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Abstract

This article reflects part of the results obtaifrean a wider research project
aimed at the elaboration of a “Map of Good Intetunal Practices” in several areas of
Social Intervention in Andalusia (Spain) and repdine results obtained from the
analysis portion related to the participating pectgewithin the Social Services.
Intercultural assessment was conducted at the édwestitutional intervention through
a 32-item questionnaire that was sent to 139 ioten@l project-leading institutions,
but also considered the intercultural sensitivégtor of the individuals answering the
questionnaire. A definition of the fundamental cepts of “Interculturality” and “Good
Practice” is given to support the foundations 0bt@ Intercultural Practice” (GIP).
Such definitions help in the design and validatba GIP Scale that was used in the
analysis of 60 Social Services Projects with aeroultural component. The results
obtained underline the relevance of aspects suaitesultural empathy and show
significant differences between the Social Servaras other intervention sectors. The
relevance of this study relies on the future pdigyttio find an explanation to such
differencesand to study GIPs in other intervensieators. With respect to this, the
private sector offers a completely blank area séaech both in itself and in comparson
with the results obtained from the public one. dAlhe transferability of the
instruments and methodology used makes it possibtehe research presented in the
present article is conducted in other geograplaicesd.

Key-Words: Social Services, Intercultural Practice, Intetardlity, Social Intervention.
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Introduction

The term “interculturality” has recently been defihas a social practice
involving social elements or individuals with digercultural backgrounds (Vazquez
2009). The term appeared in the United Statdsanate sixties and developed in the
seventies linked to the Civil Rights Movement mataim for a fairer treatment of the
ethnic difference (Husen & Opper 1994). Flech&®®@)3lefines “interculturality” as a
form of intervention on social diversity that emplzas the relationship among people
with different cultural backgrounds. Interculturalis understood within the context
of—though not mistaken with—related fields of stualych as those developed on
cultural and intercultural competence (Chen 1996s€ 1989; Pedersen 2000), and
multicultural/cross-cultural education (Nieto 20@3nks 1994; McAllister 2000). All
of these terms are used more or less indistingtivcetefer to a same reality—where
interaction among individuals with diverse cultuzald/or ethnic background takes
place.

The intercultural perspective—traditionally relatedSL learning—is raising
increasing academic and institutional interest mithe field of Social Work and in
relation with social programmes and services aiatadigrant populations (Hernandez-
Plaza 2006; Cabrera 2003; Martinez 2006; Herna@@de2). Such interest is mainly
due to the growing number of migrant populatiomfrdeveloping or underdeveloped
economies towards richer countries; an social emeouwesulting in the clash of often
radically different cultural backgrounds and vafiystems. Over the last years, many
European countries have developed a increasingssefriculturally sensitive social
services aimed at lessening the effect of thishckernandez-Plaza, S.; Alonso-
Morillejo, E. & Carmen Pozo-Mufioz, C., 2006). Hoxee the implementation of

culturally informed and culturally sensitive soaiaierventions is bound to the



GIP in Social Services Projects 3

possibility to assess them in a professional, avacidly reliable way that would also
allow for a better design of intercultural sociahsces.

Although most of them include the institutionalé&in their definition—
development of policies, administration, servickveey, etc. (Cross 1989) intercultural
constructs are usually built at the individual lefeeg. development of individual
skills), and are often linked to the psychologiatspective. For instance, when
defining the dimensions of a notion of cultural quetence that supposedly involves the
institutional level, Campinha-Bacote (1998), an@ SArredondo and McDavis (1992)
include ideas such as “consciousness,” “knowledgpjTls” or “interaction;”
dimensions that clearly refer to the individualigmnal sphere rather than to the
institutional one. Though somehow theoretically saome steps have been taken in this
direction within the field of Health Services (Betaurt 2005; Fox 2005; Cross 1989),
and Psychology (Weissman 2006; Cardemil 2008)Heretis still a remarkable
theoretical and instrumental lack in determining amaluating what a Good
Intercultural Practice is at the institutional letleat the present work intends to fill.

The paradoxical, empirical evidence of the low ofsocial services by the
ethnic minorities that need them most (Hernandazd@2006) can be explained from
Nelson’s ecological-cultural perspective and theafrgppression, and faulty
assumptions of universality and essentialism (At&imet al., 2001; Bernal&Scharron-
del-Rio, 2001; Bernal y Sdez-Santiago, 2006; Maztita Martinez, 2006; Cardemil,
2008). According to this perspective, social sggiare designed according to the
cultural values of a dominating social group stoasaintain the hyerarchical structure
that controls the use of available resources. &fbeg, the accesibility of cultural and
ethnic minorities to social services is restriotie@ to their organizational lacks in

cultural competence that are listed as 1) lacklebiogical compromise with diversity;
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2) power imbalance/inequality in the professionsgurelationship, 3) administrative
and attentional practices unadapted to human diiyeasd 4) professionals poorly
trained in assisting users in a new demographidydé®artinez & Martinez, 2006).
The present article outlines the creation of atrumsent that would help
overcome the above-mentioned restricted accegibilicultural and ethnic minorities
to social services by providing both a theoretitaine and orienting guidelines and an
evaluating tool of the intercultural aspect of sbservices at the institutional (and not
merely at the personal) level. Results are obthfrom the application of such an
instrument as applied to intercultural social seeprojects analyzing them in relation
with the results obtained from a parallel studyndércultural projects in other sectors

of intervention.

Defining GIPs.

The intercultural social intervention aims maintytfae social cohesion
resulting from preventing the rupture of the sotiEdue or from repairing it once it has
been damaged by the social imbalances or injustesegting from an inadequate
relationship of coexistence among individuals gulurally diverse environment. Such
interventions involve promoting and establishingdels of relationship and dialogue
resulting from the mutual knowledge, respect amtepation/valuing of different
cultures in situations of discrimination and soam&quality for cultural reasons. Thus,
althought the idea of interculturality itself isdsal on the aknowledgment, acceptance
and valuing of cultural difference, it is also fal@d on the principle and search of social
equality.

Our definition of a GIP is mainly based on the ddapn of previous studies

on intercultural sensitivity developed by MiltonBennet (1986) an@hen & Starosta
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(2000), the dimensions of interculturality elaberhby Liévano (2003), and Jordan’s
proposals for intercultural education (1996) toitieitutional, organisational and
associative levels of initiatives of intercultusalcial intervention. We consider that a
Good Intercultural Practice (GIP) is a good pracd€ social intervention that aims at
reinforcing social cohesion in societies that artucally diverse by promoting
intercultural relations among the diverse socidlectives that conform such diversity.
It includes social interventions of either systemi@rganisationagnd profesional or
individual nature. Taking into account the conc@pframe developed to define both
good social-intervention practices and intercultaciion (Vazquez, Fernandez,
Fernandez and Vaz, 2009), we consider that a GiBldhake into account the
following guidelines:

1.- Its should guarantee the consultive and reptatee participation of

culturally diverse subjects in all the aspectshefintervention.

2.- It should be spatially, temporally and socidégsible.

3.- It should involve the social whole (and notyonlinorities) in the planning

and execution of the services/activities.

4.- The services/activities developed sould be sgibke to all its beneficiaries.

5.- The services provided/activities developed &hbe temporally

sustainable or periodically repeatable.

6.- All the aspects of the services/activities stidae comprehensibly

evaluated and continuously monitorised.

7.- The practice should be transferable to divecsgexts.

8.- It should contribute to increase social cohesio

The definition of GIPs will therefore refer to theanagement of cultural

diversity by the involved agents within the franféasic crieria of social justice, equal
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opportunities, individual freedom, social cohesama democratic values. In an upward
1-5 scale, the defining elements described abowveletermine that an intercultural
service/activity is a GIP when:

1. The cultural diversity existing within a contextasknowledged.

2. A non-hierarchical reference frame is establistoedfe processes of interaction

developed among subjects with diverse cultural gemknds.

3. Cultural diversity is acepted and tolerated.

4. There is social adaptation to cultural diversity.

5. Interculturality is promoted as a positive value.

The present study reflects part of the resultsinbthfrom a wider research
project aimed at the elaboration of a “Map of Gaaércultural Practices in Andalusia”
(Spain). The main objective of this project was dlesign of, and experimentation with
an instrument that would measure Good Intercult@rattices (GIP) and their
incidence in recent projects of intercultural sbigervention. Here, we report the
results obtained from the analysis of projects tgueg intercultural interventions
within the area of Social Services and contragintiamgth those obtained in other sectors
of intervention such as health, employment, or atdan. Both results and analyses
might be relevant in providing empirical informatiéor the implementation of policies
and actions aimed at the management of diversityinwa territory.

M ethodology
Participants

Project assessment was conducted on a whole ahfie38ultural projects
developed in Andalusia by diverse social agentse Selection criteria of eligible

projects were: 1) a minimum of one-year duratidartesng 2002-2007; 2) total or
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partial, public-funding support; 3) activity aimatimmigrant population in Andalusian
territory.

The activity variable—taken into account for idén#tion purposes in later
analyses—shows a high percentage for social ser@324% of evaluated projects).
Projects with an educative purpose make a 20.3#tedtotal; which leaves the 11.6%
for projects aimed at employment/labour market aneimaining 1.4% for the health
sector. Nevertheless, the second majority sedattified by the instrument was
labelled “others” (23.2%), including projects frativerse areas absent from the options
offered, such as the sector of communication, sesyilegal defense, mediation, etc.
The social agent was another project-idenficatiamable in this study. 59% of
participating projects were developed by sociahargations (associations, foundations,
and NGOs); 32.4% were developed by city halls (auitgisocial services, local
offices, diverse city councils, etc.); and the rerimy 8.6% were developed by other
Public Administrations.

Also, most of these projects were rather recerntthé& moment they were
evaluated (2007), these projects had been workitenat for one year. 69.8% of the 43
projects that provided this information were thestmecent in time (2002-2007); 20.9%
began between 1996 and 2001; and the remaining BegfEn between 1990 and 1995.
As for the numer of users, the results obtainedveliahat most of these projects were
aimed either to a very general target populatiotosery specific and restricted target
users. The largest percentage corresponds tacsajith 200 users or less (33.3%),
whereas the percentage corresponding to thosecpgaygh more than 1000 users was
23.8%. The total budget of the project makes dlsé project-identification variable.

The highest percentage (33.7%) goes to projectsamitudget inferior to 10.000€,

which should not seem strange considering that widsiem are funded by subventions
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aimed at specific actions. This very reason waxiplain the fact that the number of
projects shows a declining tendency as the budgetases. 15.1% of them reach a
twenty-thousand-euro budget, 12.8% reach thirtyi$land, and 12.8% more than eighty
thousand.
Instrument

The Good Intercultural Practice Scale (GIPS) wax#igally designed for the
elaboration of a Map of Good Intercultural Pradtioe Andalusia (Vazquez et al. 2008)
with the purpose of evaluating the adequacy ofogept or initiative of social
intervention to the concept of “Good IntercultuPactice.” It was part of a wider
questionnaire that was structured in two separatis;pthe first of them was addressed
to action and intervention projects whereas thersg¢evas addressed at the person who
was responsible for the project. The first parthef questionnaire included a series of
project-identification questions (used to descebsessed projects above) such as:
project/activity denomination, name of organizatipear beginning activity, number of
users/benficiaries in the last year, main fundiogree, approximate total budget, city
and main working sector. Also included in thisfipart was the GIPS, which is a
thirty-two-item, five-point agreement/disagreemkeikiert scale where 1 corresponds to
“completely disagree” and 5, to “completely agre@lie scale covers the following
dimensions, factors and item-distribution whiclowadlto score a GIP on the basis of

their graded relevance:

DIMENSION CRITERIA FACTOR ITEM
Contextual.............. 5
1 Theoretical Acknowledgement of Diversity Diversity-Perception 5
Diversity-Elements.. 6
2 Ethico- Defense of Equality/ 5

ideological Promotion of Interaction
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3 Socio-political Dynamics of social transformation 7

Promotion of diverse educative
4 Intercultural rocesses presenting cultural 4
Empahty b b 9

interaction in equal conditions.

Initially, the scale included 50 items, togethethngeveral identificative
questions in relation with the project and the legity responsible for it. This initial
scale was revised by a group of experts usingtéme-objective congruence method,
which allowed the modification, inclusion and exsibn of diverse items. The scale
was then validated by a piloting process and bdescriptive, correlational and
factorial analyses (Vazquez et al. 2008). The degalting from the piloting and
validation of the scale were used to constructfeitive version of the GIPS
(APPENDIX I).

The second part of the questionnaire (addresseédvnédlly to the person
responsible for the project) was composed of ifieation questions and Chen’s
Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (2000). Persoul@ntification data included years
working for/collaborating with the organisation/gynteveloping the project, city and
province of residence, age, gender, nationalitycation, labour category
(employee/volunteer), function and position witthie entity/organisation, stay in a
foreign country (indicating duration) and politiéatlination. The reduced version of
the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale is a twenty4faiem, five-point
agreement/disagreement Likert scale where 1 carnelspto “completely disagree” and
5, to “completely agree.” Items are grouped iiNe tlimensions, namely; implication
in interaction, respect for cultural differencesnfidence in interaction, enjoyment of
interaction and attention to interaction. The ob the present article is the first part
of the questionnaire, in relation with the anal@iproject-identification data and the

GIPS as an intercultural assessment tool.
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This study developed a GIP Score (GIPSco) compokeijht items including the most
representative ones of each dimension. In a uoifiat solution, the GIPSco permits to
know in a much faster way, to which extent caniq@aar intercultural intervention be
considered a GIP. Such items are:
1.- The service/project develops in an intercultarevironment.
2.- The service/project includes among its objesiypromoting understanding
among the different cultures coexisting in the eahbf intervention.
3.-The beneficiaries’ degree of literacy is conside
4.- The service/project includes among its objasipromotiong tolerance for the
diverse cutlrues coexisiting in the context of meéntion.
5.-The service/project includes among its objestipeomotiong respect for the
diverse cultures coexisiting in the context of méntion.
6.- The service/project includes the participatioeiision of individuals from
different cultures.
7.- The service/project includes among its objedigromoting relations among the
diverse cultural identities coexisiting in the cexttof intervention.
8.- The service/project includes among its objestithe celebration of intercutlural
encounters of groups of individuals with differenttural backgrounds
Procedure
The selection criteria for participants in the domstion of the research universe
were:
1. Preference for projects beginning in 2005 or later.
2. Projects that had been developing for a minimuronaf year.
3. Projects involving basic intercultural criteria [tcwal differences of

users, objectives, etc.)
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4. Total or partial public funding.

The above criteria rendered a whole of 773 projectse Andalusian
territory, which served to create an initial datedaThe piloting process having
involved 50 of them, the remaining 723 were seeffilial version of the GIPS using
the e-mail when available and ordinary mail othee)i The mails included an
introduction to the project and instructions foe tumplimentation of the questionanire.
The whole process of sending and receiving thetounesires took two months.

The resulting data (from the 139 questionnairesivecl) were analysed using
SPSS 14.0; including correlations, fiability anaysind mean comparisons for
independent samples (Student’s t-distribution) ntdgency tables were used for the
analyses of association for nominal variables.
Results

In the sector of Social Services, the basic dpsee statistics of each dimension

of the instrument show that the the highest medousd in the intercultural-empathy
dimension (4.26), whereas the lowest mean is recbfar the ethico-ideological
dimension (3.61). The highest mean in the thretofa of the theoretical dimension
was obtained for the contextual factor (4.24);ldveest, for elements of diversity
(3.45),—showing a high typical deviation of 1, T&able 1). The fiability analysis of

internal consistency offers an adequate fiability7®, calculated using Cronbach’s

Alpha. The analysis of calculations shows staidly significant correlations §05)

among all the dimensions of the scale, exceptiferohe exisiting between the
theoretical and intercultural-empathy dimensioiY0.In the theoretical dimension,
only the factors of “Diversity-Perception” and “[isity Elements” do not show a

statistically significant correlation (Table 2).
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The Student-t distribution analyses of the diveseetors participating in our

study also show statistically significant differesqp<.05) in all dimensions but the

theoretical one, assuming equal variances accotdihgvene’s test (in cases with
significant differences). In the intercultural-eatipy dimension, differences are found
in the sectors of “health” (t= 2.08 d.f.= 59, p041), and “employmnet” (t= 3.64, d.f.=
73, p =.000), with a mean significantly highethe sector of Social Services in both
cases. Conversely, the sector of Social Servivess significantly inferior means in
relation with the sectors of education (t=-2.01.8%., p = .039) and the group “others”
(t=-2.44, d.f.=88 , p = .016) in the socio-pokticdimension. The last statistically
significant difference can be found between théses®f social services and health
within the ethico-ideological dimension (t= 3.64f. €59 , p = .001), with a higer mean
for social services (3.61) (Tables 3-10).

Contingency tables have been used to determingassble existence of an
association between the variable of the intervangector and the diverse project-
identification variables, showing that a significassociation is only established
between the intervention sector and the type afyerg@sponsible for the projects
developedy*(8, N = 138)= 42.7, p = .000). Such associatiaruce between the sector
of Social Services and projects developed by alishbetween the sector of health and
social organisations, and between the sector “stlard projects developed by other
types of public administrations (Tables 11 and 12).

The GIPSco was used to analyse projects withirsélegor of Social Services
in relation with several project-identification 1elles such as type of entity, number of
users and total budget. The highest mean foryfhee @f entity corresponds to

cityhalls—maybe due to the fact that many projecesvinculated to Community Social
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Services or specific local projects. Still, thdPSto mean of the porjects developed by
social entities is very close to that of cityhdllsble 13).

The variable indicating number of users revealghdr mean for projects
with a higher number of users (4.63). This meaneases parallel to the increase in the
number of users, except for the interval betweehattl 600 users, which sows the
lowest mean (3.91). Concerning the budget varjdb&ehighest mean corresponds to
projects with budgets ranging between 60000 € #9907 € (5), followed by budgets
ranging between 20000 € and 30000 € (4.71).

When considering the scores obtained for projedtimthe sector of Social
Services by each item in the GIPSco (Table 14)itéme corresponding to the
contextual-theoretical dimension (item 2) showshigilest mean (4.69), followed by
item 5—corresponding to the ethical dimension (31.88 any case, the means obtained
are higher than 4.3 for all items except for itelf8.312), corresponding to the
dimension representing elements of diversity, &ad teflects the literacy of users—
which does not seem to be too relevant an aspélceiassessment of GIP.

A final analysis of all projects using this GIPSendered the following
results: Projecs within the sector of Social Sesishowed a mean of 4.39 and a typical
deviation of 0.53. The contrasts between the sectoSocial Services and
Employment and between Social Services and Hea#thlés 13 and 14) show

statistically significant differences--(t= 3.59f.d73, p=.001) and (t= 2.21, d.f.=59,

p=.031) respectivelly—with the highest me§n>(4) for he sector of Social Services in
both cases.
Discussion

The results obtained from the psychometric analgééise data provided by

participating projects support the reliability bEtGIPS as a unique and innovative tool
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for the assessement of intercultural projects shgwvidence of construct validity.
Since public administrations keep a record of thregecs that have received public
funding on the basis of subject matter, public fagdupport was the criterion followed
in a first search of intercultural social serviogervention projects. Thus, we are aware
that many private-funds projects are thus not aetlin our research. Our results are
thus restricted by this circumstance. Taking sxtoount such restrictions, the data
obtained was used to assess the current statnteagultural social interventions within
the sector of Social Services in Andalusia. It barargued that this sector shows
estatistically significative differences when castied with the sectors of Health and
Employment in both the Intercultural Empahty anbi&d-ideological Dimensions
(which is also confirmed by the data obtained y@iPSco analysis). Despite the
Ethico-ideological Dimension presenting the lowestan within the sector of Social
Services, it is significantly higher than in thetee of Health. Further research is
needed to reveal the posible causes of theseethifes between sectors involving such
a strong ethical and ideological load. The Intdural Empathy Dimension gains a
special relevance in the results obtained for @& @ of Social Services since it does
not only present the highest mean, but also sicamtly exceeds the sectors of Health
and Employment.

Another remarkable aspect is the difference exgdbetween the sector of Social
Services and the sector of Education, which arg sighificant in the Socio-Political
Dimension. The sector of Education shows, togetlir Social Services, one of the
highest percentages of projects researched istildly. Both sectors are acknowledged
a recent noticeable activity in relation with irteftural matters. This fact might
explain the means in the different dimensions @oywg significantly in either

sector—except for the above-mentioned Socio-palititmension and this maybe for
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Social Services being both historically involvedtie sociopolitical sphere and linked
to political public administrations. As for thdaton existing between the sector of
Social Services and the entities responsible fojepts, the above-mentioned relevance
of cityhalls could be explained by the fact thatstnaf them provide Communitary
Social Services, whose competences involve thelo@vent of intercultural actions at
the local level; a circumstance that would reqturéher research of the connection
existing between interculturality and public adretrations. The relevance of this study
is related to the posibility to deepen in the ielabetween social intervention and
interculturality and to study GIP in other intertien sectors. It also allows for the
inclusion of new variables that can be studied @rdrasted with the ones already
analysed, such as the political orientation ofitistitution.

The possible practical applications of the resoitisained involve the creation of
a reference point for the design of funding crédeplanning future interventions, taking
methodological decisions for future projects antteealuatig the intercultural aspects
of ongoing projects. The diffusion of such resuitghe political and technical spheres
could contribute to increase the social visibibfymany intercultural projects that are
currently being developed and allow for both theiernal and external evaluation so as
to better contribute to the increase of social s@reand integration of cultural

diversity.
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ITEM

1. The Project/activity is developed in a multicultural
context

2. The Project/activity considers the position of
involved agents within the social structure

3. The Project/activity includes among its objectives
promoting the recognition of cultural diversity in the
intervention context

4. Making a previous study of the cultural diversity of
the collectives in contact is considered important.

5. The project/activity includes among its objectives
promoting the mutual understanding among cultures
coexisting in the intervention context.

6. The project/activity considers the possible existence
of discriminatory practices based on cultural
differences.

7. Possible conflicting points among the diverse
cultural collectives in the intervention context are
foreseen.

8. The project/activity identifies the existence and
nature of prejudices based on cultural differences.

9. The project/activity identifies the existence and
nature of discriminatory practices based on cultural
differences.

10. The project/activity explicitly condemns racist
stereotypes and messages.

11. Education/Training of the agents of the
project/activity is considered.

12. Education/Training of the beneficiaries of the
project/activity is considered

13. Possible differences between the literacy
levels/education-training areas of agents and
beneficiaries of the project/activity are considered.

14. The religious confession of all the agents involved in
the design and execution of the project/activity is
considered.

15. The eating habits of the agents involved in the
project/activity are considered.

16. The health habits of the agents involved in the
project/activity are considered

17. The project/activity includes among its objectives
teaching cultural minorities the language of the host
community.

DIMENSION

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

THEORETICAL

ETHICO-IDEOLOGICAL
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ITEM

18. The project/activity includes among its objectives
providing cultural minorities with training in the ethical
values of the host culture.

19. The project/activity includes among its objectives
providing cultural minorities with training in the civic
values of the host culture.

20. The project/activity includes among its objectives
providing cultural minorities with
academia/professional training according to the
methodological model of the host culture.

21. The project/activity includes among its objectives
promoting tolerance for the diverse cultures coexisting
in the intervention context.

22. The project/activity includes among its objectives
preventing possible conflicts among individuals with
different reference cultural patterns who coexist in the
intervention context.

23. The project/activity includes among its objectives
promoting respect for the diverse cultures coexisting in
the intervention context.

24. The project/activity promotes actions against mutual
prejudices and discriminatory attitudes developed and
sustained by the diverse cultures coexisting in the
intervention context.

25. The project/activity includes among its objectives the
non-discrimination for cultural reasons among the
agents involved in it.

26. The project/activity includes the participation of
individuals from cultures different from its own.

27. The project/activity includes a protocol for the
solution of possible intercultural conflicts.

28. The project/activity promotes cultural pluralism
among the agents involved in it.

29. The project/activity includes among its objectives
promoting relations among the diverse cultural
identities coexisting in the intervention context.

30. The project/activity includes among its objectives the
celebration of cultural events involving at least more
than one reference culture.

31. The project/activity includes among its objectives
spreading cultural identity marks of groups of
individuals with diverse reference cultures (history, art,
traditions, values, popular beliefs, etc)

32. The project/activity includes among its objectives the
celebration of intercultural encounters among groups
of individuals with diverse reference cultures.

DIMENSION

ETHICO-IDEOLOGICAL

ETHICO-IDEOLOGICAL

ETHICO-IDEOLOGICAL

ETHICO-IDEOLOGICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

SOCIO-POLITICAL

INTERCULTURAL EMPATHY

INTERCULTURAL EMPATHY

INTERCULTURAL EMPATHY

INTERCULTURAL EMPATHY
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TABLES

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics
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Typical
DIMENSIONS N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation
CONTEXTUAL 60 2.20 5.00 4.2425 61118
CONCEPTION 58 1.80 5.00 3.7000 .78159
ELEMENTS 60 1.17 5.00 3.4500 1.12885
ETHICAL 59 1.80 5.00 3.6153 77633
SOCIOPOL 59 2.43 5.00 4.1570 .60884
EMPATHY 59 1.25 5.00 4.2585 .93076
THEORETICAL 60 2.25 5.00 3.7881 .68651
GIP SCORE 59 2.63 5.00 4.3919 52597
N 58
Table 2. Correlations
CONTEXTUAL | CONCEPTION | ELEMENTS | ETHICAL | SOCIOPOL | EMPATHY THEOR!
CONTEXTUAL Pearson 1
Correlation
Sig.
(bilateral)
N 60
CONCEPTION Pearson -
Correlation -480(") L
Sig.
(bilateral) 000
N 58 58
ELEMENTS Pearson 524(+) 216 1
Correlation ) )
Sig.
(bilateral) 000 104
N 60 58 60
ETHICAL Pearson . .
Correlation .289(%) .198 ,322(%) 1
Sig.
(bilateral) .026 .136 ,013
N 59 58 59 59
SOCIOPOL Pearson - - .
Correlation .530(**) .365(**) ,248 .387(*%) 1
Sig.
(bilateral) .000 .005 ,058 .002
N 59 58 59 59 59
EMPATHIC  Pearson 309( 103 140 | .308(%) 535(*) 1
Correlation
Sig.
(bilateral) .017 .440 ,291 .018 .000
N 59 58 59 59 59 59
THEORET Pearson - - ok ok ok
Correlation .788(*%) .645(*) ,863(*%) | .369(**) A42(%%) 216
Sig. .000 .000 ,000 .004 .000 101
(bilateral)
N 60 58 60 59 59 59

** Correlation is significant at level 0,01 (bilateral).
* Correlation is significant at level 0,05 (bilateral).



Table 3. Group Statistics (Social Services and Education)
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Mean
Typical Typical
SECTOR N Mean Deviation. Error
CONTEXTUAL SOCIAL SERVICES 60 4.2425 61118 .07890
EDUCATION 28 4.1786 74504 .14080
CONCEPTION SOCIAL SERVICES 58 3.7000 78159 10263
EDUCATION 28 4.1286 69754 13182
ELEMENTS SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.4500 1.12885 14573
EDUCATION 28 3.6036 .89555 16924
ETHICAL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 3.6153 77633 10107
EDUCATION 27 3.4796 1.11995 21553
SOCIOPOL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.1570 .60884 .07926
EDUCATION 28 4.4456 57713 .10907
EMPATHY SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.2585 93076 12117
EDUCATION 28 4.3065 89122 .16842
THEORET SOCIAL SERVICES 60 37881 68651 .08863
EDUCATION 28 3.9500 58983 11147

Table 4. Independent Sample Test (Social Services and Education)

Levene Test for
Equality of
Variance T-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Difference Typical 95% Confidence
(bilateral Between Error for Interval for
F Sig. gl ) Means Difference Difference
Inferior | Superior
CONTEXT Equal
Variances 1.015 .317 86 671 .06393 .15017 | -.23461 .36246
Assumed
CONCEPT Equal
Variances .205 .652 | -2.465 84 .016 -.42857 .17388 | -.77435 -.08280
Assumed
ELEMEN Equal
Variances 2.883 .093 | -.632 86 .529 -.15357 .24286 | -.63636 .32922
Assumed
ETHICAL Equal
\N’g$”°es 10211 | .002 37.871 572 13562 23805 | -.34635 |  .61759
Assumed
SOCIOPL  Equal
Variances 749 .389 | -2.100 85 .039 -.28860 .13745 | -.56189 -.01531
Assumed
EMPATHY Equal
Variances .025 .874 | -.228 85 .820 -.04807 .21075 | -.46711 .37096
Assumed
THEORET Equal
Variances 2.020 .159 | -1.075 86 .285 -.16181 .15052 | -.46104 13742
Assumed
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Table 5. Group Statistics (Social Services and Health)

Typical Mean Typical

SECTOR N Mean Deviation Error
CONTEXTUAL SOCIAL SERVICES 60 4.2425 61118 .07890
HEALTH 2 3.8000 .84853 .60000
CONCEPTION SOCIAL SERVICES 58 3.7000 78159 .10263
HEALTH 2 3.9000 70711 .50000
ELEMENTS SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.4500 1.12885 14573
HEALTH 2 3.2500 2.00347 1.41667
ETHICAL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 3.6153 77633 .10107
HEALTH 2 1.6000 .28284 .20000
SOCIOPOL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.1570 60884 .07926
HEALTH 2 3.8571 .00000 .00000
EMPATHY SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.2585 93076 12117
HEALTH 2 2.8750 17678 .12500
THEORET SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.7881 68651 .08863
HEALTH 2 3.6250 1.23744 .87500

Table 6. Independent Sample Test (Social Services and Health)

Levene Test
for Equality
of Variance T-test for Equality of Means
Sig. Difference Typical
(bilateral between Error for 95% Confidence
Sig. t gl ) Means Difference | Interval for Difference
Inferior Superior
CONTEXT Equal
UAL Variances 138 | .712 | 1.000 60 .322 44250 44270 -.44303 1.32803
Assumed
Equal
CONCEPT Variances .164 | .687 | -.356 58 723 -.20000 56123 | -1.32343 .92343
ION Assumed
ELEMENT Equal
S Variances 1.225 | .273 .242 60 .809 .20000 .82582 | -1.45188 1.85188
Assumed
ETHICAL Equal
Variances 1.847 | .179 | 3.637 59 .001 2.01525 .55406 .90658 3.12393
Assumed
SOCIOPO Equal
L Variances 2.763 | .102 .691 59 492 .29984 .43403 -.56865 1.16833
Assumed
Equal
EMPATHY Variances 1.796 | .185 | 2.084 59 .041 1.38347 .66372 .05538 2.71157
Assumed
THEORET Equal
Variances 1.382 | .244 .325 60 747 .16315 .50262 -.84224 1.16854
Assumed
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Table 7. Group Statistics (Social Services and Employment)

Typical Mean Typical

SECTOR N Mean Deviation Error
CONTEXTUAL SOCIAL SERVICES 60 4.2425 61118 .07890
EMPLOYMENT 16 4.0000 .63246 .15811
CONCEPTION SOCIAL SERVICES 58 3.7000 78159 .10263
EMPLOYMENT 16 3.5438 .89440 .22360
ELEMENTS SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.4500 1.12885 14573
EMPLOYMENT 16 3.5000 1.09545 .27386
ETHICAL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 3.6153 77633 .10107
EMPLOYMENT 16 3.4969 1.24666 .31166
SOCIOPOL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.1570 60884 .07926
EMPLOYMENT 16 3.8095 .82863 .20716
EMPATHY SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.2585 93076 12117
EMPLOYMENT 16 3.2500 1.15830 .28958
THEORET SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.7881 68651 .08863
EMPLOYMENT 16 3.6708 74877 18719

Table 8. Independent Sample Test (Social Services and Employment)

Levene Test
for Equality
of Variance T-test for Equality of Means
Differenc
e Typical 95% Confidence
Sig. between Error for Interval for
F Sig. t gl (bilateral) Means Difference Difference
Inferior | Superior
CONTEXT Equal
Variances .024 | .878 | 1.400 74 .166 .24250 17320 | -.10260 .58760
Assumed
CONCEPT Equal
Variances .142 | .708 .686 72 495 .15625 22771 | -.29769 .61019
Assumed
ELEMEN Equal
Variances .010 | .921 -.158 74 .875 -.05000 31574 | -.67912 57912
Assumed
ETHICAL Equal
Variances 470 73 .640 .11838 .25183 | -.38351 .62027
Assumed
SOCIOPL  Equal
Variances 2.556 | .114 | 1.868 73 .066 34746 .18603 | -.02331 71822
Assumed
EMPATHY Equal
Variances 1.361 | .247 | 3.644 73 .000 1.00847 27674 | .45692 1.56003
Assumed
THEORET Equal
Variances .061 | .805 .596 74 .553 11731 .19684 | -.27489 .50952
Assumed
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Table 9. Group Statistics (Social Services and Others)

Typical Mean Typical

SECTOR N Mean Deviation Error
CONTEXTUAL SOCIAL SERVICES 60 4.2425 61118 .07890
OTHERS 32 4.4891 47276 .08357
CONCEPTUAL SOCIAL SERVICES 58 3.7000 78159 .10263
OTHERS 32 3.9844 .88713 .15682
ELEMENTS SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.4500 1.12885 14573
OTHERS 32 3.6563 1.07758 .19049
ETHICAL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 3.6153 77633 .10107
OTHERS 32 3.3469 1.05057 .18572
SOCIOPOLITICAL SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.1570 60884 .07926
OTHERS 31 4.4639 46854 .08415
EMPATHY SOCIAL SERVICES 59 4.2585 93076 12117
OTHERS 32 4.2969 .92335 .16323
THEORETICAL SOCIAL SERVICES 60 3.7881 68651 .08863
OTHERS 32 4.0127 .65322 11547

Table 10. Independent Sample Test (Social Services and Others)

Levene Test for

Equality of
Variance T-test for Equality of Means
Difference Typical 95% Confidence
Sig. between Error for Interval for
F Sig. t gl (bilateral) Means Difference Difference
Inferior | Superior
CONTEX  Equal
\é‘g?”ces 5323 | .023|-2.145| 78.235 035 |  -.24656 11494 | -47537 | -01775
Assumed
CONCEPT Equal
Variances .097 757 | -1.574 88 119 -.28438 .18064 | -.64336 .07461
Assumed
ELEMENT Equal
Variances .143 .706 | -.848 90 .399 -.20625 .24330 | -.68960 27710
Assumed
Equal
\@r?”ces 6.172 | .015| 1.269 | 49.749 210 26838 21144 | -15636 | .69312
Assumed
SOCIOP Equal
Variances 1.730 192 | -2.449 88 .016 -.30692 12532 | -.55597 | -.05787
Assumed
EMPATHY Equal
Variances 221 .639 | -.188 89 .851 -.03840 .20378 | -.44330 .36650
Assumed
THEORET Equal
Variances 1.073 303 | -1.519 90 132 -.22458 14781 | -.51822 .06907
Assumed
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Table 11. Main Sector of Intervention and Type of Entity

Type of Entity Total
Social Entities
Public Adm. | Public and
City Halls Adm | Administrations
SECTOR SOCIAL
SERVICES Recount 36 2 22 60
FEXpeCtEd 196| 5.2 352 60.0
recuency
%SECTOR 60.0% 3.3% 36.7% | 100.0%
Residues
, Correctod 6.0 -20 4.6
EDUCATION Recount 4 1 23 28
FEXpGCted 91 24 164 280
recuency
%SECTOR 14.3% 3.6% 82.1% | 100.0%
Residues
Corrected -2.3 1.1 28
HEALTH Recount 0 0 2 2
Expected
Frecuency 7 2 1.2 2.0
%SECTOR .0% .0% 100.0% | 100.0%
Residues
Corrected -1.0 -4 1.2
EMPLOYMENT  Recount 1 3 12 16
Expected 52| 14 94 160
Frecuency
%SECTOR 6.3% | 18.8% 75.0% | 100.0%
Residues
Corrected -2.4 1.5 1.4
OTHERS Recount 4 6 22 32
Expected 104 | 2.8 188 | 32.0
Frecuency
%SECTOR 12.5% | 18.8% 68.8% | 100.0%
Residues
Corrected -2.8 23 13
Total Recount 45 12 81 138
FEXpecmd 450 | 12.0 810 138.0
recuency
%SECTOR
Main 32.6% | 8.7% 58.7% | 100.0%
Sector of

Intervention
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Table 12. Chi-square Test

Value gl Sig. (bilateral)
Pearson Chi-square 42.741(a) 8 .000
Verisimilitude Quotient 44.271 8 .000
Llnear_ b)_/ Linear 16.878 000
Association
N of valid Cases
138

Table 13. GIPSco Statistics (Project-identification Variables)

Mean Score
Type of Entity Public Administration (Cityhalls) 4.44
Public Administration (others) 3.38
Social Entities and Organisations 4.41
Number of Users 1to 200 4.27
201 to 400 4.28
401 to 600 3.91
601 to 800 4.54
801 to 1000 4.58
More than 1000 4.63
Budget 1 to 10000 4.44
10001 to 20000 4.43
20001 to 30000 4.71
30001 to 40000 4.58
40001 to 50000 3.06
50001 to 60000 3.97
60001 to 70000 5
70001 to 80000 4.25
More than 80000 4.28

Table 14. GIPSco Statistics

ltem | N | Mean | Dev.

1 60 4.43 .745
2 59 4.69 .650
3 60 3.42 1.533
4 59 4.64 .663
5 60 4.68 .651
6 59 4.41 .698
7 59 4.58 .675
8 59 4.31 1.149
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