
326

2017   Том 14   № 3   326—338

http://journals.rudn.ru/psychology-pedagogics

RUDN Journal of Psychology and Pedagogics

Вестник РУДН. Серия: Психология и педагогика

ПСИХОЛОГИЧЕСКИЕ АСПЕКТЫ МЕЖКУЛЬТУРНОЙ КОММУНИКАЦИИ

И АДАПТАЦИИ

DOI 10.22363/2313-1683-2017-14-3-326-338

UDK 159.923

INTERCULTURAL COMPETENCE PROFILES IN RUSSIAN 

UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

Irina A. Novikova1, Alexey L. Novikov1, Marina V. Gridunova1, 
Gulnara N. Zamaldinova2

1 Peoples’ Friendship University of Russia (RUDN University)

Miklukho-Maklaya str., 6, Moscow, Russia, 117198
2 National University of Science and Technology MISiS 

Leninskiy prospekt, 4, Moscow, Russia, 119991

The article is devoted to the study of intercultural competence (ICC) as a psychological phenomenon 

including the analysis of its models, factors, and profiles. The results of an empirical study in two major 

multinational Russian universities (388 students, of which 254 young women and 134 young men) are 

presented. The aim of the study was to identify the typological profiles of the ICC and their characteristics 

in relation to personality traits. ICC was studied based on the “Dynamic model of intercultural 

sensitivity” by M. Bennet. The author’s modification of the “Scale of intercultural sensitivity” by O.E. 

Khuhlaev and M.Y. Chibisova in the adaptation of Y.A. Lopashenko was used for the ICC diagnostics. 

Personality traits were considered in the framework of the Five-Factor Model (P. Costa and R. McCrae) 

and were measured by a short form of the “Five-Factor Questionnaire” in Russian adaptation by M.V. 

Bodunov and S.D. Biryukov. We identified four ICC profiles of students provisionally called 

“ethnocentrists”, “negativists”, “undecided (ambivalent)”, and “ethnorelativists”. It is shown that the 

profiles differ not only in the correlation between the severity of parameters of the ICC, but also in 

personality traits. The results can be used for the design of ICC development and formation programs, 

based on the identified psychological specifics of ICC profiles.
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Introduction

Harsh socio-political and economic changes occurring in the world and in Russia in 

recent years are leading to an increase in international tension, aggravation of inter-

ethnic, inter-confessional and intercultural conflicts. Intercultural competence (ICC) 

is one of the recognized means of preventing and solving intercultural conflicts. ICC 

diagnostics, as well as opportunities for its development and formation are an important 

subject for scientific discussion. At the same time, the difficulties of studying the problem 

of ICC and related constructs are determined by the lack of a common understanding 

of these phenomena and, accordingly, their reliable diagnostic methods.

Problems of intercultural competence research

Today, there is no universally accepted scientific approach to the definition, structure 

and measurement of ICC as a psychological construct. Russian and foreign scientists 
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have developed more than 60 ICC models (Chernyak, 2015). Wherein, the authors of 

these models use a number of similar concepts, such as intercultural competence (Borghetti, 

2013; Chibisova, & Khukhlaev, 2008; Deardorff, 2006; Sinicrope et al., 2013 and etc.), 

intercultural communicative competence (Byram, 1997; Skopinskaja, 2009 and etc.), 

intercultural sensitivity (Bennett, 1986, 1993; Hammer et al., 2003; Pochebut, & 

Logashenko, 2014 and etc.), multicultural effectiveness (Van der Zee, & Van Oudenhoven, 

2014 and etc.) and some others. The ICC concept, in our opinion, is not only the most 

frequently studied, but also the broadest of the listed above. Therefore, in this article we 

will use the term intercultural competence (ICC) in the broadest sense, as a generalizing 

designation of the phenomenon characterizing the personality activity in a multicultural 

space towards to different aspects of intercultural diversity and dialogue.

Fig. 1. Intercultural Competence Tree by UNESCO (UNESCO, 2013: 23)

Summarizing the different approaches to the study of the ICC problem, UNESCO 

experts suggested the “Intercultural Competences Tree” as an attempt to suggest a 

symbolic view of intercultural competences as an organic system of concepts (UNESCO, 

2013, p. 22—24). The Tree (see Fig. 1) has Culture (Identity, Values, Attitudes, Beliefs, 
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etc.) and Communication (Language, Dialogue, Nonverbal behavior, etc.) as its roots, 

Cultural Diversity, Human Rights and Intercultural Dialogue as its trunk; and five 

operational steps as the branches (Clarifying, Teaching, Promoting, Supporting, and 

Enacting Intercultural Competences). The leaves (Intercultural Responsibility, 

Intercultural Literacy, Resilience, Cultural Shifting, Intercultural Citizenship, Conviviality, 

Reflexivity, Creativity, Liquidity, Contextualization Cues, Transvaluation, Ubuntu, 

Semantic Availability, Warm Ideas, Skills, Uchi Soto, Multilingualism, Disposition, 

Emotions, Knowledge, Translation, Intercultural Communicative Competence) represent 

the various manners in which the intercultural competences can be understood or 

articulated in concrete contexts. The authors of visualization note that “some of the leaves 

have been left free so that this Tree which is very much alive, can be complemented upon the 

rich diversity of contexts available worldwide” (UNESCO, 2013: 23).

Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity and its Russian adaptation

Milton J. Bennett (1986, 1993) posited a framework for conceptualizing dimensions 

of ICC in his Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS). The DMIS 

constitutes a progression of worldview “orientations toward cultural difference” that 

comprise the potential for increasingly more sophisticated intercultural experiences. 

Three ethnocentric orientations, where one’s culture is experienced as central to reality 

(Denial, Defense, Minimization), and three ethnorelative orientations, where one’s 

culture is experienced in the context of other cultures (Acceptance, Adaptation, 

Integration), are identified in the DMIS (Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003, p. 421). 

Based on this theoretical framework, the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI) was 

constructed to measure the orientations toward cultural differences described in the DMIS 

(Hammer, Bennett, Wiseman, 2003).

Russian psychologists O.E. Khukhlaev and M.Y. Chibisova (Chibisova, & Khukhlaev, 

2008) developed a Russian-language technique for ICC diagnostics based on the DMIS, 

that has been tested in a number of studies (Gridunova, Novikova, & Shlyakhta, 2017; 

Logashenko, 2015; Pochebut, & Logashenko, 2014). This technique, called the 

“Intercultural Sensitivity Scale”, includes 4 subscales:

1) Minimization (the orientation to assess cultural differences as insignificant in the 

interaction);

2) Absolutization (the orientation to assess cultural differences as uncontrollable in 

intercultural interaction);

3) Ambivalence (the orientation, which reflects the degree of consistency and harmony 

of attitudes towards cultural differences);

4) Acceptance (the orientation to recognize and notice cultural differences and take 

them into account in intercultural interaction).

Minimization and Absolutization correspond to ethnocentric orientations according 

to the DMIS. Ambivalence is a transitional orientation from ethnocentrism to 

ethnorelativism. Acceptance corresponds to ethnorelative orientations according to the 

DMIS (Logashenko, 2015).

Based on the DMIS and using for diagnostic the “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale”, 

Y.A. Logashenko (Logashenko, 2015) proposed the Intercultural Sensitivity Model that 

includes three components:
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1) the ability to notice and recognize cultural differences, which is measured using 

the Acceptance subscale (high Acceptance rates);

2) the ability to assess the impact of cultural differences in intercultural communication, 

which is measured using the Minimization subscale (low Minimization rates);

3) the ability to assess the possibility to control the impact of cultural differences on 

intercultural dialogue, which is diagnosed using the Absolutization subscale (low 

Absolutization rates).

The author believes that various combinations of these components expression allow 

to construct four intercultural sensitivity profiles: moderate, balanced, extreme and 

contradictory. Moderate profile corresponds to low expression of all components, balanced 

profile — to medium expression of all components, extreme profile — to high expression 

of all components, and contradictory profile is characterized by different expression of 

components (Logashenko, 2015). In our opinion, the proposed profile description is too 

hypothetical and needs to be empirically tested using cluster analysis.

ICC Factors and Predictors

Numerous empirical studies have found that intercultural competence is associated 

with a variety of social and psychological factors (Gridunova et al., 2017; Gridunova, 

Novikova, & Shlyakhta, 2017; Kornilova, 2012; Logashenko, 2015; Pochebut, & 

Logashenko, 2014; Van der Zee, & Van Oudenhoven, 2013 and etc.). Among social 

factors, in particular, we can highlight the experience of intercultural interaction, 

including, among others, study abroad or in multinational universities. A number of 

Western research on the basis of the DMIS using the IDI shows the positive impact of 

short-term and long-term abroad training programs on the development of intercultural 

sensitivity (Anderson et al., 2006; Kehl, & Morris, 2007—2008; Rexeisen, & Al-Khatib, 

2009 and etc.). Similar conclusions were reached by Y.A. Logashchenko (2014), exploring 

the Russian sample with a different experience of intercultural communication, and also 

by M.V. Kornilova (2012), who studied the dynamics of the ICC in mono and multicultural 

student groups.

ICC psychological factors include, first of all, personality traits and intellectual abilities, 

which, in turn, can mediate each other. In Western psychology, personal predictors of 

ICC are most often studied on the basis of the Five-Factor Model (FFM). Studies in 

different countries show that all FFM personality traits are somehow related to ICC, but 

there is a specificity of these relationships in different national, age, and professional 

samples, and also depending on the methods of ICC diagnostics (Huang et al., 2005; Van 

der Zee, & Van der Gang, 2007; Van der Zee, & Van Oudenhoven, 2013; Van der Zee, 

& Van Oudenhoven, 2014 and etc.). In turn, S. Yeke and F. Semerciöz (2016), studying 

the relationship between intercultural communicative competence, the FFM personality 

traits and cultural intelligence, came to the conclusion that personality traits influence 

the ICC, but this influence may be less pronounced with higher cultural intelligence. 

Therefore, according to the authors, cultural intelligence is more significant for the ICC 

than personality traits (Yeke, & Semerciöz, 2016).

In Russian psychology, personal factors of intercultural competence were studied by 

L.G. Pochebut on the basis of the author’s concept of intercultural communicative 

competence (Pochebut, 2012). The author established that the core of intercultural 
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communicative competence is interethnic tolerance, in one block with interpersonal 

tolerance, trust, and sensitivity (empathy).

In studies of the ICC psychological factors, conducted in the samples of Russian 

university (Gridunova, Novikova, & Shlyakhta 2017) and high school (Gridunova et al., 

2017) students using the “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale”, it was found that:

1) most of the FFM personality traits are related to the ICC in Russian university 

students (Openness and Conscientiousness are associated with the Acceptance of cultural 

differences, Extroversion and Agreeableness — with the Ambivalence of attitudes toward 

cultural differences, Agreeableness — with the orientation to Absolutization of cultural 

differences);

2) FFM personality traits, and above all, Conscientiousness and Extraversion, are 

related to the ICC in Russian high school students, but these relations vary in groups 

with different levels of intellectual development. The most significant personality factor 

of the ICC in high school students with a higher level of intellectual development is 

Neuroticism (the pole of emotional stability).

Thus, in modern psychology the ICC is studied as a complex phenomenon, which 

includes different levels, components, stages of development, and also associated with 

numerous social and psychological factors (for example, personality traits, intellect, 

attitudes, etc.). Also, researchers suggest the existence of the ICC profiles, characterized 

by a different ratio of its components or indicators. However, there are no studies in which 

the ICC profiles would be characterized in relation to personality traits, although this 

approach has particular practical importance for the purposeful ICC development and 

measurement.

Accordingly, the purpose of the study presented in this article is to empirically identify 

the ICC profiles, considered on the basis of DMIS in its Russian adaptation, and their 

characteristics in relation to the FFM personality traits in Russian university students.

Based on the literature review, we hypothesize that:

1) there are four ICC profiles, which are determined by the relationship and dominance 

of the orientations toward cultural differences described in the DMIS Russian adaptation 

by O.E. Khukhlaev and M.Y. Chibisova;

2) each of the ICC profiles is characterized by the specificity of the expression of FFM 

personality traits.

Methods

The research was conducted in 2015/16 and 2016/17 academic years on the basis of 

two major Moscow universities, namely Peoples’ Friendship University of Russia (RUDN 

University) and National University of Science and Technology MISiS. Both universities 

are among the top 20 of the Russian universities and are participants of the 5—100 Project.

Sampling. A total of 388 students, aged 17 to 24 (the average age is 18.9 years), of them 

254 young women and 134 young men, took part in the research. All the respondents 

were the first, second and third-year students of different departments of RUDN University 

and MISiS. The students represent different regions of Russia, as well as the republics of 

the former USSR (Azerbaijan, Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, 

Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan). All of them speak Russian as a native language 

and study in Russian. They participated in the study during classes in psychological and 
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pedagogical disciplines, as one of the additional tasks, for which they received additional 

points.

Techniques. The “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale” by O.E. Khukhlaev and M.Y. Chibi-

sova (Chibisova and Khukhlaev, 2008) in Y.A. Logashchenko’ modification version 

(Logashchenko, 2015) was applied for revealing ICC features. The original version of 

this technique contains 51 items, which are grouped into four subscales (Acceptance, 

Absolutization, Ambivalence, Minimization), described in detail above. But we also have 

made a number of modifications to this technique:

1) suggested using a direct response scale: from 0 (“totally disagree”) to 10 (“absolutely 

agree”);

2) reduced the number of items on each scale to 8 based on a psychometric study using 

the coefficients Cronbach’ α and McDonald’s ωh.

Accordingly, in this version of the technique the total scores for each subscale can 

range from 0 to 80 points.

To measure the FFM traits, a short version of the NEO Five-Factor Inventory was 

used (Costa, McCrae, 1992). The Russian version of NEO-FFI, the “Five-Factor 

Inventory” (adapted by S. Biryukov & M. Bodunov) consists of 60 direct and inverted 

items to which the subject expresses the degree of consent from the five answer choices 

(from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). The resulting values for each of the Five-

Factor scales (Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Consciousness, and Agreeableness) 

range from 12 to 60 points (Bodunov, & Biryukov, 1989). This version of the questionnaire 

is well tested on different Russian samples (Murzakanova, 2015; Novikova et al., 2016; 

Vorobyeva, 2015).

The descriptive statistics methods, coefficients Cronbach’ α and McDonald’s ωh, 

Spearman rank correlation analysis, cluster analysis (k-means), and Mann–Whitney’ 

U-test were used for processing the data. Statistical processing was carried out in the R 

software environment for statistical computing and graphics, version 3.3.2 (R Core Team, 

2016).

Results and Discussion

The psychometric test results (Cronbach’ α and McDonald’s ωh), main parameters 

of descriptive statistics (Mean and Standard Deviation), and the Spearman correlation 

coefficients between all variables (subscales) of the “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale” (in 

our modification) are given in Table 1.

Table 1

Cronbach’ alpha coefficients, McDonald’s omega coefficients (hierarchical), Means, Standard 

Deviations, and Correlations between Variables of the “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale” (N = 388)

Variables (Subcales) α ωh Mean SD Acceptance Absolutization Ambivalence

Acceptance .78 .70 55.11 12.95 1.00

Absolutization .75 .57 34.87 14.29 –.07 1.00

Ambivalence .71 .56 52.65 11.82 .51*** .24*** 1.00

Minimization .67 .41 50.73 11.38 .02 –.20*** –.13**

** p < .01, *** p < .001, two tailed.
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The results given in Table 1 confirm that for all subscales of the “Intercultural Sensitivity 

Scale” acceptable Cronbach’ α coefficients (0,67—0,78) were obtained. While the 

McDonald’s ωh coefficient values show that for all items of each subscale there are factor 

loads in modulus greater than 0.2 (0.41—0.70), which indicates their acceptable internal 

consistency (Revelle, Zinbarg 2009). Correlations coefficients between the subscales 

confirm the “Intercultural Sensitivity Scale” theoretical background that Ambivalence is 

a transitional stage from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism, and the minimization of 

cultural differences is opposite to their Absolutization.

The results of the cluster analysis (k-means) of the “Scale of Intercultural Sensitivity” 

variables are presented in Table 2 and in Fig. 2. We got a four clusters structure, and the 

differences between the clusters are valid according to the F-test (p  .05).

Table 2

The results of the cluster analysis (k-means) of the “Scale of Intercultural Sensitivity” variables

Cluster Profile Name N %
Cluster centers for variables (subscales) 

Acceptance Absolutization Ambivalence Minimization

1 Ethnocentrists 108 27.83 43.76 42.16 46.42 46.26

2 Negativists 61 15.72 45.28 19.34 38.89 60.46

3 Undecided (Ambivalent) 118 30.41 62.19 46.01 61.45 49.38

4 Ethnorelativists 101 26.04 64.90 23.43 57.37 51.23

Total sample 388 100.00 55.11 34.87 52.65 50.73

15

25

35

45

55

65

75

Acceptance Absolutization Ambivalence Minimization

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4

Points

Subcales

Fig. 2. ICC profiles

As it can be seen in Fig. 2, the ICC profiles obtained as a result of the cluster analysis 

differ in dominance and relations of the variables. It is reflected in their names (Tabl. 2) 

and confirms our first hypothesis. As expected, we obtained more complex relationships 

of ICC variables than those hypothetical profiles described by Y.A. Logashchenko 

(Logashchenko, 2016).
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For a more detailed psychological characterization, we compared the severity of FFM 

personality traits in representatives of each ICC cluster (Tabl. 3, 4).

Table 3

FFM personality traits descriptive statistics for each ICC cluster

Cluster
Neuroticism Extraversion Openness Agreeableness Consciousness

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

1 35.34 4.88 39.46 5.16 36.60 3.78 39.63 5.38 39.83 5.59

2 35.34 4.05 39.44 4.47 35.90 3.94 37.72 4.42 40.36 4.05

3 34.97 4.66 40.69 4.87 36.93 3.57 39.79 4.65 41.06 4.58

4 34.08 5.62 40.65 5.30 37.59 5.43 39.41 5.03 41.31 4.95

Total 34.90 4.91 40.14 5.02 36.85 4.26 39.32 4.96 40.67 4.92

Table 4

Mann–Whitney’ U-test for FFM personality traits between each ICC cluster

FFM 
personality 

trait

Cluster 1 — 
Cluster 2

Cluster 1 — 
Cluster 3

Cluster 1 — 
Cluster 4

Cluster 2 — 
Cluster 3

Cluster 2 — 
Cluster 4

Cluster 3 — 
Cluster 4

U Р U Р U Р U Р U Р U Р

Neuroticism 3434 .647 6830,5 .350 6251 .068 3754 .637 3433 .223 6417,5 .326

Extraversion 3381 .776 5363 .039 4747,5 .105 2883 .029 2590,5 .090 6096,5 .769

Openness 3718,5 .164 6042 .500 4974,5 .272 2917,5 .037 2462,5 .032 5694 .570

Agreeableness 3936 .035 6225,5 .766 5444,5 .984 2735,5 .008 2445 .028 6135,5 .706

Consciousness 3065 .453 5190,5 .016 4355,5 .012 3145 .166 2625,5 .115 5792 .721

Note. p < .05 is in bold.

Table 4 shows that there are no significant differences in Neuroticism between ICC 

clusters. This result corresponds to the results of a previous study (Gridunova, Novikova, 

Shlyakhta 2017), in which no correlation was found between the ICC variables and 

Neuroticism. The absence of differences between clusters on Neuroticism tells about a 

lower significance of emotional stability — instability for the ICC manifestation in 

comparison with other traits.

Extraversion is significantly different between clusters 1—3 and clusters 2—3. The 

representatives of cluster 3 (“Undecided” students) have a slightly higher Extroversion 

than students who are inclined to absolutize (“Ethnocentrists”) and minimize 

(“Negativists”) cultural differences. These results indicate a more pronounced Extroversion 

in students already in the transition phase to ethnorelativism compared with students 

who were at ethnocentric stages of ICC development.

Openness is significantly different between clusters 2 — 3 and clusters 2 — 4: 

representatives of cluster 4 (“Ethnorelativists”) have maximum, and representatives of 

cluster 2 (“Negativists”) have minimum Openness values. Openness of “Undecided” 

students (cluster 3) is closer to “Ethnorelativists”. These data support the importance of 

Openness for cultural differences acceptance.

Agreeableness differs most strongly between ICC clusters (between clusters 1—2, 2—3, 

and 2—4). Accordingly, the representatives of cluster 2 (“Negativists”) have minimum 

Agreeableness, and they differ from the representatives of the other groups. This may 

indicate the lack of tendency to trust others, to seek to support them and show empathy 

in students, not reckoning with intercultural differences in the interaction process.
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Consciousness is significantly different between clusters 1—3 and clusters 1—4: 

representatives of cluster 1 (“Ethnocentrists”) have minimum Consciousness, while 

representatives of cluster 4 (“Ethnorelativists”) have maximum Consciousness. This data 

supports the importance of Consciousness, as well as Openness, for cultural differences 

acceptance. But, at the same time, if low Openness is a characteristic of students who 

tend to minimize cultural differences (“Negativists”), then the low Conscientiousness 

is a characteristic of students who tend to absolutize cultural differences (“Ethnocentrists”).

Conclusions

Thus, the research results allowed us to give the brief characteristics of students with 

different ICC profiles.

The group of “Ethnocentrists” includes 108 people (27.83% of the sample). These 

students have the lowest rates of Acceptance and Minimization, but high rates of Absolutization 

of cultural differences. They differ from representatives of other groups by minimum 

Consciousness. Students of this group tend to consider intercultural differences as absolute 

and uncontrollable.

The smallest group of “Negativists” includes 61 students (15.72% of the sample). They 

have the lowest rates of Absolutization and Ambivalence, but the highest rates of Minimization. 

At the same time, they differ from representatives of other groups by the minimum 

Openness and Agreeableness. The representatives of this group tend to minimize the 

intercultural difference and consider it insignificant.

The largest group of “Undecided (Ambivalent)” students includes 118 people (30.41% 

of the sample). They have the highest rates of Absolutization and Ambivalence, as well as 

high Acceptance. They have maximum Extraversion and Agreeableness, while on personal 

traits they are most different from “Negativists” and practically do not differ from 

“Ethnorelativists”. The representatives of this group are in transition from ethnocentrism 

to ethnorelativism. It is confirmed both by the characteristics of the ICC profiles and 

personal traits.

The group of “Ethnorelativists” includes 101 students (26.04% of the sample). They 

have the highest rates of Acceptance and low Absolutization. And also they have a maximum 

of Openness and Consciousness. The representatives of this group are most likely to 

accept cultural differences and take them into account in the interaction.

Thus, the results of the study confirm the presence of profiles, characterized by a 

different ratio of ICC variables and the severity of FFM personality traits. Also, the study 

confirmed the importance for ICC development of all FFM personality traits, except of 

Neuroticism, and above all Openness and Consciousness.

The practical significance of the results is the possibility to develop special programs 

to improve intercultural competence in Russian universities students based on the 

identified typological specificity of ICC profiles. In addition, the identification of ICC 

profiles can be a theoretical basis for the development of new methods of the ICC 

diagnostics using not only self-assessment questionnaires of certain personal features, 

but other techniques as well.

The research limitations, first of all, are related to the size and composition of the 

sample. In the future, we are planning to include students from other universities and 

fields of the study in the sample. Secondly, it is clear that there are many factors affecting 
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ICC, not considered in this work, but needed to build more holistic profiles of ICC. So, 

as perspectives for further work we intend the extension of the studied characteristics of 

ICC profiles and the inclusion in the analysis of such psychological characteristics as 

ethno-national attitudes and intellectual development indicators (in particular, one of 

the emotional intelligence aspects — the ability to non-verbal behavior interpretation).
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И АДАПТАЦИИ

Статья посвящена проблеме исследования межкультурной компетентности (МКК) как 

психологического феномена: ее моделей, факторов, профилей. Представлены результаты эм-

пирического исследования студентов двух крупных многонациональных российских универ-

ситетов (388 человек, 254 девушки и 134 юноши), целью которого было выявление типологи-

ческих профилей МКК и их характеристика в соотношении с индивидуально-личностными 

факторами. МКК изучалась на основе «Динамической модели межкультурной сенситивности» 

М. Беннета, для диагностики использовалась модифицированная «Шкала межкультурной 

сенситивности» О.Е. Хухлаева и М.Ю. Чибисовой в адаптации Ю.А. Логащенко. Индивиду-

ально-личностные факторы рассматривались в рамках Пятифакторной модели Р. Косты и П. 

МакРэя и диагностировались с помощью краткой формы «Пятифакторного опросника» (рус-

ская адаптация М.В. Бодунова и С.Д. Бирюкова). Были выявлены 4 профиля МКК студентов, 

которым даны условные названия: «этноцентристы», «негативисты», «неопределившиеся (ам-

бивалентные)» и «этнорелятивисты». Показано, что профили различаются между собой не 

только по характеру соотношения выраженности параметров МКК, но и индивидуально-лич-

ностных факторов. Результаты могут быть использованы для разработки программ развития 

и формирования МКК с учетом выявленной психологической специфики ее профилей.

Ключевые слова: межкультурная компетентность, межкультурная сенситивность, профили 

межкультурной компетентности, индивидуально-личностные факторы, черты личности, пя-

тифакторная модель
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