000). It indicated thatmulticollinearity was not a problem. Atotal of 05 items were excluded fromChen and Starosta’s ISS. In the firstfactor “Cultural Adaptability”, eightitems were loaded with eigenvalues of5.996, and percentage of variance ex-plained of 31.56 by the factor. In thesecond factor “Cultural Acceptance”,seven items were loaded with eigen-values of 2.541, and percentage ofvariance explained as 13.375 by thefactor.In the third factor, “Cultural

Confidence” four items were loadedwith eigenvalues of 1.222, and per-centage of  var iance  expla ined as6.431 by the factor. The cumulativepercentage of total variance explainedby the  three  fac tors  was  51 .367.Cronbach’s alpha for the 18-item scalewas .847, .818, and .726 respectively,indicating the reliability of scales.
This provides an important insight
into the peculiarities of Indian cul-
ture and also indicates the non-ap-
plicability of ISS in the Indian con-
text.

The 19-Items which exhibited sig-nificant loading were found to be be-longing to a mix of domains as found inISS. This provides an important insightinto the peculiarities of Indian cultureand also indicates the non-applicability
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Fig. 3 Structural Equation Model.

Note: F1: Cultural Adaptability; F2: Cultural Acceptance; F3: Cultural Confidenceof ISS in the Indian context. To estab-lish the reliability of the proposed EFAa hypothetical model was constructedby these 19 items forming three con-structs for a structured equation model.The hypothesized model was tested toestablish the fitness of the model. Allthe items on these three factors loadedstrongly.
As the items loaded from differ-ent domains, therefore, these factorshave been identified as Cultural Adapt-abi l i ty,  Cul tural  Acceptance,  andCul tu ra l  Conf idence  and  a reoperationalized as:a) Culture Adaptability: The degree ofcomfort which is felt while inter-
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acting with culturally differentpeople.b) Culture Acceptance: The degree towhich an individualfeels accepted ina culturally different environment orin the company of culturally differ-ent people.c) Cultural Confidence: The degree orlevel of confidence which one hasonce an individual finds him/her selfin different cultural settings.
2) Confirmatory Factor Analysis:AMOS 24.0 was used to carry out con-firmatory factor analysis to determine theveracity of the three-factor structure asdetermined by EFA. The CFA resulted inthe reduction of items from 19 to 14 andexhibited strong Goodness-of-fit.The al-ternate model arrived in the present studyis shown in Fig.2Details of the CFA of the three fac-tors are as:a) Cultural AdaptabilityThere were five items loaded in theconstruct of cultural adaptability. Thefactor loadings were acceptable as Com-posite Reliability (CR) and Average Vari-ance Extracted (AVE) were abovethreshold (CR=.8351 and AVE=.5048).The model fit indices were good.

b) Cultural AcceptanceThere were six items which loadedin the construct of Cultural Dissocia-
tion. The factor loadings were accept-able as Composite Reliability (CR) andAverage Variance Extracted (AVE)were above threshold (CR=.8570 andAVE=.5221). The model fit indices weregood.c) Cultural ConfidenceThere were three items loaded in theconstruct of Cultural Confidence. Thefactor loadings were acceptable as Com-posite Reliability (CR) and Average Vari-ance Extracted (AVE) were abovethreshold (CR=.7995 and AVE=.5869).The model fit indices were good.Table 4 and Table 5 provide detailsof various metrics indicating Goodness-of-fit. The summarized results indicatedthat the Intercultural sensitivity model inthe Indian context has appropriate dis-criminant and convergent validities of thethree constructs.The ISS as formulated by Chen andStarosta is yet to be empirically validatedin the Indian context. This study wasaimed to bridge this void in Indian cul-tural literature. The result rejected thefive-factor ISS model of Chen and

Table 4 Details of CR & AVEFactors Composite Reliability (CR) Average Variance Extracted (AVE)Cultural Adaptability .8351 .5048Cultural Acceptance .8570 .5221Cultural Confidence .7995 .5869
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Table 5 Goodness-of-fit MetricsMeasure of Fit Requirement 14-item ISS Model
χ2 /DF <3 2.492 (acceptable)RMSEA <0.080 .069 (acceptable)CFI >0.9 .930 (acceptable)IFI >0.9 .931 (acceptable)PCFI >0.6 .746 (acceptable)Starosta as it exhibited poor fit in the In-dian cultural context. The present studyestablishes a three-factor model and isproposed as an alternative model namedas Indian Intercultural Sensitivity (IIS)Model to replace the ISS model. Thethree-factor model with 14-items exhib-ited a good fit with the data for ISS. Asall the indices met required criteria, like,
χ2 /DF =2.492 (<3), RMSEA = .069, CFI=.930, IFI= .931, indicating that modelsuccessfully fitted the data. The EFAresulted in 19 items exhibiting significantfactor loadings but these were reducedto 14 items once CFA was conducted.This variation in construct or structuralequivalence has been attributed to thedifference in psychological meanings ofa construct across cultures as individu-als and cultures mutually constitute eachother (Vijver, 2000; 2002). The EFA be-ing predominantly data-driven and CFAbeing theory-driven should ideally con-firm or replicate to each other but incross-cultural research, it is found thatvariation in these has been attributed tocultural differences between population(Prooijan & Kloot, 2001). The study alsofulfills the call given by Fritz et al., (2001)wherein they recommended that ISS de-veloped by Chen and Starosta be im-proved into a culture-free scale. Thestudy in a broader sense also fulfills tothe recommendations given by Hofstede

(1990) “to prospective researchers onnational and cultural differences……that they develop their own survey in-struments aimed at the particular kind ofpeople they want to study”.On comparing the IIS model as de-veloped in this study with the ISS modelof Chen and Starosta, it is found that mostof the items combine in various domainsas proposed in ISS. These factors sooperationalized provide insight in to theunique culture of India and are reflec-tive of Indian diversity.The first factor“Cultural Adaptability” explained mostof the variance in the alternate modelof Intercultural sensitivity in this study.8 items loaded significantly on the con-fidence factors (reduced to 5 items af-ter CFA), as explained in Table 3. Thisimplies that Indians do make an effortto make themselves comfortable in newcultural settings or when interactingwith culturally different people. Thistrait of individualistic behavior in a col-lective society of India confirms vari-ous  f indings  on Indian  socie ty.Hofstede (2001) in his study placed In-dia at an intermediate level with a scoreof 48 as it exhibited both collectivist andindividualistic traits, subsequent re-search by indigenous scholars foundthese traits to vary from region to re-gion or place to place within geographi-
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cal boundaries of India (Sinha et al.,1994; 2002; Panda & Gupta, 2004;Sinha, 2004). Indians were reported toexhibit qualities like,i) embeddedness inone’s in-group, ii) duty in contrast tohedonism, iii) harmony and tolerance(Sinha, 1990), iv) maintaining a per-sonal relationship (Sinha, 2002), andthese were found to be in contrast withWestern  values  (Panda & Gupta ,2004). This fact is also visible in nu-merous festivals being celebrated indifferent parts of India and is cel-ebrated by people from various com-munities (though not all).The second factor “Cultural Accep-tance” witnessed loading by 7items atEFA (reduced to 6-items after CFA), asexplained in Table 5. This implies that tobe acceptable in a new culturally differ-ent environment the sensitivity level ofan individual should be low and oneshould exhibit openness in accepting newpeople or environment. An individual withhigh intercultural sensitivity may find him-self in difficulty once faced with oppo-site or varied culture as he/she may notaccept or make an effort to deviate fromhis/her rooted belief or values. In India,it is exhibited in terms of inter-caste orinter-religion marriages which are still notaccepted by most of the families. Thesepeople are not willing to accept a newculture which is translated in terms of

religion as it goes against their religiousor deep-rooted values.The third factor “Cultural Confi-dence” witnessed 4items loading at EFA(reduced to 3items after CFA), as ex-plained in Table 3. This implies that anindividual in an Indian context should beobservant and sensitive to subtle mes-sages and exhibit confidence once inter-acting with people from different cultures.
Conclusion, Limitation& Directions
for Future ResearchThis study enhances the existingknowledge by providing a detailed exami-nation of existing Intercultural Sensitiv-ity Scale. The study also adds to existingknowledge of cultural studies carried outin the Indian context as it provides a dif-ferent perspective of multi-cultural soci-ety in India. The three-factor, 14-itemalternative model drawn from Chen andStratosta‘s ISS  as proposed is promis-ing as it exhibits relevant reliability andconfirms that the model is more suitedfor future research to be conducted inIndian cultural context. With the dearthof empirical studies in intercultural sen-sitivity, more so in the Indian context, thepresent study is empirically supported byrelevant statistical techniques in terms ofEFA and CFA opens up ground for fu-ture researchers.The study comes with l imitedgeneralizability as it was conducted ona sample drawn from the manufactur-ing industry, thus has limited applicabil-ity. As market conditions and industrydo influence the way a task is accom-

This implies that Indians do make
an effort to make themselves com-
fortable in new cultural settings or
when interacting with culturally
different people.
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plished as in the manufacturing industryemphasis is more on process to achievethe desired result as compared to ser-vices where the emphasis is on the re-sult than on the process (Hofstede,1991) therefore further studies shouldbe carried out in other types of work-places like service industry, research anddevelopment industry or hospitality in-dustry and so on. It is also recommendedthat replication studies be carried out onthe sample drawn from different workcontexts and concurrent validity test beconducted against some valid instru-ments to confirm the accuracy of theproposed alternative model. A most com-monly used proverb is that in India “ev-
ery two miles the water changes, ev-
ery four miles the speech” therefore itis recommended that cross-cultural orcross-societal or comparative studies becarried out to capture these nuances ofIndian culture.
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