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Abstract
The paper explored the level of teachers’ knowledge on key features of intercultural 

education. The research was led by three questions: wether there is a statistically significant 
difference in the knowledge of female and male teachers on the meaning of notion of inter-
culture, on the goals of intercultural education and on the values promoted by intercultural 
education. Data collection was conducted through a questionnaire applied to 217 primary 
school teachers in the Republic of North Macedonia. Respondents rated themselves on a 5 
point Likert scale. Descriptive statistics were used to determine levels of knowledge on in-
tercultural education. When interpreting the level of knowldge on intercultural education, the 
interval 1.00–1.79 was evaluated to be “very low”, 1.80–2.59 to be “low”, 2.60–3.39 to be 
“middling”, 3.40-4.19 to be “high”, and 4.20– 5.00 to be “very high”. Differences in the level 
of knowledge on teachers’ intercultural education were tested using t-test at p = .05. Both 
female and male teachers show a middling level of knowledge on the notion of interculture 
(M = 3.06), a high level of knowledge on the goals of intercultural education (M = 3.48) and 
a high level of knowledge on the values promoted by intercultural education (M = 3.55), the 
research results show. Female teachers show a statistically lower level of knowledge on the 
goals of intercultural education (M = 3.37, p <.05) than male teachers (M = 3.75, p <.05).
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Introduction
Migration movements in recent decades have undoubtedly left their mark on 

European societies. In this context of social change, societies and cultures are faced 
with the need to find a space for mutual understanding and respect, where they will 
learn about the value of diversity and promote democratic citizenship. This goal can 
only be achieved through intercultural dialogue, which is becoming a vital concept 
in preserving peace and world unity (UNESCO, 2006). Schools play an essential 
role in this field. By promoting intercultural education, the education system seeks 
to enable students to develop the knowledge, skills and attitudes necessary to build a 
more democratic and just world (UNESCO, 2006). Of course, this task should not be 
undertaken only by schools. Research shows that the application of the intercultural 
approach to education should involve the collaboration of various educational agents 
(students, school staff, family and community in general), through the creation of 
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working communities (Aguado & Malik, 2006). Within these communities, teach-
ers can improve their intercultural practices through dialogue and exchange of ideas 
(Angelides, Stylianou, & Leigh, 2007). In this way, the development of partnership 
projects involving various educational agents, promoters of dialogue and plural cit-
izenship, gains significant importance in the current educational and social context.

Given the fact that the level of adequacy of interactions in intercultural situa-
tions is achieved when the activities of the communicator meet the expectations and 
demands of the situation (Straub, 2007 according to Hiller & Wozniak, 2009) as well 
as the fact that the effectiveness of intercultural interaction is observed in situations 
when the participants in the interaction manage to realize the desired personal out-
comes (Wiseman, 2002 according to Hiller & Wozniak, 2009), the inclusion of the 
criterion of effectiveness and adequacy in the concept of intercultural competencies 
facilitates their determination in direct practice. According to Banks (2001), teachers 
must develop their reflective cultural, national, and global identities in order to act 
effectively in intercultural classrooms and help students become caring, reflective 
citizens in the intercultural world. Teachers must appreciate and take advantage of the 
cultural benefits that students from different groups bring to school (Banks, 2008).

Modern national curricula in many European countries, but also worldwide, 
as the main goals of educational policies highlight the competencies that students 
should acquire in school. The development of those competencies depends first of 
all on the competencies of the teacher, and “intercultural education requires spe-
cially trained and qualified teachers ...” (Piršl, 2001, p. 82) while Deardorff (2009) 
describes intercultural competence as a teaching spiral. She points out that “concrete 
interactions, the adoption of communication strategies, the development of attitudes 
and positioning, as well as self-reflection and the acquisition of knowledge go hand 
in hand” (Deardorff, 2009, p. 211). Intercultural understanding includes knowledge 
of other cultures, but also positive attitudes towards other cultures, such as empathy, 
curiosity and respect. Competences can be divided into four dimensions: knowledge, 
attitudes, skills and behaviors, and one of the definitions offered is the ability to com-
municate effectively and “in the right way” with people from other cultures (Perry & 
Southwell, 2011).

Key features of intercultural education
Interculture refers to the philosophy of respect and promotion, protection of 

minorities, the socially disadvantaged, but also the understanding of different interde-
pendencies. Interculture is in its essence rational because it can only happen between 
people, and thus the realized interculture implies existence with others, and not only 
beside them (Zapata-Barrero, 2015). Portera (2020) states that interculture in terms 
of value can be understood as the promotion, ie upgrading of multiculture, but also as 
a state of tolerance of different cultures, and if problems arise, provides readiness to 
face them. The interactive aspect of interculture is emphasized by dynamic interrela-
tionships and mutual influence. Also, a very important feature of interculture is that 
it seeks to enable dialogue between indigenous and immigrant groups regardless of 
whether they are minority or majority (Portera, 2008). In order to achieve a tolerant 
relationship between two individuals, ie groups, one must first establish a connection 
with one’s own, original culture, after which the individual becomes capable of being 
culturally open to the different (Portera, 2011). Encouraging that intercultural dia-
logue is necessary, but at the same time complex.

Bujar Adili, Sonja Petrovska and Gzim Xhambazi



 – 15 –

   ФИЛКО
   FILKO

Marsh (2009) argues that intercultural education through projects, forms and 
programs most often occurs in school. The author suggests that schools should pro-
vide students with education and upbringing that will help them grow and live with 
differences that, if properly understood, do not divide but enrich and connect people. 
Lunneblad and Johansson (2012) warn that knowing and appreciating differences is 
not enough to know them. It is necessary to work on establishing and promoting in-
tercultural relations, cooperation and dialogue. Therefore, according to Kuramoto et 
al. (2017), schools as representatives of upbringing and education receive redefined 
tasks and functions. The authors claim that in the Japanese school, as in all other 
schools, intercultural education encourages the understanding of the basic principles 
and ways of functioning of the culturally plural community, e.g. care, strengthening 
civic responsibility, solidarity, critical awareness of ethnic, racial, gender, religious 
and other factors that cause inequality, discrimination, and conflict.

For interculture as an innovative approach to education on which the activities 
of schools are based, in addition to the dimension of teaching content, it is neces-
sary to respect the social dimension of the teaching process. Teaching is a specific 
interaction-communication process. Several authors (Banks, 2006a; Bennett, 2013; 
Chou, 2007; Deardoff, 2009) argue that the quality of the relationships established in 
teaching between teacher and student, and student with student, significantly depends 
on student achievement, but also the socio-emotional climate in the classroom and 
school. The school must be aware of its role as a place of communication between 
peers and must enable and encourage students to talk. The school is a place not only 
for learning, but also for contacts and conversations, a place where those relation-
ships will develop and experience, where group rules will be adopted. DeJaeghere 
and Cao (2009) note that an important precondition at all levels of education is that 
the educational processes are realized in a suitable environment, ambience, climate, 
where respect, mutual participation, individual freedom and equality is a common 
factor. The authors state that the unconscious messages that the child receives in 
school (ethical standards, disciplinary policy, dominant relationships) significantly 
affect the attitude towards human rights in general. According to Banks (2015), this 
means that the school both explicitly and implicitly influences the formation of atti-
tudes and values.

Interculture as an innovative approach in school strengthens the common school 
culture of knowing and respecting the differences that are present in the school. The 
goals of intercultural education are to directly oppose ethnocentrism, racism, stereo-
types, prejudices, inequality and discrimination in school and in society. Intercultur-
al education in school creates openness to other cultures, cultural and intercultural 
knowledge, including cross-cultural experiences, and above all the uniqueness and 
value of each culture and its contribution to humanity. Intercultural education can be 
promoted through curricular activities at different levels: by defining goals, compe-
tencies, content and activities, evaluating methods, testing approaches and methods, 
teaching aids, priorities, teacher-principal cooperation. This will specifically include: 
promoting coordination and creating lessons, identifying intercultural competencies 
and involving them in the learning process, encouraging students to think about the 
components of intercultural competencies and the ways in which languages   and cul-
tures work (Beacco et al., 2016). Intercultural education contains knowledge, values   
and skills. The content of intercultural education can also be defined as knowledge 
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that needs to be included in the curriculum. De Leo (2010) divides this content into 
four areas: 1. Culture, language, heritage and cultural diversity; 2. Civil rights, citi-
zenship and cultural identity; 3. Equality and human rights; and 4. Peace and harmo-
ny between different cultures.

In accordance with the stated principles, according to Aguado, and Del Olmo 
(2009) the design of the school curriculum becomes a process in which decisions 
about what, how and when to learn are consciously made in the group where the 
teachers work. Curriculum development should contribute to: discovering cultural 
differences and their positive values; critical awareness of the fight against racism 
and discrimination; knowledge of cultural heritage; understanding and respecting all; 
awareness of growing global interdependence; awareness of rights and responsibili-
ties; awareness of cultural values; respect for different ways of thinking (UNESCO, 
2006). The vision of the curriculum is to nurture all elements of life with the specific 
goals of understanding the world through knowledge, skills and attitudes, the devel-
opment of moral values   and the personal and social development of connecting with 
others through understanding and respect (Tormey, 2005).

According to De Leo (2010) through teaching all students will have the oppor-
tunity to get to know and express their language and heritage, to get to know and ap-
preciate the culture of others and its contribution to society, to learn the national and 
foreign language, to have equal access to education, to know and express their rights 
and to respect the rights of others, to become tolerant with understanding and em-
pathy, to care for others and to behave in culturally appropriate ways. Regarding the 
design of the curriculum, Aguado, and Del Olmo (2009) further state that it is a short 
written document, but above all, it is a philosophy that is adopted by the educational 
communities as a whole. Intercultural education should be central to all aspects of 
school life. This should be reflected in the hidden curriculum as well as in the school 
rules and practice, teaching the contents of the curriculum

Methodology
The paper explored the level of teachers’ knowledge on key features of intercul-

tural education. The research was led by three questions: wether there is a statistically 
significant difference in the female and male teachers’ level of knowledge on the 
meaning of notion of interculture, on the goals of intercultural education and on the 
values promoted by intercultural education. Data collection was conducted through 
a questionnaire (Bedeković, 2011) applied to 217 primary school teachers in the Re-
public of North Macedonia. Respondents rated themselves on a 5 point Likert scale. 
Descriptive statistics were used to determine levels of knowledge on intercultural 
education. When interpreting the level of knowldge on intercultural education, the 
interval 1.00-1.79 was evaluated to be “very low”, 1.80-2.59 to be “low”, 2.60-3.39 
to be “middling”, 3.40-4.19 to be “high”, and 4.20-5.00 to be “very high”. Differenc-
es in the level of knowledge on teachers’ intercultural education were tested using 
t-test at p=.05.

Discussion of the results
The scale for measuring the knowledge on the term interculture consists of 6 

items that should define the term “interculture”: 1. Existence of different cultures in 
a territory; 2. Tolerance of diversity; 3. Active cooperation of two or more cultures in 
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all areas of life; 4. Respect and acceptance of diversity; 5. Adapting the majority cul-
ture to the minority culture; 6. Assimilation of minority culture into majority culture. 
Level of knowledge on the term “interculture” according to gender of teachers was 
determined through independent-samples t-test.

Table 1. T-test results regarding the level of teachers’ knowledge on notion “inter-
culture” according to gender variable

Definition of notion “interculture”
Female 

(N=158)
Male

(N=59) t p
M SD M SD

Level of knowledge 3.03 .497 3.14 .557 -1.322 .188

The t-test results show that there is no statistically significant difference in the 
level of knowledge of teachers on the notion of “interculture” according to gender. 
Male teachers show a slightly higher level of knowledge on this notion (M=3.14) 
compared to female teachers (M=3.03). In general, both female and male teachers 
show a middling level of knowledge on the notion of “interculture”. The t-test re-
sults showed a statistically significant difference between female teachers (M=3.42, 
SD=1.212; p<0.05) and male teachers (M=3.88, SD=.984; p<0.05) only in the state-
ment (4) that “Respect and acceptance of diversity” best defines the term “inter-
culture”. Female respondents achieved a slightly higher mean (M=3.15, SD=.868) 
compared to male respondents (M=3.10, SD=1.185) in claim (1) according to which 
the term “interculture” best defines “The existence of different cultures in a territory”, 
a claim that actually refers to the term “multiculture”. However, the female respon-
dents reached a lower mean (M=3.69, SD=1.150) compared to the male respondents 
(M=3.78, SD=.966) in claim (3) that the term “interculture” best defines “Active co-
operation of two or more cultures in all areas of life “, a statement that most accurate-
ly defines the term “interculture”. In the last two claims (5 and 6), which do not refer 
to the term “interculture” at all, female teachers showed a lower level of agreement 
with these claims (M=2.53, SD=1.182; and M=1.99, SD=1.162) in comparison with 
male teachers (M=2.64, SD=1.540; and M=2.00, SD=1.273).

The scale for measuring knowledge on objectives of intercultural education 
consists of 11 items: 1. Knowledge and understanding of the fundamental features of 
the culture of the “other” (eg norms, customs, values, language, symbols); 2. Devel-
oping the ability to understand and accept cultural differences as a value; 3. Devel-
oping abilities to communicate with culturally diverse; 4. Awareness of stereotypes 
and prejudices about culturally different; 5. Developing abilities and skills for critical 
self-perception in the encounter with the culturally different; 6. Non-violent conflict 
resolution; 7. Respect and preservation of cultural heritage; 8. Respect and preserva-
tion of European and World cultural heritage; 9. Nurturing a sense of solidarity with 
the culturally different; 10. Developing an open, multicultural identity; 11. Promoting 
sustainable development. Differences in the level of knowledge on the objectives of 
intercultural education according to the gender of teachers were determined through 
independent-samples t-test.

GENDER AND LEVEL OF TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE ON 
KEY FEATURES OF INTERCULTURAL EDUCATION



 – 18 –

   ФИЛКО
   FILKO

Table 2. T-test results regarding the level of teachers’ knowledge on objectives of 
intercultural education according to gender variable

Objectives of intercultural 
education

Female
(N=158)

Male
(N=59) t p

M SD M SD
Level of knowledge 3.37 .844 3.75 .657 -3.092 .002*

*p<0.05

The t-test results show that there is statistically significant difference in the level 
of knowledge of teachers on the objectives of intercultural education according to 
gender. Male teachers show significantly higher level of knowledge on objectives 
of intercultural education (M=3.75, p<.05) than female teachers (M=3.37, p<.05). 
According to established criterion (see the methodology section) the male teacher 
level of knowledge on objectives of intercultural education was found to be high and 
the female teacher level of knowledge on this dimension was found to be middling. 
The t-test showed statistically significant differences between teachers by gender in 5 
out of 11 claims. Male teachers achieved statistically significantly higher arithmetic 
mean (M=3.81, SD=1.181, p<.05; M=3.95, SD=1.007, p<.05; M=4.03, SD=.909, 
p<.05; M=4.37, SD=.692, p<.05; M=3.64, SD=1.228, p<.05) compared to female 
teachers (M=3.21, SD=1.010, p<.05; M=3.35, SD=.977, p<.05; M=3.42, SD=.966, 
p<.05; M=3.20, SD=1.045, p<.05; M=3.11, SD=1.154, p<.05) in the claims: “devel-
oping abilities and skills for critical self-perception in the encounter with the cultur-
ally different”; “Respect and preservation of cultural heritage”; “Nurturing a sense of 
solidarity with the culturally different”; “Developing an open, multicultural identity”; 
and “promoting sustainable development.” Although without a statistically signifi-
cant difference, male teachers show a higher degree of average agreement (M=3.63; 
M=3.75; M=3.75) compared to female teachers (M=3.46; M=3.56; M=3.43) in other 
three offered claims also, in claims 3, 4 and 6 while female teachers show a higher 
level of agreement (M=3.52; M=3.65) compared to male teachers (M=3.42; M=3.51) 
in only two claims, 1st and 2nd claim.

The scale for measuring knowledge on values promoted by intercultural edu-
cation consists of 8 items: 1. Reducing stereotypes and prejudices; 2. Coexistence 
of different cultures; 3. Struggle against ethnocentrism and nationalism; 4. Rule of 
Law; 5. Tolerance for culturally diverse; 6. Equality of all people; 7. Combating all 
forms of discrimination, including racism; 8 Suppression of xenophobic attitudes. 
Differences in levels of knowledge on values promoted by intercultural education 
according to gender of teachers were determined through t-test.

Table 3. T-test results regarding the level of teachers’ knowledge on values promoted 
by intercultural education according to gender variable

Values promoted by intercultural 
education

Female
(N=158)

Male
(N=59) t p

M SD M SD
Level of knowledge 3.48 .999 3.73 .912 -1.652 .100
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The t-test results show no statistically significant difference in the level of knowl-
edge of teachers on values promoted by intercultural education according to gender. 
Male teachers show a slightly higher level of knowledge on this scale (M=3.73) com-
pared to female teachers (M=3.48). In general, both female and male teachers show 
a high level of knowledge on values promoted by intercultural education. The t-test 
showed statistically significant differences between teachers according to gender in 
only 2 of 8 claims. Male teachers achieved statistically significantly higher mean 
(M=3.75, SD=.822, p<.05; M=4.27, SD=1.031, p<.05) compared to female teachers 
(M=3.22, SD=1.248, p<.05; M=3.67, SD=1.108, p<.05) in the claims: “rule of law” 
and “tolerance towards culturally diverse”. The t-test results show showed a (non-
significant) higher degree of average agreement of male teachers (M=3.69; M=3.78; 
M=3.76; M=3.85) compared to female teachers (M=3.59; M=3.43; M=3.51; M= 
3.56) in other 4 claims that determine the values promoted by intercultural education 
(1, 3, 6 and 7). Female teachers showed a higher degree of agreement (M = 3.59; M 
= 3.30) compared to male teachers (M = 3.54; M = 3.20) in only two statements (2 
and 8).

Conclusion
Based on the research questions we came to the conclusion that there is no sta-

tistically significant difference in the teachers’ level of knowledge on the notion of 
“interculture” according to gender. The research results showed a slightly higher level 
of knowledge of male teachers on this notion (M=3.14) compared to female teachers 
(M=3.03). Both female and male teachers show a middling level of knowledge on the 
notion of “interculture”. There is statistically significant difference in the teachers’ 
level of knowledge on the objectives of intercultural education according to gender, 
the t-test results show. Male teachers show significantly higher level of knowledge on 
objectives of intercultural education (M=3.75, p<.05) than female teachers (M=3.37, 
p<.05). The male teacher level of knowledge on objectives of intercultural education 
was found to be high while the female teacher level of knowledge was found to be 
middling. The t-test results showed that there is no statistically significant difference 
in the teachers’ level of knowledge on values promoted by intercultural education 
according to gender. Male teachers show a slightly higher level of knowledge on this 
dimension (M=3.73) compared to female teachers (M=3.48). In general, both female 
and male teachers show a high level of knowledge on values promoted by intercultur-
al education. Teachers in general but especially female teachers need training in the 
field of intercultural education. There is a need for further research on why the level 
of knowledge of female teachers on key features of intercultural education is lower 
compared to male teachers.
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