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Bilingual education (BE) is widely recognised as a complex phenomenon, which constitutes
a priority for key educational institutions and organisations. However, further research is
needed to uproot common beliefs such as that bilingual students can easily interact with two or
more cultures. The literature affirms that BE students need specific school training to improve
intercultural competence. The main aim of this study is to describe the design and validation of
a questionnaire to measure students’ perceptions of intercultural practices at bilingual schools.
The validity of content and comprehension was carried out through the Delphi method, for
which three methodological phases were established. The reliability of the scale (internal
consistency) was measured through the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Factorial analysis was
used to check the validity of the construct. The psychometric parameters of the scale were
obtained from a pilot sample of 40 students, and later from a sample of 213 students from
bilingual secondary schools in several European countries (i.e., The Netherlands, Hungary,
Germany, France, England, Spain, and Poland, among others). As a major conclusion, we can
state that this questionnaire can be used as a tool for two research goals: (1) the identification
of good intercultural school practices in BE, and (2) the development of relevant guidelines for
the incorporation of intercultural education into BE.
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Introduction

The main goal of this research is to design a questionnaire to measure students’ perceptions of intercultural
practices within bilingual secondary schools. Therefore, the main objectives set to accomplish this goal are:
(1) to establish the validity of the content of this questionnaire through consensus and agreement from an
international panel of experts by applying the Delphi method; (2) to confirm the validity of comprehension by
delivering this questionnaire among a pilot sample of 40 secondary education international students; and
(3) to analyse the validity and reliability of the questionnaire with a final sample of 213 students from several
European countries (i.e., The Netherlands, Hungary, Germany, France, England, Spain and Poland, among
others). These countries share similar language education conceptions endorsed by the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages!, so their language policies foster plurilingual and pluricultural
competences in the educational curriculum of their citizens.

We will discuss herein the theoretical foundations and main procedural steps towards the building, pilotage,
and validation of a questionnaire to measure students’ perceived secondary education intercultural school
practices. The language of the distributed questionnaire was English (see Appendix).

! Council of Europe. (2018). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment. A Companion
Volume with New Descriptors. https://cutt.ly/AjxoVFh.
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MEASURING INTERCULTURAL PRACTICES

This study is contextualised on the intrinsic relationship between language and culture, which is widely
accepted among educators who work in bilingual and intercultural contexts (Byram, 2012). As Porto (2013, p.
158) states, “language-and-culture (conceptualized as ‘intercultural education’) can and should become part of
all educators’ practices, irrespective of the disciplines they teach”.

Bilingual education stands at the heart of international educational policies due to the array of benefits that it
can convey: cognitive (Bialystok, 2001; Castro, Ayankoya, & Kasprzak, 2011; Christoffels et al., 2015; Genesee,
1987, Jessner, 2008); socio-cultural (Romanowski, 2018); linguistic (Cazden, Snow, & Heise-Baigorria, 1990);
and neurolinguistic (the Brainglot project?, n.d.; Rodriguez-Pujadas, Sanjuan, Fuentes, Ventura-Campos,
Barrds-Loscertales, & Avila, 2014); not to mention the improvement in job-access opportunities for bilingual
employees (Callahan & Gandara, 2016; Schluessel, 2007; Tsung, 2009).

Gomez-Parra (2021) defines bilingual education as:

[...] a broad term that designates the approaches, methodologies, processes, materials, and
actors (we cannot forget that the educational community is an actor as a whole) that aim to
form bilingual speakers, capable of accessing and mastering a complex linguistic and cultural
code that is, at the very least, binary (that is, where elements appear that these speakers can
formalise in at least two different codes but that form the same semantic construct). (Gémez-
Parra, 2021, p. 37. Translation by the authors from the original in Spanish).

The success of a bilingual programme lies, among other factors, in the interdependence between language and
culture. As Brisk (1999, p. 2) declared: “A successful bilingual program develops students’ language and literacy
proficiency, leads them in successful academic achievement, and nurtures sociocultural integration”. Evidence
suggests that, at present, the situation of intercultural learning post-secondary is variable, with excellent
examples of good practices (e.g., including those facilitated by the Erasmus study abroad programme) but also
some limited momentum in others. Teaching should be made effective enough to integrate languages and
culture, an idea which has been developing since the growth of content-based instruction at the end of the 20t
century (Short, 1994). Thus, acknowledging that the students’ second language (L.2) communicative competence
is being measured on a regular basis by both the school (e.g., L2 exams) and relevant international institutions
(i.e., millions of international language certificate exams - e.g., IELTS or TOEFL - are issued yearly by
specialised institutions such as Cambridge University,® the British Council,* Trinity College,’ or Oxford
University,® among others), it is important to measure to what extent the most relevant worldwide educational
institution (the school) is successfully accomplishing one of its important tasks: the effective implementation
of intercultural practices in secondary education (Santos Rego & Moledo, 2005). Education and training can
help students develop their intercultural sensitivity (Straffon, 2003). In this same sense, Senge (2010, p. 148)
stated: “If you believe that the shifts ahead will be cultural, not just technical, the potential role of education
looms large”.

Hence, the development of this assessment instrument aims at covering the gap identified between the level of
L2 communicative competence (usually assessed) and the level of interculture (rarely assessed), supported by
the review of the literature, which on the one hand identifies the underdevelopment of the intercultural axis
within bilingual education (Griva & Kasvikis 2014; Méndez-Garcia, 2012, among others), and, on the other
hand, underlines the relevant role of bilingual education in the 215t century (Senge, 2010).

The Rationale of the Research Problem

There are some studies that analyse bilingual education from students’ perspectives (e.g., Ramirez-Verdugo, &
Gerena, 2020), but to our best knowledge, none offers an instrument that could assess students’ perceptions.

2 The Brainglot Project. (n.d.). http://brainglot.upf.edu

3 Cambridge University. (n.d.). Cambridge Assessment. https://www.cambridgeassessment.org.uk/

4 British Council. (n.d.). British Council and Assessment. https://www.britishcouncil.org/exam/aptis/research/projects/assessment-literacy/introduc-
ing-language-assessment-0

5 Trinity College London. (n.d.). GESE Graded Examinations in English. https://www.trinitycollege.com/qualifications/english-language/GESE

¢ Oxford University Press. (n.d.). Oxford Test of English. https://elt.oup.com/feature/global/oxford_test of english/?cc=es&selLanguage=en
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The main rationale that supports the building of a questionnaire to assess students’ perceptions of intercultural
practices within bilingual secondary schools can be explained as follows:

(a) The literature confirms that bilingual education is prioritised by international institutions and organisms,
such as UNESCO’, the Council of Europe?, and national European Ministries of Education (e.g., Hernandez &
Halbach, 2012).

Fishman (1989, p. 447) states: “If this view is to be developed then, bilingual education must justify itself
philosophically as education”, which was reformulated by Paulston (1992, p. 80) as “unless we try in some way
to account for the socio-historical, cultural, and economic—political factors which lead to certain forms of
bilingual education, we will never understand the consequences of that education”. Bilingualism is defined by
Hamers and Blanc (2000, p. 6) as “the state of a linguistic community in which two languages are in contact
with the result that two codes can be used in the same interaction and that a number of individuals are
bilingual”. Nevertheless, bilingualism is not automatically equated to biculturalism (Grosjean, 2008; 2010), and
to being intercultural (Byram, 2002, 2008, 2021; Byram & Golubeva, 2020), which poses a relevant question: Is
the system educating the next generation of bilingual students as intercultural youngsters?

(b) From early childhood to higher education, bilingual education in Europe is mostly backed up by the CLIL
(Content and Language Integrated Learning) approach (Coyle, 2008), where languages and content are equally
fostered. Culture is one of the four axes of this approach (4Cs: Content, Cognition, Communication, and
Culture) (Coyle, 2008, pp. 103-104), although its implementation should be improved at the classroom level
(Gomez-Parra, 2020).

(c) European secondary education youngsters constitute a big population whose selection has been considered
appropriate due to the importance of measuring intercultural school practices for cohorts of students where
migration flows are increasing’.

(d) Lastly, to build a specific instrument (a questionnaire) for this population can help researchers obtain
different sets of data to be compared and provide interesting insights on the way intercultural education is
implemented across the European secondary schools’ curricula.

Theoretical Background

Bilingual Education and CLIL
Bilingual education is the most prevalent approach in the world, with CLIL becoming the all-pervading
European acronym for bilingual education. As Cenoz (2014, p. 243) puts it:

The term Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) was launched in Europe in the
1990s by a group of experts from different backgrounds, including educational administrators,
researchers, and practitioners (Marsh 2002). Since then, the European Commission and the
Council of Europe have funded many initiatives in support of CLIL because it responded to a
need in Europe for enhancing second-language (L2) education and bilingualism.

CLIL has played a leading role in the bilingual education programmes across the European school system since
the term was coined by the European Commission in 1994 (Cenoz, 2015; Eurydice, 2006; Marsh, 2002; Roquet
& Pérez-Vidal, 2015). CLIL has become an ‘umbrella term’ (Haataja, 2007) covering more than a dozen
educational approaches, to describe the one where learning a subject (content) is done through the medium of
a foreign language. This approach seeks to integrate four main pillars that are summarised by Coyle (2005) in
the ‘4Cs paradigm’ (Content, Communication, Cognition, and Culture). Nevertheless, the implementation of
the intercultural axis of CLIL (Coyle, 2009) is not considered a big success nowadays (Gémez-Parra, 2020) and

7 UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). (2003). Education in a multilingual world. UNESCO Educa-
tion Position Paper. UNESCO. https://cutt.ly/8jxoxcE.

8 Council of Europe. (2003). Bilingual education: Some policy issues. Council of Europe — Language Policy Division.

° OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development). (2014). Migration policy debates. https://cutt.ly/HjxonTo.

60



MEASURING INTERCULTURAL PRACTICES

the literature claims the need to establish a paradigm where culture stands at the core of bilingual education
(Gomez-Parra, 2016).

Bilingual and Intercultural Education (BIE)

A plethora of researchers have confirmed the importance of bilingual and intercultural education (BIE) (Gémez-
Parra, 2016; Méndez-Garcia, 2012; Pérez-Canado, 2012; Ramos-Garcia, 2011). Moreover, the international
community has acknowledged the benefits of the implementation of BIE, and suggests placing intercultural
competence at the core of CLIL or bilingual lessons. UNESCO!° defines the three principles of its position as
follows:

(a) UNESCO supports mother tongue instruction as a means of improving educational quality by building
upon the knowledge and experience of the learners and teachers.

(b) UNESCO supports bilingual and/or multilingual education at all levels of education as a means of
promoting both social and gender equality and as a key element of linguistically diverse societies.

(c) UNESCO supports language as an essential component of intercultural education in order to encourage
understanding between different population groups and ensure respect for fundamental rights.

The goals that UNESCO identifies for bilingual education are deeply intertwined with those of intercultural
education!!, where the terms ‘culture’, ‘quality’, ‘social’, ‘learner’, ‘education’, ‘knowledge’, ‘respect’, and
‘understanding’ can be found and constitute the basis of the six principles altogether:

Principle I. Intercultural education respects the cultural identity of the learner through the
provision of culturally appropriate and responsive quality education for all.

Principle II. Intercultural education provides every learner with the cultural knowledge, attitudes,
and skills necessary to achieve active and full participation in society.

Principle III. Intercultural education provides all learners with cultural knowledge, attitudes,
and skills that enable them to contribute to respect, understanding, and solidarity among
individuals, ethnic, social, cultural, and religious groups and nations.

These principles echo Byram’s model of intercultural communicative competence (ICC), which consists of five
components that Byram calls ‘savoirs’: (1) les savoirs (i.e., knowledge), (2) savoir étre (i.e., attitudes of
relativizing the self and valuing others), (3) savoir comprendre (i.e., skills of interpreting and relating), (4) savoir
apprendre/faire (i.e., skills of discovering and interacting), and (5) savoir s’engager (i.e., critical cultural
awareness) (Byram 1997, pp. 50-53). The central component of this model - critical cultural awareness —
emphasises that learning languages for real communication should be a process of meaningful interaction:
“learners need not just knowledge and skill in the grammar of a language but also the ability to use the language
in socially and culturally appropriate ways” (Byram, Gribkova, & Starkey, 2002, p. 4).

Although at the theoretical level it is not questioned that IC is an inseparable aspect of foreign language
teaching (including bilingual education and CLIL), its classroom implementation needs improvement (Fantini
& Tirmizi, 2006). UNESCO'? presented an operational plan on how to promote intercultural competences
through clarifying, teaching, enacting, and supporting them. This document emphasises the idea that “the
practice of interculturalism must become part of the fabric of daily social life.” (UNESCO, 2013, p. 32).

In 1997, Hallett developed a model for acquiring IC in bilingual education. This model consists of three
elements: (1) aspects of students’ own culture; (2) aspects of the target language culture; and (3) intercultural
aspects, which cover global phenomena (Hallett, 1997, p. 2). Hallett’s model of the Bilingual Triangle is also
applicable to the CLIL approach. Both the role of interculture and the enhancement of intercultural competence

10 UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). (2003). Education in a multilingual world. UNESCO Educa-
tion Position Paper. UNESCO. https://cutt.ly/8jxoxcE.

11 UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). (2006). UNESCO Guidelines on Intercultural Education.
UNESCO. https://cutt.ly/xjxok1G.

12 UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). (2013). Intercultural Competences. UNESCO. https://cutt.
ly/9jx0jMN.
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among students enrolled in bilingual programmes (Dziedziewicz, Gajda, & Karwowski, 2014; Ponciano &
Shabazian, 2012), as well as the importance of the teacher in the whole process (Gandara & Escamilla, 2017,
Gedik Bal & Savas, 2020; Johannessen, Thorsos, & Dickinson, 2016; Relji¢, Ferring, & Martin, 2015; Tabatadze,
2015, among others) are well developed in the literature.

The theoretical assumptions that stem from the analysis of the literature, and which stand as the basis for the
construction of our questionnaire, can be summarised as follows:

» Language and culture are closely related (Kramsch, 2011);

« A level of good knowledge about the first culture improves intercultural communicative practices
(Samovar, Porter, McDaniel, & Roy, 2013);

« Learning second languages improves intercultural communicative practices (Moeller & Nugent, 2014);

+ Being bilingual does not necessary mean being intercultural (Byram, 2002);

o Intercultural practices should be improved at classroom level (Gémez-Parra, 2020).

The research problem this paper addresses is to measure students’ perceptions of intercultural practices within
European bilingual secondary schools because, following the analysis of the literature (Gémez-Parra, 2020),
bilingual programmes in Europe do not efficiently implement intercultural practices in their curricula. This
study is contextualised on the European continent, across the countries where this questionnaire was launched.

Methodology
Procedure

The first procedural step was to design and build the first version of the questionnaire, once the lack of
appropriate questionnaires to cope with our objectives in the existing literature was established. This
questionnaire was designed to contribute to the existing literature by measuring secondary students’ awareness
and perceptions towards intercultural communicative practices, as well as the real intercultural practices
carried out in secondary school contexts. The content was established according to the theoretical assumptions
derived from the literature review.

The initial questionnaire was divided into five sections (blocks) that measure the different areas in which
intercultural competence has been analysed in the literature: knowledge, attitudes, skills, and awareness, plus
a fifth block to measure intercultural school practices. Our research group classified questions into their
corresponding sections (1-5), according to the content and the area they would measure. A final set of 51
questions was agreed upon and distributed into blocks, each of which contained a different number of items
that initially ranged between six (in block 3) and 13 (in block 5). The scale designed for this purpose was a
4-point Likert scale for all questions, where the answers draw a continuum: 1 — Strongly Disagree (SD); 2 —
Disagree (D); 3 — Agree (A); and 4 - Strongly Agree (SA).

Additionally, the format of the questionnaire was discussed within our research group; the main purpose of the
design was to facilitate the process of reading and answering by the pilot group. For this, the five sections were
clearly separated, and the two Likert scales were differentiated by colour. The anonymity of the respondents
was respected. In addition, and with the aim of carrying out subsequent descriptive techniques, the instrument
also includes some basic data on the surveyed population, such as age, gender, school course, and country of
origin.

The validity of the questionnaire was defined according to these two parameters: (a) validity of the content
(following the technique of the experts); and (b) comprehension validity (set by a pilot study, which allowed us
to know whether respondents had understood all of the questions).

Experts, then, assessed the questionnaire by attaching a value within a 4-point Likert scale for each of the 51
items, and by evaluating the comprehension of these and the formulation of the questions (written in English,
Spanish, and Hungarian). Regarding the degree of pertinence, experts assessed to which degree (within a
4-point Likert scale) the items were relevant for each of the five sections (blocks) where they had been initially
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included. The group of experts included all items that experts had valued as 4; modified those valued as 3; and
discarded those valued as 2 or 1.

The comprehension validity of the questionnaire was established through a pilot study where 40 secondary
education students participated. The procedure was first to identify the appropriate bilingual schools and then
an official permission for access was sent to the school principals. Next, our research group agreed on the age
of the pilot target groups. As secondary education is not uniformly established for students of the same age
across Europe, respondents of the pilot group would be between 14 and 16 years old. Finally, the questionnaire
was delivered among the 40 students in two secondary education schools in Hungary and Spain.

Secondly, once the results of the pilot sample were analysed, the questionnaire was distributed in several
European countries among a new sample of 213 bilingual secondary school students of the same characteristics.
With this new data collection, the questionnaire was considered to be validated (with a decrease in items and
blocks) to measure ‘students’ perceptions of intercultural practices within bilingual secondary schools in the
European context’.

The Delphi Process (Phase 1) and Participants

As the literature shows (e.g., Hsu & Sandford, 2007), the Delphi technique is one of the most widely used and
accepted methods for collecting responses from experts in a particular field of study in order “to achieve a
convergence of opinion on a specific real-world issue” (2007, p. 1). This technique was considered appropriate
as it is well suited for consensus-building (ibid.). In contrast to other research methods, Delphi offers interesting
advantages. For instance, during the series of rounds, the selected participants get the opportunity to reassess
and refine their initial judgments about the subject matter based on the feedback from other panellists (ibid.),
which was very important to the present study.

The identification of an appropriate panel of experts who adequately and purposefully assess the validity of
instruments is one of the most important steps in the Delphi method (Hung, Altschuld, & Lee, 2007; Landeta,
2006). Two differentiated groups were established in order to apply this questionnaire: the research group (i.e.,
scholars carrying out the research), and the panel of experts (i.e., the Delphi group). The features that describe
their appropriateness are:

(a) Expertise on the key areas of this research: intercultural education; bilingual education and
statistical analysis;

(b) Strong knowledge on the Delphi method;

(c) An outstanding level of communication in at least two languages.

The panel of experts was selected among international specialists who met the following characteristics: (a)
expertise on, at least, one of the key areas of the research (see above); (b) high level of awareness on the
research problem; (c) professional experience in secondary schools; (d) full proficiency in several languages.
Thus, 12 experts were identified and selected from the international arena (e.g., University of Manchester —
UK-, University of Oldenburg —Germany-, University of Granada —Spain—, Marmara University —Turkey—-, the
Polytechnic Institute of Lisbon —Portugal-, and Lower Silesia University —Poland—, among others), taking into
consideration the professional contacts of the research group. Our research group is made of three university
professors, whose areas of expertise are linguistics, bilingual education, intercultural education, and statistics.

Three methodological phases (preliminary, exploratory, and final) were established and the assessment
template for the panel of experts was designed. In the preliminary phase, our research group stated the research
problem, according to which the panel of experts was selected. Once the experts accepted the invitation to
serve on the Delphi panel, our research group took the responsibility to track their reports of assessment,
interpret results from research, and supervise the whole process to adjust specific points when and where
necessary. During the exploratory phase, a questionnaire was designed, first, as an experimental version, and
then, after the construction process following all necessary steps, as the final one (see Appendix). To develop
this procedure, the first experimental version was sent (electronically) to the panel of experts with the template
for assessment and an introductory letter explaining the rationale and the theoretical background of the
research together with the detailed instructions regarding the two Likert scales to be used, and the criteria
against which the questionnaire was to be validated: clarity, pertinence, adequacy (quantitative), and comments
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(qualitative). The instrument for validation was clearly divided into the five blocks following the structure of
the questionnaire and was arranged according to: (a) a 5-point Likert scale for most questions, where experts
could assess their pertinence and/or validity; and (b) a section for comments by the experts (from which
qualitative data could be collected). After the first round, following suggestions made by the experts, our
research group carried out all necessary amendments. This was followed by the second round of the Delphi test.
The experts were given 10 days to return their assessments to the research team, after which we modified and
finalised the questionnaire based on the feedback of the Delphi panellists. In total, the process of design of the
research instrument (i.e., the questionnaire) was carried out within a period of 13 months. As the result of this
Delphi process, there was a reduction from the initial 51 questions to 21 and from five blocks to four. The
questions initially included in the ‘knowledge’ block were considered to be already included in the remaining
four.

Description of the Sample for Phase 2 of the Validation Process

The samples were divided into two groups, the first corresponding to the pilot study and the second targeted to
validate the final questionnaire. The pilot sample was composed of 40 students from bilingual secondary
schools in Spain (25%) and Hungary (75%), and the questionnaire was distributed in February 2017. The second
sample of our study was collected between the months of May and June 2017 through a purposefully designed
online questionnaire. The sample was composed of 213 students from bilingual secondary schools in several
European countries: Hungary (21.6%), The Netherlands (20.2%), Spain (14.6%), Germany (9.9%), Poland (9.9%),
France (8.9%), England (1.4%) and others (13.5%). The individuals were selected through a non-probabilistic
convenience sampling by applying a snowball technique, using the research group’s contacts in the countries
where the questionnaire was administered.

The distribution of the final sample of the 213 students surveyed was balanced according to the sex of
participants: male (48.4%) and female (51.6%).

Finally, Table 1 presents the distribution of students surveyed according to their age. Regarding age, the
category ‘other’ refers to those students with ages close to 14 (or who had recently become 17).

Table 1
Sample distribution by age
Age 14 15 16 Other
% Participation 18.3 41.8 25.8 14.1

As explained above, our research group decided to survey a convenience sample. The sample size was
determined by means of the classic recommendation of having a minimum of 10 sample elements for each of
the items that make up the instrument to be validated or the number of items appropriate to convey factorial
analysis (Hair, Anderson, Tahtham, & Black, 1999).

Results

The analysis of the quantitative data was carried out by using IBM SPSS Statistics v. 22, whereas the analysis of
the qualitative data was done through content analysis.

Results from Statistical Analysis

Internal consistency was used in both cases (with both the pilot and final sample) to check the reliability of the
scale, and it was measured through Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1990), which expresses the degree to which
items measure one common and unique variable. In this research, it is defined as ‘the intercultural practices in
bilingual secondary schools’. Additionally, and through a structured procedure in stages, such Cronbach’s alpha
was used to delete those items which diminished the internal global consistency coefficient. The process is
considered complete when either the scale does not improve or when it keeps the level of internal consistency
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by erasing a random element (Levy-Magin & Varela-Mallou, 2003). We also used total item correlations to
refine the number of final items (Cozby, 2005). The Delphi method was used (see above) to check the validity of
the content. Finally, to check the validity of the construct, a confirmatory factorial analysis was used for the
final sample.

In brief, the data from 213 respondents were collected and pre-processed to detect missing data, inconsistent
data, and outliers. Our research team: (a) carried out a previous descriptive study, (b) measured internal
consistency through Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, (c) checked content validity using the Delphi method, and
(d) checked instrument validity by means of a confirmatory factor analysis.

Pilot Study (Phase 2)

Considering the values obtained from the pilot sample and by applying the techniques mentioned above, the
final scale consisted of 21 items with internal consistency of a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.881, a value classified as
very good (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

On the other hand, if one instrument measures several variables, that is, if it has individual sub-instruments or
sub-scales, the recommendation is to arrange specific reliability tests for each one (Brown, 1980). Thus, the five
initial blocks were reduced to four with Cronbach’s values of 0.726, 0.687, 0.743, and 0.674 respectively, ranges
which the literature values between 0.60 and 0.70 as ‘sufficient’ (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Additionally,
George and Mallery'® suggested a tiered approach consisting of the following: “> 0.9 — Excellent, > 0.8 — Good, >
0.7 — Acceptable, > 0.6 — Questionable, > 0.5 — Poor, and < 0.5 — Unacceptable”.

The average score of the total scale was 73.081 (standard deviation of 7.166). Taking into account that the
minimum score was 21 and the maximum was 84, we can say that the surveyed students perceive that they
strongly observe intercultural practices (as 81.08% of surveyed students have a final score higher than the
average). This was also evidenced by the average points of each item: the total average was 3.48 (which is a very
high score considering that the minimum is 1 and the maximum is 4). 38.1% of the questions showed a final
score higher than 3.48, and 100% were higher than 2.5 (mean for a 1-4 point Likert scale). These results can be
considered ‘excellent’ due to an initial lack of variability of the answers, a fact that can be inferred by the low
value of the variation coefficient (= 0.098).

These facts led us to increase the Likert scale range from 1-4 to 1-6, thus extending the variability for the
answers. In situations where low total score variability is achieved with a small number of categories, reliability
can be improved through an increase in the number of categories employed (Masters, 1974). In this sense it was
agreed to extend the final measure scale to a 6-point Likert scale.

To summarise, the final instrument was made of 21 items measured by a 1-6 Likert scale (Strongly Disagree
(SD), Disagree (D), Somewhat Disagree (SWD), Somewhat Agree (SWA), Agree (A), and Strongly Agree (SA)),
divided into four sections corresponding to Attitudes, Skills, Awareness, and Intercultural Practices.

At this point, the instrument built by our research team provided sufficient evidence to let us think that it could
constitute a suitable tool to measure the degree of implementation of intercultural practices in bilingual
secondary schools as perceived by the students, with a reliability degree of 88.1%. The instrument also included
a second 1-6 Likert scale with three items which measured the degree of proficiency of second languages (No,
Barely /A1; Not very good /A2; Reasonably good /B1; Good /B2; and Very good /C1), together with some basic
data on the surveyed population, such as age, gender, school course, and country of origin.

Final Analysis (Phase 3)

13 George, D. & Mallery, P. (2003). SPSS for Windows step by step: A simple guide and reference. 11.0 update (4" ed.). Allyn & Bacon.
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The final analysis of the data, although the values obtained on the scales are acceptable, led us to carry out a
final action for the validation of the construct by means of a confirmatory factor analysis. This confirmatory
factorial analysis made it possible to identify three factors corresponding to the groups of questions for the
items detailed in Table 4. As can be seen, two additional items were removed because their factor saturations
did not fit with any multidimensional factor. The analysis is relevant according to the values of the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Barlett’s sphericity tests (Bartlett, 1950) (Table 2).

Table 2

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Barlett’s tests

KMO measure of sampling adequacy 0.938

Barlett’s sphericity tests Approx. Chi-square 2400.767
df 171
Sig. 0.000

Source: Own elaboration.
The three factors found explain 63.032% of the variability inherent in the data, so it can be said that with this
final classification we have a good representation of the total information. The percentage of the variance
explained by these factors can be seen at Table 3.
Table 3

Percentage of the variance explained by the three factors

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component
Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 4.522 23.802 23.802
2 3.960 20.843 44.645
3 3.494 18.387 63.032

Extraction method: principal component analysis.

Source: Own elaboration.

The corresponding factorial load matrix (rotated), where low values have been eliminated, is shown in Table 4.
Table 4

Rotated component matrix with low factorial loads eliminated

Component
1 2 3

I can describe interactions of my culture with another culture (e.g., regarding clothing, appearance, music,

food, among others). 0.488  0.390  0.309

If necessary, I adapt my behaviour to an intercultural encounter when I interact with foreign peers. 0.674

I show interest in new cultural behaviours. 0.654

I take on various roles to adapt to different cultural situations. 0.750

I respect the right of those students who come from a different culture to have their own (cultural and 0.700  0.377
religious) values.

I am able to use strategies (e.g., observation or seeking for support) to adapt successfully to a second culture. 0.704 0.318
I am able to use communicative strategies to facilitate interactions with foreign peers. 0.724

I am able to solve cross-cultural issues if they arise during interactions. 0.769 0.324
I am aware of the fact that language influences culture. 0.749
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Component
1 2 3

I am aware of the reactions (both positive and negative) of others towards my cultural values. 0.762  0.340
I am aware of my own intercultural development. 0.729

Teachers promote interactions with foreign peers in the classroom. 0.356  0.679
Grouping is generally arranged by including members of diverse nationalities within the same group. 0.808
Cooperative learning is a common approach for activities. 0.453  0.395 0.513
Communication among peers is conveyed through our common mother tongue. 0.388 0.506
Communication among peers is conveyed through my peer’s language. 0.657
I am aware of being myself a culturally conditioned person. 0.795  0.326
Teachers promote the learning of another culture in the classroom by arousing questions on food, weather, 0.737
language, customs, etc.

I am aware of the number of foreign peers in my classroom. 0.722

Note. Source: Own elaboration. Extraction method: main component analysis. Rotation method: varimax with Kaiser normalisation.

As shown in Table 4, the first factor (8 items) is associated with the concept of ‘skills’; the second factor (5
items) is associated with ‘awareness’, and, finally, the third factor (6 items) is related to ‘communication
practices’. In this way, the 19 original items were reduced into three factors that represent three blocks to
measure ‘students’ perceived intercultural practices within bilingual secondary schools’.

The Cronbach’s alpha value of the full scale was 0.935 and the value of each sub-scale is shown in Table 5.

Table 5

Reliability statistics

Skills Awareness Communication Practices

Cronbach’s alpha Number Cronbach’s alpha Number Cronbach’s alpha Number
0.902 9 0.897 6 0.799 4

Note. Source: Own elaboration.

All sub-scales showed excellent reliability. Results showed that the final questionnaire was made up of 19 items
that measured the items under study. In addition, this new instrument was sent once again to the group of
experts who finally reached consensus in the validation process.

Therefore, considering the analysis of data from the final sample, we can state that the instrument used has a
high reliability, as determined by the Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.935 (being 1 its maximum value). Thus,
we can measure the degree of attitude towards intercultural practices for each participant in the survey. For
this purpose, a new variable that agglutinates this attitude was considered, and we could find a score for it
through a new normalised variable (maximum value of 1, considering the maximum score of the scale) called
‘attitude’ (Table 6).

Table 6

Descriptive statistics for ‘attitude’

Number Min. Max. Mean Standard Deviation
Attitude 213 0.167 1.000 0.748 0.153

Note. Source: Own elaboration.
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Thus, the average value for attitude was 0.748, which is considered very high as the maximum value is 1.
Considering that the standard deviation is small, it can be concluded that most participants showed high scores,
where 57.3% of the students analysed obtained scores higher than the third quartile of the ‘attitude’ variable,
36.2% between the second and third quartiles, and only 6.6% of the participants scored below the median.

Discussion

The main aim of this research was to design and pilot an instrument (i.e., a questionnaire) for measuring
intercultural practices within bilingual secondary education. Given that the issue of the assessment of
intercultural competence is one of the most problematic topics within the field of intercultural education,
especially in the context of language classrooms (e.g., Borghetti, 2017; Sercu, 2010) and that there are different
approaches to assessing intercultural (communicative) competence (Byram, 2021; Council of Europe!*; OECD'?;
UNESCO!'¢, among others), we acknowledge that our aim was quite ambitious and that further research is
needed to identify which (and if) intercultural practices in BE classrooms are perceived as effective by students.
We also acknowledge that practices in conflict-ridden contexts can be very different and that an absolute recipe
is not possible. However, we took on this challenge based on the idea that offering such instruments can be
beneficial not only for improving intercultural practices in the context of bilingual secondary schools, but for
raising awareness and understanding of the importance of intercultural education as an integral part of
bilingual education.

The tool herein developed, piloted, and validated can be used for the following goals: (1) the identification of
good intercultural school practices in bilingual education, and (2) the development of relevant guidelines to
implement intercultural education within bilingual education. The results of our questionnaire show that the
metric values obtained through different validity and confirmatory tests are valid and can measure the items
for which they were initially designed. Our results show a high level of reliability in terms of internal consistency
and reliability, which facilitates their delivery among the targeted population: international bilingual secondary
education students. These metric results complement the validity of the results from content tests. Therefore,
we can state that our questionnaire has good psychometric quality, according to the statistical tests applied.

The researchers of this paper have identified a gap in the literature, to which the main goal of this study has
been addressed: to design a questionnaire to measure students’ perceptions of intercultural practices within
bilingual secondary schools. The success of bilingual programmes is (to a great extent) linked to the
implementation of successful intercultural practices and the development of intercultural awareness, which
has been identified as one key factor (Gémez-Parra, Huertas-Abril, & Espejo-Mohedano, 2021). This study, thus,
can contribute to the fields of both bilingual and intercultural education, where the measurement of the
perceptions of bilingual students can guide stakeholders to improve (or reinforce) pedagogical and in-classroom
practices.

Conclusion

As earlier discussed, bilingual education is a priority for most international educational institutions and
organisations. Research has demonstrated that the intercultural axis within CLIL is being neither extensively
nor appropriately put into practice (Méndez-Garcia, 2012). Additionally, further research shows that bilingual
(specifically CLIL) teachers need to be trained in a systemic way on how to implement intercultural education
(Figueredo-Canosa, Ortiz-Jiménez, Sanchez-Romero, & Berlanga, 2020; Lallana & Salamanca, 2020; Uzum,
Akayoglu, & Yazan, 2020), so the use of this questionnaire can help accomplish this goal.

Our future plan is to expand this research project by involving language teacher trainers and their graduate
students from Spain (the University of Cérdoba and the Delegation of Education in Cérdoba); Germany (Carl

4 Council of Europe. (2008). White paper on intercultural dialogue: Living together as equals in dignity. Council of Europe.

15 OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development).(2017). Global Competence Framework. https://cutt.ly/sjxobhL.

16 UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization). (2014). Global Citizenship Education: Preparing Learners for
the Challenges of the Twenty-first Century. UNESCO. https://cutt.ly/UjxogN2
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von Ossietzky University of Oldenburg and the University of Bremen); Poland (University of Lower Silesia);
Hungary (TEE: the Hungarian section of the European Association of Teachers); and the USA (Texas Women’s
University), who are participating in the TEACUP project!'’. The purpose of this collaboration is to develop
practical recommendations for intercultural pedagogy in bilingual (and CLIL) education settings and to design
educational modules for pre- and in-service language teachers. Finally, we plan to carry out a crossmatch
between both sets of results and knowing about the intercultural practices that these students perceive
depending on their self-reported intercultural competence.

Limitations and Solutions

The design of a questionnaire, unquestionably, holds several limitations that can reduce the scope to which it
can be applied by researchers. The rationale behind the decision of using a single quantitative instrument lies
in the fact that it was necessary to facilitate the answering procedure to the target population (14 to 16-year-
old secondary education students, whohave probably never been faced with these types of questions before) in
order to get as objective data as possible.

Another limitation refers to the administration of the questionnaire, as the age and cognitive level of the target
population can lead to statistical biases in the final results (Vivo, Sari¢, Munoz, McCoy, Lépez-Pefia, & Bautista-
Arredondo, 2013). Soubelet and Salthouse (2011) affirmed that youngsters (whose ages are varied) show
different perceptions of what is socially acceptable; this fact can lead to statistical biases related to the
psychological development stage of each individual. Therefore, this fact can impact the validity and consistency
of their answers to a questionnaire that is sensitive to this trait. On the other hand, Steinberg and Monahan
(2007) suggested that the influence of what is perceived as socially desirable reaches its highest peak between
ages 10 and 14, whereas the period ranging from 14 to 16 is when higher social resistance is expressed. The
instrument herein has been specifically designed to measure the perceived intercultural practices of bilingual
secondary education students between 14 and 16 years of age, so special attention should be paid to this fact.
Moreover, the presence of an interviewer or an expert guide can improve the quality of the responses. Some
other studies have affirmed that their presence can arouse some variance in the answers ranging between 5%
and 10% (although this value can increase up to 40% for very sensitive questions according to Tourangeau &
Yan, 2007).

Therefore, following the suggestions by the panel of experts on the design of our instrument (regarding the
clarity, pertinence, context, and adequacy of the questions for secondary education students) and considering
that it is ‘a short questionnaire’, self-administration of the instrument is recommended, thus avoiding the
interviewer effect (as was carried out in the piloting of this study).

In addition, the present questionnaire does not seek any related information from key stakeholders such as
school managers, classroom teachers, or parents (which will be the goal of a complementary questionnaire that
is under construction at the moment of writing this paper by the same research team). This fact sets limitations
regarding what can be reasonably claimed from these results. Thus, we hope to be scientifically rigorous in
stating what can legitimately be claimed from this analysis: Students’ perceptions of intercultural practices
within bilingual secondary schools in the European context.
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Appendix

Questionnaire for the Measurement of Intercultural Practices within Bilingual Secondary Schools
Dear student,

This questionnaire has been purposefully designed to analyse and measure intercultural practices within bilingual
secondary schools. Therefore, we are neutrally seeking to find out if these practices occur and, if so, to what extent.
This study is being conducted by a research team from the University of Cérdoba (Spain) and the University of
Maryland, Baltimore County (Baltimore, USA). Please, do not write your name on this questionnaire. Your responses
will be anonymous and will never be linked to you personally. Your participation is entirely voluntary. If there are
items you do not feel comfortable answering, please skip them.

Thank you for your cooperation.

This is the description of the Likert scale that we have used:

Likert Scale (A) Likert Scale (B)
1. Strongly Disagree (SD) a.No
2 Disagree (D) b. Barely / Al
3 Somewhat Disagree (SWD) c. Not very good / A2
4, Somewhat Agree (SWA) d. Reasonably good / B1
5 Agree (A) e. Good /B2
6 Strongly Agree (SA) f. Very good / C1

We thank you for your participation and we ask you to answer sincerely to the questions.

Name of the school:

Country of origin:

Course:

Gender:Male OFemale O

Age:

SD D SWD SWA A SA

1. I can describe interactions of my culture with another culture (e.g.,
regarding clothing, appearance, music, food, among others).

2. If necessary, I adapt my behaviour to an intercultural encounter when
I interact with foreign peers.

3.1show interest in new cultural behaviours.
4.1 take on various roles to adapt to different cultural situations.

5.Irespect the rights of those students who come from a different culture
to have their own (cultural and religious) values.

6.1 am able to use strategies (e.g., observation or seeking for support) to
adapt successfully to a second culture.

7.1am able to use communicative strategies to facilitate interactions with
foreign peers.

8.1am able to solve cross-cultural issues if they arise during interactions.
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SD D SWD

SWA

9.1 am aware of the number of foreign peers in my classroom.
10. I am aware of being myself a culturally conditioned person.

11. T am aware of the fact that language and culture mutually influence
each other.

12. T am aware of the reactions (both positive and negative) of others
towards my cultural values.

13.1am aware of my own intercultural development.
14. Teachers promote interactions with foreign peers in the classroom.

15. Grouping is generally arranged by including members of diverse
nationalities within the same group.

16. Cooperative learning is a common approach for activities.

17. Communication among peers is conveyed through our common
mother tongue.

18. Communication among peers is conveyed through my peer’s language.

19. Teachers promote the learning of another culture in the classroom by
arousing questions on food, weather, language, customs, etc.
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