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Abstract: Increasing tension and conflict in interfaith relations throughout the world has encouraged
interfaith dialogue introduced by various well-known figures and world organizations to facilitate
intercultural and interreligious understanding and tolerance. Interreligious dialogue now involves
more youth participation, as they are more likely to guarantee the sustainability of civic values,
intercultural relations, and social advocacy. This article analyzes the sensitivity of young interfaith
activists in two civil organizations in Yogyakarta, Indonesia. Psychometric measures using the
Intercultural and Religious Sensitivity Scale Questionnaire (IRSSQ) were analyzed to test three
research questions: (1) Are there differences in intercultural and religious sensitivity between Muslim
and Christian activists? (2) Are there differences in intercultural and religious sensitivity between
female and male students? (3) Are there differences in sensitivity between the two organizations? The
results suggest that inherent multiculturalism in Indonesian culture provides a strong foundation
for interfaith activists in responding to cultural and religious differences. The results of this study
theoretically confirm previous studies to promote intercultural education and interfaith encounters to
overcome the threat of ethnocentrism. This study also encourages the strengthening of comprehension,
competence and communication in intercultural sensitivity in young interfaith activists in Indonesia.
Keywords: interreligious sensitivity; intercultural and interfaith dialogue; social advocacy; youth
activists; IRSSQ

1. Introduction
In the perspective of civil society, society is an independent organ, and the state is formed as a
horizontal contract between groups to help them achieve the goal of living together (Putnam 1994). The
introduction of modern nation-state systems, with a variety of rigid rules and boundaries, has forced
the communities of each independent group to become unified and become homogeneous. As a result,
the independence becomes blurred, and at the same time, the group’s character still persists in each
of them. Conflict resolution, which in the past can be resolved by customary agreements or local
mediation based on consensus, equality, and mutual respect, becomes ineffectively abandoned due
to the rigidity of existing legal regulations (Shehada 2009). In this context, the role of civil society is
needed to participate in advocating for the interests of the lower classes, restoring harmonious relations
and advocating for various interests of the community in the modern state system (Paffenholz 2010).
As a multicultural nation, tension and social violence based on religion and ethnicity have
repeatedly occurred throughout Indonesian history (Bertrand 2002; Al Qurtuby 2015; Schulze 2017).
The awareness of the importance of civil society in Indonesia began to grow in the early 1980s,
along with the strengthening of the repressive grip of the New Order massively supported by the
military (Hefner 1993; Aspinall 2004). The growth of civil organizations received many threats from
the government at the time, in connection with the fear of opposing the government. The increasingly
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intense military involvement in politics made several public figures and religious organization leaders
such as Nurcholis Madjid (a.k.a Cak Nur, 1939–2005), Dawam Rahardjo (1942–2018), Abdurrahman
Wahid (a.k.a Gus Dur, 1940–2009) and Amien Rais (b. 1944), actively participated in the process of
forming civil society by loudly voicing the importance of freedom of opinion, democracy and social
advocacy for anti-discrimination (Azra 2007; Riddell 2002; Kadir 1999; Bakti 2005). This political
background for the birth of civil societies in Indonesia remains a special basis in the following period,
due to the massive legacy of the New Order’s policy which continues to color the relationship between
religion and social vulnerability in Indonesia. Civil society organizations nowadays are increasingly
developing with various forms and orientations, some of which actively advocate for legal and human
rights cases such as Lembaga Bantuan Hukum (LBH) Jakarta, Komisi Untuk Orang Hilang Dan Korban
Tindak Kekerasan (KontraS), Imparsial; and others focusing on social issues, such as LBH Apik and
Fahmina Institute on gender issues and Fitra and Transparency International Indonesia (TII) focusing
on corruption. However, it is worth noting that the focus of the contemporary civil society movement
also has its own unique side, due to the growing movement of extremism, and the decline in the
magnitude and resonance of civil society (Hefner 2019; Diprose et al. 2019; Hefner 2018; Power 2018;
Hamayotsu 2013). Although the role of civil society still reverberates in the early days after the collapse
of the Suharto regime in 1998, social support is shrinking due to the loss of orientation due to the
death of several prominent figures, such as Gus Dur, Cak Nur, and Dawam Rahardjo, and practical
involvement of civil society leaders in politics. As a result, the focal point of civil society on the issue
of interfaith relations in Indonesia became less visible, although some groups still actively voice the
importance of this kind of social advocacy in young groups (Jones et al. 2015; Sarapung and Ven 2016;
Sunarko Ofm 2016). The important role of social advocacy is carried out with various trainings and
cadres for certain missions involving interfaith relations (Jonathan et al. 2018).
In the midst of the strengthening of religious extremism, interfaith groups, as the forefront of the
interfaith movement, should have capable standards and an inclusive view in all circles, allowing them
not to be exclusive from any group, and should be seen as credible actors in peace building (Liebmann
2017; Michaelides 2009; Larson and Shady 2009). Interfaith movements for the purpose of providing a
transformative dialogue process must begin with mutual affection among facilitators. For this reason,
empirical analysis is needed to examine the intercultural sensitivity of activists involved in interfaith
dialogue. Cultural sensitivity refers to a set of skills that enable activists to understand and learn about
people with different cultural backgrounds. This study specifically underlines and empirically examines
interfaith and cultural sensitivity among young Indonesian activists. Empirical testing was carried
out on activists in two interfaith organizations, the Young Interfaith Peacemaker Community (YIPC)
and DIAN/Interfidei based in Yogyakarta, Indonesia. In general, both organizations adopt inclusive
membership regardless of religion, gender and ethnic background. The nature of inclusiveness in these
two organizations is deemed appropriate for verifying the degree of interreligious sensitivity. More
specifically, the purpose of this study is to analyze differences in intercultural and religious sensitivity
between Muslim and Christian activists, differences in intercultural and religious sensitivity between
female and male students, and differences in sensitivity between the two organizations. The test was
carried out using the main method of IRSSQ which was developed from Bennett (1993) and modified
according to the research locus and subject characteristics. The findings reveal the importance of
instilling the values of tolerance and pluralism in interfaith education. The findings recommend the
importance of pluralism and value comprehension among activists involved in interfaith education
to ensure interfaith relations according to the needs and challenges at the local level. The novelty
of this study lies in testing the sensitivity among young interfaith activists in Indonesia with the
empirical method through the IRSSQ. This kind of focus has not been emphasized in previous studies,
which mostly focus on testing the IRSSQ in different sample characteristics (Tamam 2010; Dong et al.
2008; Demircioglu and Cakir 2016; Petrović et al. 2015; Wu 2015; Holm et al. 2009) and emphasizes less
on the analysis of whether interfaith activists themselves have plural and inclusive understandings.
Previous studies arguably hold a tendency to separate between interfaith education and sensitivity
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testing among activists because of the assumption that education and activism are inherently integrated.
It is worth noting that in this study, “interfaith” and “interreligious” were synonymous, and culture
in this study refers to differences among religions. In addition, civil society is defined as tolerant,
pluralist and egalitarian civil organizations (see Carothers 1999).
2. Literature Review
2.1. Civil Society, Islamic Moderatism, and Social Capital
Civil society in Indonesia first grew along with the strengthening of state intervention in private
life during Suharto’s New Order (1966–1998). At this time, state intervention encompasses several
private aspects such as the establishment of state-recognized religions, the obligation to include religion
on identity cards, and marginalizing the position of indigenous religions (Hefner 2013; Sezgin and
Künkler 2014). The New Order mainly utilized the Pancasila national ideology to carry out its political
agendas. Pancasila was basically formed as a national ideological philosophy by Sukarno (1901–1970),
who had the character of national social insight to unite social, cultural and religious diversity in a new
country which was later called Indonesia; this ideology however, in Suharto’s hand, was radically
transformed into an ideology with political overtones (Ward 2010). Pancasila, at the beginning of
its formation, is the national value, which reflects the richness of history, culture, beliefs and social
diversity accommodated in the five precepts, namely, divinity, humanity, national unity, democracy and
social justice. Philosophically, Pancasila is rooted in social values that describe the views, character and
foundations of Indonesian nationality which are oriented towards diversity, cooperation, collectivity
and social harmony (for a more detailed discussion of Indonesian social values see, Geertz 1976;
Mulder 1970; for a discussion of the historical aspects, rationality, and actuality of Pancasila see, Latif
2011). This ideology is a manifestation of achievements which have succeeded in uniting a socially
and culturally diverse nation. Sukarno also used Pancasila as a base of resistance to imperialism and
encouraged Third World countries not to get involved in the Cold War through the Non-Aligned
Organization in 1961 (Lüthi 2014).
Indonesia’s social pluralism encourages civil society activists to advocate for civilian interests
and bridge the differences between groups to eliminate state infiltration in civilian life. Since the
beginning of civil society in Indonesia, most well-known figures in Indonesian civil society were
Muslims (Hefner 2018; Hefner 1993; Kadir 1999). As a result, the moderate movement of Islam and
civil society, along with their roles in the formation of peace narratives and social activism in the
New Order, became the focus among enthusiasts and academics, because of its enduring effect until
now (Bünte and Ufen 2008). This is, at least, related to a number of social political factors underlying
it. The first factor is related to the deepening of state intervention in constructing ideology and the
foundations of citizenship. The New Order had a huge contribution in forming a homogeneous society
and group identity, so that civil organizations acted as a buffer for heterogeneous and multicultural
communities. The second factor was the massive emergence of civil society movements in the 1980s
led by Western universities’ graduates, such as Cak Nur, Amien Rais, Syafi’i Maarif (b. 1935) and
Dawam Rahardjo (Kadir 1999; Bustamam-Ahmad 2013). The New Order’s repressive attitude was not
only used to gain political stability, but also to gain legitimacy by involving the military (Crouch 1979).
Civil society first adequately developed alliances, networks and support as social capital. For
instance, at the beginning of the formation of civil society in Indonesia in the 1980s, various organizations
in Indonesia were able to collaborate with international institutions such as The Asia Foundation and
the Ford Foundation for network support and funding. Network expansion to the international level is
also seen to legitimize their position (Hefner 2011). On a national scale, strengthening networks is also
extended to the two largest Muslim organizations in Indonesia, Nahdlatul Ulama and Muhammadiyah,
whose membership includes tens of millions (for further discussion of character and origins of these
organizations, see Shabir and Susilo 2018; van Bruinessen 1994; Nakamura 2012).
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Moreover, the development of solidarity between interfaith groups was also well established, where
Catholic activists such as Y.B Mangunwijaya (1929–1999), who was well-known as a humanitarian fighter,
and a friend of the poor, and Franz Magnis Soeseno (b. 1936) were very actively involved in working with
Muslim figures (Park 2012). Supported by large networks, these figures actively voiced the importance
of birthing the value of tolerance and pluralism to prevent intercultural tensions and conflicts. In many
instances, they also criticized state intervention in religious life (van Bruinessen 1996).
The magnitude of the accumulation of social capital greatly influences the independence of civil
society vis-à-vis the state and the success of civil society organizations to achieve their goals (Feillard
1999). The tenacity of civil society succeeded in ending Suharto’s rule in 1998 and first succeeded
in establishing a truly democratic Indonesian society after its independence in 1945. Commonly
called reformasi, this period in Indonesia refers to the end of the New Order in 1998 and the start
of democratic governance through direct elections to elect presidents and members of regional and
national parliaments. Reformasi elevates some actors of civil society to hold important roles in
national politics, such as Abdurrahman Wahid as president in 1999–2001. One of the main objects
of contemporary civil society is to form a civil movement independence to continue to construct an
established and egalitarian society for all groups. In post-reformasi, awareness of the importance of civil
society is increasingly flourishing in Indonesia, and several institutions were established to advocate
for civilian interests. Some of these institutions were established, owned and managed by some pioneer
families such as the Wahid Institute owned by Gus Dur, Ma’arif Institute owned by Syafi’i Ma’arif,
and Paramadina by Cak Nur (Bakti 2005).
The development of civil society in Indonesia is closely related to the accumulation of social
capital through various channels. Intercultural and interfaith interactions developed by Indonesian
civil society actors during the New Order era greatly influenced the standards of civil society in
Indonesia in the post-reformasi era. Such standards as inclusiveness, multiculturalism and tolerance
are adequately established by contemporary civil society actors. This is useful to increase public trust
in the existence and role of civil society while bridging civil interests in social policies in economic,
political and cultural perspectives (Sułkowski 2017; Seda et al. 2018; Strielkowski et al. 2016; Chmielecki
and Sułkowski 2018; Danaj et al. 2018).
2.2. Interfaith Movements and Religious Sensitivity
As a movement with its institutions and full-time professionals, as well as networks of activists,
the concept of civil society is basically only known by modern society. The pressures, since the end of
World War II, demanded that the public be able to mobilize existing resources to support peace and the
independence of the community from state interests. Some major conflicts between countries in the
last quarter of the 20th century very often involved primordial identities such as ethnicity and religion.
Initially, the awareness of accumulating resources, by the people in an organized manner, historically
often seemed marginal and only carried out individually by eminent philanthropists (Nielson 2002).
The rise of conflict and communal tensions has made this method no longer effective, and forced
civil society to be institutionally established for the purpose of dialogues for peace. Major religions,
along with various large non-profit institutions in the world, accumulate mutual modalities to reach
agreements to prevent conflict.
Faith groups are separated by beliefs about divine nature, relationships between individuals
and God, the role of religious leaders, forms of worship, norms, and many other prescriptions
and prohibitions. But despite these differences, they share key organizing principles and raison
d’etre: affiliation based on shared belief of the sacred, however defined (Biscotti and Biggart 2014).
The interfaith movement has shifted from the borders of Western society, which apparently began in
1893 at the World Parliamentary Religion meeting in Chicago, to various centers of power throughout
the world intensively, which were carried out after the World Trade Center terror attack on 11 September
2001 (Brodeur 2005; Puett 2005). Now, it moves beyond theological discussion and is used in the broad
sense of cooperation and dialogue of involvement between individuals who adhere to different religious
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traditions (Jakobsh 2006; Smith 2007). The interfaith movement refers to organized efforts throughout
the world to create better understanding and cooperation between and among the world’s religious
communities (Pedersen 2004). It can be done in at least three ways: informally, institutionally and
intellectually. At present, when institutionalization begins to occur in a movement, one immediately
begins to use the tools of managerial theory and public relations. To use these tools, the mission
statement, goals and objectives must be agreed upon (Kollar 2016).
Interreligious dialogue has an important role to play in building peace, especially in ethnic-religious
identity conflicts. Until recently, the field of conflict resolution did not pay enough attention to religious
traditions as a source of conflict resolution, and many secularists argued that it was still naive to
see inter-religious dialogue as a way to resolve conflicts triggered by religion (Kadayifci-Orellana
2013). There are quite a number of initiatives among young people and women, trying to find
ways to work together on projects of justice and local community service (Smith 2007). The goal of
interreligious dialogue in a global perspective is the mutual transformation of cultural and religious
realities, bringing justice and inclusiveness to all parties by ensuring its purpose in promoting relations
between religion and culture in general. Delivering positive changes to harmonious coexistence is a
continuous process involving works of many generations (Michaelides 2009).
Civil organizations require readiness in the generation to be willing to engage in interfaith dialogue.
Thus, the strong involvement of youth in interfaith dialogue is considered important for sustainable
harmony and peace (Michaelides 2009). The implementation of education, training and cadre is usually
run by civil organizations with part-time students for the purpose of social dialogue and advocacy.
This advocacy sometimes aims to influence decisions in political, economic and social systems, and
institutions that seek to facilitate civic engagement and collective action by providing support to those
who need it, regardless of religion and other primordial identities (Obar and Lampe 2012). Among
the various forms of advocacy, each of which represents a different approach by initiating change in
society. One of the most popular forms throughout the growth of the civil movement in Indonesia
is advocating social justice related to the idea of defending and upholding the rights of people who
are not given the same dignity because of weakness or discrimination. In addition, the interfaith
movement also rests on the need for the involvement of many parties with different identities to achieve
the organization’s mission (Yukich and Braunstein 2014; Park 2012). The nature of this organization
should be aligned with the nature of religious organization which basically focuses on the disclosure
and strengthening of a shared belief system. The distinctive characteristic of religious organizations,
both relevant and observable, is their tendency not to emphasize or make a difference that is not seen
among their members, including socio-economic or political differences (Biscotti and Biggart 2014).
As individuals who are educated to bridge inter-group relations, activists should have a delicate
appreciation of others’ cultures, and be willing to directly participate in society, by identifying and
understanding the cues and contexts in social interaction, along with socially respecting the differences.
The interfaith movement, in the process, not only encounters and dialogues between religions, but also
creates positive adjustments in the form of sensitivity (Chen et al. 2018). In interfaith education,
cultural sensitivity implies that both groups understand and respect each other’s characteristics,
without giving them values—positive or negative, better or worse, right or wrong. Interfaith youth
work begins by underlining the importance of religious communities to maintain religious identity and
the challenges that the modern pluralist world has towards religious identity (Patel 2006). The strong
involvement of youth in interfaith dialogue is considered important for sustainable harmony and peace
(Michaelides 2009). Youth organizing groups that have built coalitions for local change over the past
few decades now involve young people as leaders in an effort to improve the quality of life. The model
of organizing young people was effective in producing impacts at various levels because it formed
together youth development, community development, and social change into an integrated organized
cycle. This initiative encourages participants by promoting psychological empowerment, leadership
development, and socio-political development. At the same time, youth organizing organizations
produce impacts at the community level, including the implementation of new programs, policy changes,
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and institutional development. Social change includes intergenerational and multicultural collaboration
in exercising power. The interaction between youth development, community development, and social
change is discussed in relation to the growing field of youth organizing and other efforts to involve
youth in civil society (Christens and Dolan 2011).
3. Research Method
3.1. Research Design
This research uses a quantitative approach, by analyzing the differences in significance between
test groups. This study was conducted by using empirical analysis with psychometric approach using
the 29-item Intercultural and Religious Sensitivity Scale Questionnaire (IRSSQ) based on Bennett (1993)
Development Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS). In connection with an analysis that focuses
on the possible differences between religions, gender and groups, this study takes a cross-sectional
design that focuses on analyzing data from a representation at a particular point in time. Furthermore,
this study takes a group with the same sample character, where all participants are interfaith activists.
The expected findings are trend indications in intercultural and religious sensitivity among all groups.
This is also to reinforce that the sampling of the two groups did not focus on the different tests and did
not classify the demographic differences between the two groups in the case-control group. Because of
this background similarity between the groups tested, testing in religion-, gender- and group-related
differences is more to prove the effectiveness of interfaith education and cadre to increase intercultural
sensitivity in young activists.
3.2. Sampling
The study was conducted in two interfaith groups that actively advocated for the interests of
interfaith relations, namely the Young Interfaith Peacemaker Community (YIPC) led by Andreas
Jonathan and Ayi Yunus, and DIAN/Interfidei led by Elga Sarapung. They are contemporary figures in
Indonesian civil society who have a wide and influential network. The study took place in Yogyakarta,
a city with a population of 636,660, in 2019, which often experienced religious violence along with
increasingly religious fundamentalism in the young population. The selection of Yogyakarta as a
study location was based on previous research which observed that the Yogyakarta community was a
positive example of the role of civil society actors working together to prevent ethnic and religious
violence (Park 2012). In addition, the city is seen as one of the most representative places of ethnic and
social diversity in Indonesia (de Jong and Twikromo 2017).
YIPC and Interfidei are active in various discussions, cadre training and interfaith activism,
with an inclusive membership system from various social organizations from all corners of Indonesia.
The IRSSQ analysis in this study was conducted on young activists who attended interfaith cadre
training in two Yogyakarta-based organizations. The number of participants who attended three
training sessions was less than 100, so that all participants were taken as respondents. The research
was held from October 2018 to April 2019, with the sample chosen being a cadre in one of these
two interfaith groups with sufficient knowledge of interfaith relations in the context of cultural and
religious diversity in Indonesia.
The psychometric properties of the IRSSQ were tested with empirical samples from 69 cadres
who were attending cadre training in these two institutions. The researchers conducted face-to-face
screening and briefing with each participant regarding the questionnaire to ensure they understood the
context. The research at Interfidei involved a sample of 23 respondents (33.33%) who participated in an
interfaith youth capacity-building training held in Kaliurang, Yogyakarta in October 2018. Meanwhile,
the research at YIPC was conducted on two cadre trainings in camping models in April 2019, with a
total sample of 46 respondents (66.67%), each of which contained 28 in training in the Yogyakarta region
in Kaliurang and 18 respondents in training in the Central Java region in Tawangmangu, Karanganyar.
Of the 69 questionnaires distributed, only 61 questionnaires were returned (response rate was 88.41%).
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Furthermore, filtering data found 4 incomplete questionnaires, so that the remaining 57 questionnaires
were worthy of further processing.
For the effectiveness of interfaith dialogue, a number of aspects concerning involvement need to
be assessed. First, this dialogue must involve many parties from various religious levels and social
and cultural spheres. Yukich and Braunstein (2014) emphasize the need for involvement of lay people
and religious leaders in interfaith dialogue. Moreover, a study from Muwahidah (2008) showed that
interfaith empowerment efforts led by a group of Catholic activists and students in East Java succeeded
in supporting villagers in claiming their land. Accordingly, the selection of respondents in this study is
based on the conception that projects of building peace and understanding among religious groups will
be influential if not only carried out by religious leaders and scholars, but also involve lay people at the
grassroots level. The characteristics of the respondents revealed that most of the respondents adhered
to Islam with a total of 39 people (68.4%), and the remaining 10 were Protestant adherents (17.5%) with
8 Catholics adherents (14%). In terms of age, the majority of respondents were between 21–25 years
old, as many as 30 people (52.3%), followed by respondents in the age range of 16–20 years, as many as
19 people (33%), and between 26–30 years, as many as 7 people (12.3), and one person (1.75%) did not
answer clearly. From the aspect of gender, most (33 people or 57.9%) were men, while the rest were
women (24 people or 42.1%). From educational background, most of them graduated from public high
schools, vocational or religious, as many as 41 people (71.92%), followed by respondents with a diploma
and undergraduate education, as many as 12, and masters, as many as 1 person, and 3 people did not
answer. In terms of organizational origin, respondents came from large organizations and affiliates,
especially from Muhammadiyah (Ikatan Mahasiswa Muhammadiyah/IMM), Nahdlatul Ulama (Ikatan
Pelajar Nahdlatul Ulama/IPNU, NU Garis Lucu, Pergerakan Mahasiswa Islam Indonesia/PMII, and Gerakan
Pemuda Ansor/GP. Ansor), Himpunan Mahasiswa Islam (HMI), and students of Sunan Kalijaga State
Islamic University and intra-church organizations such as Javanese Christian Church and seminary.
There are also those who work as preachers, and adherents of indigenous religion. Nearly half of the
participants came from the Central Java and Yogyakarta regions, as many as 28 people (49%), followed
by participants from West Java, East Java and Jakarta metropolitan area (9 people). Participants also
came from Lesser Sunda Islands, East Kalimantan, Bangka, Bengkulu, as well as some of Indonesia’s
most remote islands such as Rote and Natuna. The majority worked as students, as many as 50 people
(87.7%) and the rest work as farmers, web content writers, pastors, researchers and freelancers (Table 1).
Different characters across generations enable education and cadre to be more evenly distributed
among all religious organizations involved, and enhance capabilities possessed by interfaith civic
organizations to gain support from religious organizations.
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Table 1. Respondent Characteristics.
Characteristics

Items

Total

Percentage (%)

Religion

Islam
Christian
16–20
21–25
26–30
No answer
Male
Female
High school
Undergraduate
Master
No answer
Central Java-Yogyakarta
East and West Java, Banten, Jakarta
Other provinces
Freelance
Private employees
College students
Pastor
Researcher
Farmer
Web Content Writer

39
18
19
30
7
1
33
24
41
12
1
3
28
9
20
1
1
50
1
1
1
1

68.4
31.6
33.33
52.63
12.28
1.75
57.9
42.1
71.93
21.05
1.75
5.26
49.12
15.79
35.09
1.75
1.75
87.7
1.75
1.75
1.75
1.75

Age

Gender
Last education

Place of Origin

Job

3.3. Variable Measurement
The aim of this study is to examine the inter-cultural and inter-religious sensitivity of interfaith
activists. The research questions are focused on: (1) differences in cultural and religious sensitivity
between Muslim activists and Christian activists; (2) differences in intercultural and religious sensitivity
between male and female activists; and (3) differences in intercultural sensitivity and religion between
YIPC and Interfidei activists.
Previous studies have empirically tested interfaith sensitivity with various models. Hammer
and Bennett (1998) developed 50 items in the Inter-Cultural Development Inventory (IDI) to measure
individual orientation to cultural differences. Bennett (1986, 1993) identified the orientation of cultural
differences from ethnocentric and ethnorelative orientations presented in the Intercultural Sensitivity
Development Model (DMIS) (Bennett 1993). However, the study of sociology of culture and religion in
Indonesia has not explored this kind of orientation in depth, which specifically takes psychometric
methods to test this sensitivity.
This study specifically replicates the research of Holm et al. (2009), with different aspects in
terms of sample and context. The questions were also slightly modified. Holm et al. (2009) examined
the sensitivity of Lutheran students in Finland to the culture of immigrant groups, while this study
examined the sensitivity of interfaith activists to religious cultural differences that were inherently
centuries old in Indonesia.
Intercultural sensitivity in this study is defined as a sensitivity to the importance of cultural
differences and the point of view of people in other cultures (Bhawuk and Brislin 1992). Conceptually,
variable measurements refer to the model developed by Bennet regarding ethnocentric and ethnorelative
orientations. The ethnocentric orientation refers to standards and habits that apply to a person which
are used to judge all people, while ethnorelative orientation refers to being comfortable with many
standards and habits, and respecting cultural differences (Bennett 1993; Hammer et al. 2003; Holm et al.
2009). In this context, culture is interpreted as a person’s perception of values that should apply in
carrying out community life. Someone with an ethnocentric orientation will experience all cultures
according to their own culture, while the ethnorelative orientation perceives one’s culture in other
cultural contexts.
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Both of these orientations are divided into several scales. Ethnocentric orientation is divided
into denial, defense, and minimization, while ethnorelative orientation is divided into acceptance,
adaptation and integration. Referring to the study of Holm et al. (2009), for defense scale, this study
divides in two sub-constructs, namely denigration-superiority and reversal (see the difference in
Hammer et al. 2003; Bennett and Bennett 2004). As this study did not examine attitudes regarding
mixing people in other cultures, the scale of integration was eliminated (Table 2).
Table 2. Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity, DMIS. (Bennett 1993; Bennett and Bennett 2004).
Ethnocentric Orientations
Denial

6 items

Defense
Denigration and
Superiority
5 items

Ethnorelative Orientations
Minimization

Acceptance

Adaptation

Integration

7 items

4 items

4 items

Not
included

Reversal
3 items

Rejection of cultural differences is a situation where the culture itself is experienced as the only
real thing. Denial is basically ignorance of the problem of cultural diversity, and seeing other cultures
from its own perspective.
Defense against cultural differences is a situation where culture itself is experienced as the only
thing that is feasible, and maintains another culture as a threat. Although people in Defense have
become proficient in distinguishing differences from those in Denial, they will consider their culture
superior and may appear insensitive to cultural differences.
Variation in Defense is Reversal, where the culture adopted is felt to be superior to someone’s
‘native’ culture as the main means of socialization. Reversal is like Defense because it maintains a
polarized, ‘we’ and ‘them’ worldview.
Minimization is a situation where the elements of one’s cultural worldview are experienced as
universal. Minimization, superficial cultural differences in recognition of etiquette and other customs
are recognized and there is minimal recognition of the similarity of one’s own culture and other cultures.
Acceptance represents the initial reconfiguration of the worldview into the cultural context—the
ethnorelativism essence. All values, beliefs, and behaviors are arranged in contextual categories that
distinguish one set from another.
Adaptation to cultural differences is a situation where other cultural experiences produce
perceptions and behaviors that are appropriate to that culture. Adaptation occurs when a person needs
to think or act outside of his own cultural context. This need usually occurs when ordinary contact
with other cultures becomes more intense, or is in a multicultural society (Hammer et al. 2003; Bennett
and Bennett 2004).
For each scale, this study uses a total of 29 question items modified from Holm et al. (2009) with
details of 6 question items to measure denial, 5 items for denigration-superiority, 3 items for reversal,
7 items for minimization, and 4 items for acceptance and adaptation. The questions in the questionnaire
were arranged randomly and not sequentially to test the sensitivity capacity of activists, and so the
answers were natural, or intentional, not to be responded to artificially by the respondent, by giving a
high value to a particular construct and giving a low value to another construct. This is consistent with
the aim of this study, that interfaith activists should have standards and capabilities that are compatible
with their movement’s mission, are inclusive of all groups and reject conservatism. That is, they should
have a low ethnocentric orientation, which is reflected by low values in ethnocentric constructs,
and have good intercultural sensitivity reflected by the high value of ethnorelative orientation. The
scale used for the data analysis process is a 5-point Likert Scale for all items, from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree).

Religions 2020, 11, 26

10 of 22

3.4. Data Analysis
The first test is to analyze the characteristics of respondents and descriptive data. To test data
quality, testing reliability and validity is done first. Furthermore, the correlation test between constructs
was tested by the Pearson test. Furthermore, to test the differences in sensitivity between groups
(gender, religion and organizations), the research data were analyzed by the Mann—Whitney U-test
nonparametric test.
4. Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Reliability and Validity
Confirmatory factor analysis of ethnocentric constructs showed that denial items have mean
values in the range of 1.49 (irssq_11) to 3.88 (irssq_29), denigration/superiority items have mean
values from 1.37 (irssq_05) to 4.60 (irssq_28), reversal items from 1.53 (irssq_17) to 4.74 (irssq_26),
and minimization items from 1.32 (irssq_13) to 4.19 (irssq_18). For ethnorelative constructs, acceptance
items have mean values in the range of 1.33 (irssq_06) to 4.63 (irssq_21), and mean values of adaptation
items range from 2.11 (irssq_07) to 3.95 (irssq_16). In reversal items, mainly items irssq_15 and irssq_26
about the respondents’ perception of intra-faith tolerance and exclusivism have high mean values.
In this context, they felt symptoms of conservatism were increasingly growing among their religion’s
adherents (intra-faith perception). Reversal is an attempt to analyze a person’s form of self-defense to
assume that culture or religion itself is inferior or superior to other people’s religions. In interreligious
relations, the perception of perceived threat of religious outgroups is a reflection of the content of
reactivity in other groups (Choma et al. 2016). On the other hand, the study revealed that activists also
saw that adherents of their own religion were a threat to interfaith relations. However, activists do
not consider that “people of their religion are more cruel than people who represent other religions,”
(irssq_17) with a mean of 1.53 (Table 3). For them, increasing conservatism among followers of religion
does not reach the level of the real threat of followers of religion by acting out of bounds to oppress
other groups. In addition, a low response to the cruelty of followers of religion is in accordance with
the values of pluralism emphasized in interfaith education, where the non-exclusionist attitude with
any group is a necessity for the effectiveness and efficiency of problem solving, and suspicion can result
in the consequences of not accepting activists in a certain group. Inclusive and justice oriented-values
are the core for organizations involved in interfaith dialogue. These values are inextricably related
because there are many injustices experienced by the religious community, and interfaith communities
need to advocate for their constituents to achieve full access to their rights.
For ethnorelative orientations, the results derived from acceptance and adaptation items show
mean values of 3.28 and 4.18, respectively (Table 4). This value confirms that activists tend to
have interfaith sensitivity in a good range. In terms of awareness of accepting religious differences,
activists think that world religions are different because of differences in issues that are considered
important and valuable for each group (irssq_21), and that “people from different religions use face
expressions and gestures that are different from what they do” (irssq_20). They also gave moderate
responses to adaptations items to develop inclusive thinking through different thoughts and behaviors
(irssq-27), to enable them to see others in new ways (irssq_16). Activists generally gave low values
on aspects of ethnocentrism and are relatively willing to accept differences between religions. This
allows them to be actively involved in interfaith dialogue, and enables them to advocate for public
interests related to cultural and religious differences more intensively. The results also show that
intimate sensitivity is a product of cultural and religious diversity in Indonesia that continues to
be developed and maintained. According to Blakemore (2019), advocates of faith-based diplomacy
support that combining faith into peace activities helps reduce identity-based conflict and religious
violence, by pursuing social cohesion through dialogue and equality between religions (Catto 2017).
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Table 3. Intercultural and Religious Sensitivity Scale Questionnaire (IRSSQ) items.
No

Symbol

Items

Label

01
02

irssq_01
irssq_02

Minimization
Denial

03

irssq_03

Denial

04
05

irssq_04
irssq_05

Denigration/Superiority
Denigration/Superiority

06

irssq_06

Acceptance

07

irssq_07

Adaptation

08

irssq_08

Denial

09

irssq_09

Minimization

10
11

irssq_10
irssq_11

Minimization
Denial

12

irssq_12

Acceptance

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

irssq_13
irssq_14
irssq_15
irssq_16
irssq_17
irssq_18
irssq_19

Adaptation
Denigration/Superiority
Reversal
Adaptation
Reversal
Minimization
Minimization

20

irssq_20

Acceptance

21

irssq_21

Acceptance

22
23

irssq_22
irssq_23

Denigration/Superiority
Minimization

24

irssq_24

Denial

25

irssq_25

Minimization

26
27

irssq_26
irssq_27

Reversal
Adaptation

28

irssq_28

Denigration/Superiority

29

irssq_29

Denial

I think everyone is the same even though there is a slight difference in belief.
In my opinion, the more we bring the issue of belief to the public space, the more it causes problems.
I do not consider myself an exclusive person, but I think my belief must dominate the discourse in
the public sphere.
I believe that other people must use the principle of teaching in our beliefs as a model of how to live their lives.
I think my own beliefs are the only ones that are right.
I think students from other faiths should be instructed to take our religion lessons because they will learn a lot of
manners and their views.
I can put myself in someone’s position from other beliefs.
I assume that a misunderstanding situation will easily occur in religious studies if there are other
faith students present.
I believe that everyone will act in almost the same way when they have to consider whether their actions are right
or wrong.
I think that other people must move to my religion.
I don’t want to attend religious lessons with students from various religions.
In my opinion, this (point 11) can cause a misunderstanding, when people from different religions and cultures
express their feelings in different ways.
When I meet people from other faiths and cultures, I try to act their way.
I am not interested in other religions or cultures because I think I don’t need to know anything about them.
I think people of our religion are less tolerant of people who are different from us.
I think different behaviors and different ways to act make me see things in new ways.
I think people from my religion are more cruel than people who represent other religions.
I am sure that everyone is basically the same regardless of religious differences.
I think other religious people are exclusive or less open.
I have noticed that people from different religions use facial expressions and gestures that are different from what
we do.
I think that world religions are different because of differences in issues that are considered important and
valuable to them.
I think other people are less tolerant than us.
I think people all over the world need and want things that are more or less the same.
I believe that the right thing is if people don’t have to deal with people who come from different
cultures and religions.
I think all conflicts between different cultures and religions can be solved by adhering to the same
ethical principles.
I find people from our group more exclusive than other religious groups.
I noticed that different thoughts and behaviors changed my behavior too.
I think people who represent other cultures or religions are so stupid that they figuratively can trap
themselves in ignorance.
I think caring about socio-religious issues is a waste of time.

M (SD)
3.37 (1.62)
3.25 (1.58)
2.23 (1.34)
1.49 (0.89)
1.37 (0.86)
1.33 (0.72)
2.11 (1.29)
2.40 (1.62)
1.32 (0.66)
2.00 (1.15)
1.49 (0.89)
2.56 (1.52)
2.12 (1.32)
3.07 (1.57)
4.40 (1.21)
3.95 (1.34)
1.53 (0.89)
4.19 (1.36)
2.04 (1.21)
4.40 (1.08)
4.63 (0.84)
3.61 (1.54)
2.68 (1.58)
3.04 (1.58)
3.79 (1.48)
4.74 (0.67)
3.53 (1.51)
4.60 (0.84)
3.88 (1.42)
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics of IRSSQ constructs.
Constructs
Denial
Denigration/Superiority
Reversal
Minimization
Acceptance
Adaptation

Item Number
irssq_02, irssq_03, irssq_08,
irssq_11, irssq_24, irssq_29
irssq_04, irssq_05, irssq_14,
irssq_22, irssq_28
irssq_15, irssq_17, irssq_26
irssq_01, irssq_09, irssq_10,
irssq_18, irssq_19, irssq_23,
irssq_25
irssq_06, irssq_12, irssq_20,
irssq_21
irssq_07, irssq_13, irssq_16,
irssq_27

Min

Max

M

S.D

Cronbach’s α

1.00

4.00

2.17

0.65

0.484

1.00

3.40

1.86

0.64

0.424

1.00

5.00

2.58

1.13

0.643

2.00

4.43

3.59

0.58

0.512

1.00

5.00

3.28

0.82

0.155

2.50

5.00

4.18

0.62

0.168

Intercultural sensitivity scale analyses are presumably very closely related to reliability issues
due to the high tendency of local cultural biases, thereby influencing the adoption in different cultural
contexts (Fritz et al. 2001; Greenholtz 2005; Holm et al. 2019; Kuusisto et al. 2014; Yuen and Grossman
2009; Tamam 2010). Wu (2015) adds that cultural differences are more likely to affect the factor structure
of an intercultural sensitivity test. Statistical analysis shows the reliability and validity values for the
six IRRSQ dimensions. Denial construct consisting of six items had the alpha value of 0.484. Reversal
with five items obtained alpha = 0.424. Denigration/superiority with three items had the alpha value
of 0.643 and minimization with seven items obtained the alpha value of 0.512. For ethno-relative
constructs, acceptance with four items and adaptation with four items, respectively, obtained the alpha
values of 0.155 and 0.168. The low reliability is not unique to this study. Dong et al. (2008) found
low reliability values in the sensitivity of intercultural communication in young adults in the United
States. Demircioglu and Cakir (2016) revealed similar problems for the case of Turkey, and Petrović et
al. (2015) found several items with low reliability in analyzing cultural sensitivity in Serbia. Previous
studies also confirmed that the incompatibility of sensitivity constructs for each cultural context is
a main reason for the low reliability (Wu 2015; Fritz et al. 2001; Tamam 2010). Misunderstanding of
participants choosing a particular response or using another strategy in a situation is also the cause
of this problem. Petrović et al. (2015) added that the complexity of language or hidden intentions of
participants can also affect the low reliability. Interfaith sensitivity analysis using IRSSQ items from
Holm et al. (2009), also found that some ethnorelative constructs (acceptance and integration) had low
reliability values while ethnocentric constructs (denial and denigration/superiority) had high reliability
values. Holm et al. (2009) argue that low alpha is related to scale dimensions. Moreover, the concept
of the level of abstraction that requires high understanding is more likely to be difficult to apply to
intuitive items. Fritz et al. (2001) revealed that the low reliability coefficient might require the addition
of new items to capture the measured concept. Modifying the questionnaire compared to its original
form or by using finer diagnostic instruments from confirmatory factor analysis to improve reliability
were also suggested in several findings (Wu 2015; Wang and Zhou 2016; Fritz et al. 2001).
The results show a significant and positive correlation on the relationship between denial and
denigration/superiority (0.519, p = 0.000), with reversal (0.418, p = 0.001), and with acceptance (0.455,
p = 0.000). Meanwhile, the correlations between other variables are low and not significant (Table 5).
The low value of this correlation is related to the low value of reliability. According to Griffith et al.
(2016), low reliability is more likely to decrease the correlation coefficient below the level rather than
when reliability is high.
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Table 5. Pearson Correlation.
Constructs

Denigration/Superiority

Reversal

Minimization

Acceptance

Adaptation

Denial

0.519 **
(0.000)

Denigration/superiority

-

0.418 **
(0.001)
0.175
(0.194)

Reversal

-

-

0.153
(0.257)
0.308 *
(0.020)
0.047
(0.731)

Minimization

-

-

-

0.455 **
(0.000)
0.262 *
(0.049)
0.295 *
(0.026)
0.115
(0.396)

Acceptance

-

-

-

0.038
(0.778)
−0.014
(0.918)
0.052
(0.703)
−0.025
(0.852)
−0.055
(0.687)

-

** significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), * significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

5. Hypothesis Testing
5.1. Intercultural and Religious Sensitivity between Muslim and Christian Activists
The results of the study between different religions show that in all good contexts, Muslim activists
and Christian activists have a uniform view, giving low values to the scales of ethnocentric orientations
and giving higher values to the ethnorelative scales. The results showed no significant differences
between the two groups of Muslim and Christian activists in responding to ethnocentric and
ethnorelative orientations (p-value > 0.05, for all constructs) (Table 6).
Table 6. Religious-related differences of IRSSQ constructs.
Constructs

Denial
Denigration/superiority
Reversal
Minimization
Acceptance
Adaptation

Muslim
(n = 39)

Christian
(n = 18)

M(SD)
2.16 (0.57)
1.84 (0.66)
2.66 (1.16)
3.62 (0.59)
3.23 (0.84)
4.14 (0.65)

M(SD)
2.19 (0.79)
1.91 (0.61)
2.41 (1.06)
3.54 (0.56)
3.26 (0.82)
4.28 (0.57)

Z (p-Value)

−0.242 (0.809)
−0.502 (0.616)
−0.657 (0.511)
−0.855 (0.393)
−0.130 (0.896)
−0.739 (0.460)

Our findings indicate that both interfaith groups show the same view regarding rejection on
ethnocentric orientations and acceptance on ethnorelative constructs. These results confirm that
interreligious sensitivity testing in both Muslim and Christian groups head-to-head has no difference
in view. The absence of significant differences between the two groups represents the interreligious
understanding that has been well established in interfaith education. This is indicated with rising
value trends from ethnocentric to ethnorelative contructs. The results highlight that the two groups
agreed to reject chauvinistic views, and open themselves to an inclusive view and accept differences
between groups.
The results are consistent with previous studies on IRSSQ testing in various cultural settings.
Using the Interreligious Sensitivity Scale Questionnaire/IRSSQ, the Kuusisto et al. (2016) study
analyzing students’ attitudes toward interfaith sensitivity identified four religious profiles consisting of
highly religious, culturally religious, personally religious and non-religious, found that in the Finnish
socio-demographic context, interfaith sensitivity of non-religious groups was more marked by denial
and low acceptance than other groups. This also confirms that empirical testing of school students
with different religious backgrounds will be more likely to find a significant difference in relation to
differences in the character and religious outlook of other groups. In a similar context, Kimanen and
Kuusisto (2017) also found that in the setting of atheist students, they assumed that religion did not
exist. In the context of religious differences, such outlooks may originate from religious expressions,
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individual or group worldviews, and social interaction. This finding confirms that the high level of
social interaction and the similarity of worldviews on religious differences between the groups tested
are more likely to obtain a uniform view among groups. Miedema (2014); Knauth (2007); Patrick (2015)
stated social interaction and the similarity of worldviews can be maximized through encounters, social
involvement, cooperation and interfaith education. McKenna et al. (2009) found that students with
commitment to religious values and worldviews would be more likely to be tolerant in their views
and open to interreligious learning. Furthermore, aspects related to life phases and their contingent
pressures in religious education are proven to influence students’ religious commitments and beliefs
(McKenna et al. 2009). Furthermore, Ipgrave and McKenna (2008) also found that the promotion of an
educational model that emphasizes the principle of acceptance and respect for cultural differences can
enhance assimilation and ethical views among religious adherents. This affirms Dong et al. (2008),
that intercultural and multiculturalism communication are strategic steps to increase intercultural
sensitivity, reduce conflict in interactions between groups, and overcome ethnocentrism.
5.2. Intercultural and Religious Sensitivity between Female and Male Activists
The results of intercultural sensitivity testing with gender differentiation prove that there is no
sensitivity between the two gender groups in all constructs, with a p-value > 0.05. Both gender groups
also show their disapproval of aspects of ethnocentrism and give high values to aspects of acceptance
and adaptation in other cultures (Table 7).
Table 7. Gender-related differences of IRSSQ constructs.
Constructs
Denial
Denigration/superiority
Reversal
Minimization
Acceptance
Adaptation

Male (n = 33)

Female (n = 24)

M(SD)

M(SD)

1.67 (0.56)
1.52 (0.62)
2.33 (1.08)
3.09 (0.68)
2.90 (0.87)
3.97 (0.68)

1.87 (0.85)
1.58 (0.65)
2.12 (1.07)
3.29 (0.62)
3.08 (0.77)
3.87 (0.79)

Z (p-Value)
−0.775 (0.438)
−0.382 (0.702)
−0.857 (0.392)
−1.108 (0.268)
−0.764 (0.445)
−0.364 (0.716)

The findings generally reveal that there were no significant differences between genders in
the six interreligious sensitivity constructs used in this study. The finding is in accordance with
Yurtseven and Altun (2015) who found no significant difference in the level of interfaith sensitivity
according to sex. Similarly, the findings of Haugen (2017) also found no clear differences in interfaith
sensitivity between women and men. Different findings were stated by Holm et al. (2009), that there
are significant differences between male and female students in ethnocentric constructs. Holm et
al. (2009) further explained that the tendency to avoid other cultures by expressing disinterest and
aggressive attitudes towards other religions was stronger for men than for women. The difference
in research objects is henceforth worth highlighting, where testing in the educated group through
intercultural understanding, as in Yurtseven and Altun (2015), showed insignificant results among
genders, while testing in students such as in Holm et al. (2009) who did not get certain actions
beforehand such as intercultural teaching and understanding were likely to tend to get significant
results. This proves that teaching and understanding in class about intercultural and multicultural
values is more likely to evenly increase intercultural sensitivity among genders.
In particular, the results of the study also revealed that women had higher mean scores than men
for the construct of acceptance (M = 3.08, SD = 0.77, compared to M = 2.90, SD = 0.87 for male). This
confirms the findings of Grigaitytė et al. (2019), who found that women, compared to men, were more
likely to be willing to invest in efforts to accept groups with different cultures. Furthermore, Grigaitytė
et al. (2019) also noted that the scale of proactive attitudes towards integration of women scored higher
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than men. This shows that the higher female ethnorelative degree is related to prosocial traits. Holm et
al. (2009) also stated that females are more empathic than males in looking at cultural differences.
Practically, the results promoted interfaith activism education to provide a proportionate role
for women to engage in interfaith dialogue. Holm et al. (2019) emphasized that the development
of gender-sensitive educational practices can balance gender-related differences in interreligious
sensitivity. Women activists in our study have the same opportunities, tasks and teachings in interfaith
education to present peace values such as positive self-concept, celebrating diversity, overcoming
conflict without violence and caring for nature. In both organizations, women are actively involved
in various activities, and there is no special distinction in gaining activism education. In our study,
the head of Interfidei, Elga Sarapung is a woman who is very active in promoting peace values at the
national and international levels. Peaceful educational material has been widely known in interfaith
education and peacebuilding. This is consistent with the arguments of Gebregeorgis (2017) regarding
recurring peace values that include tolerance and solidarity, positive self-concept, and respect for life
and care for the environment.
Our findings are also connected to the socio-cultural conditions of Indonesia, which do not
emphasize gender segregation (Rokhmad and Susilo 2017). This condition allows women’s involvement
in interfaith forums. In some cases, the presence of women in social advocacy can facilitate conflict
resolution. Dugan (2007) presented the vital role of women in introducing religious principles to their
communities and people from various religious traditions.
5.3. Differences in Sensitivity between Organizations
Furthermore, from organizational differences, the results of testing the IRSSQ constructs present
significant differences in both organizations, YIPC and Interfidei, in terms of denial and acceptance.
For the denigration/superiority construct, reversal, minimization and adaptation, there were no
significant differences between the two organizations, with a p-value > 0.05. In denial constructs,
the average produced by YIPC activists is 2.33 (SD = 0.66), and Interfidei 1.92 (SD = 0.56), with a value
of Z −1.988 (p-value = 0.047 < 0.05). Lower denial values show disagreement on higher ethnocentrism,
and in this case, Interfidei is better at rejecting ethnocentrism. For acceptance aspects, the mean values
of the two groups are 4.24 (SD = 0.64), and 4.08 (SD = 0.59), for YIPC and Interfidei, respectively.
Higher values of acceptance show better ethnorelativism essence of outside culture, and in this case,
YIPC activists have a more sensitive view of accepting cultural differences, with a value of Z −0.507
(p-value 0.012 < 0.05) (Table 8).
Table 8. Organization-related differences of IRSSQ constructs.
Constructs
Denial
Denigration/superiority
Reversal
Minimization
Acceptance
Adaptation

YIPC (n = 37)

Interfidei (n = 20)

M(SD)

M(SD)

2.31 (0.66)
1.91 (0.65)
2.50 (1.08)
3.57 (0.58)
3.48 (0.79)
4.24 (0.64)

1.92 (0.56)
1.77 (0.63)
2.73 (1.23)
362 (0.59)
2.91 (0.77)
4.08 (0.59)

Z (p-Value)
−1.988 (0.047)
−1.037 (0.300)
−0.707 (0.480)
−0.118 (0.906)
−2.507 (0.012)
−1.237 (0.216)

The findings are also in line with Chen (2010) stating that intercultural sensitivity is negatively
related to ethnocentrism. Differences in organizational culture and educational methods are closely
related to affect intercultural sensitivity between groups. Abu-Nimer (2001) states that cultural
differences can lead to differences in acceptance of individual values, and interfaith organizations
henceforth act as providers of resources and actions plans. Abu-Nimer (2001) states that the
internalization of multicultural values offered by interfaith organizations at the national or international
level can motivate the similarity of perceptions, attitudes and actions among group members. For this
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reason, interfaith organizations are needed to be an integral part of interaction between individuals
and groups by emphasizing understanding of religious values, norms, systems and behavior. This is
in accordance with Kimanen and Kuusisto (2017), that interfaith education is suggested to create a
peaceful culture and dialogue and accommodate various types of social interaction.
Rissanen et al. (2016) revealed a process of self-reflective learning about culture and religion
in education can encourage students’ willingness to engage in self-reflection as the basis needed to
develop an ethno-relative orientation to sensitivity towards socio-cultural diversity and religious
identity. Kuusisto et al. (2014) found that demographic variance and students’ religious affiliation
influenced students’ interfaith sensitivity in Finland. Tamam and Krauss (2017) found that the level
of involvement of ethnic diversity was positively related to the level of intercultural sensitivity. This
shows that the outlook of the organization and interfaith education has an influential role in the process
of encounters and dialogue among groups.
In a multicultural society like Indonesia, the task of activists across faith is to eliminate prejudice
between groups and build tolerance and respect between groups. In countries with high socio-cultural
diversity, multiculturalism is not just a difference of identity and political recognition, but is manifested
in encounters, acculturation and assimilation of different cultures. Multicultural education needs
to be emphasized in all genders and religions to combat racism, exclusion and to protect minority
communities (Susilo and Dalimunthe 2019). In the context of civil society, intercultural education
also plays a role in ensuring that young people and activists have an inclusive and tolerant attitude
towards cultural differences to advocate for the fulfillment of civil rights and prevent excessive state
intervention in civil aspects. Finally, intercultural sensitivity to youth is expected to help undo state
policies that can potentially prevent minorities from having full access to opportunities for freedom
and equality in public life.
6. Concluding Remarks
The findings of this study indicate that there is no significant difference in intercultural sensitivity
in all constructs of ethnocentric orientation and ethonorelative orientation between religion and
between genders. The significant difference in sensitivity in rejection and acceptance between the two
organizations has implications for the two organizations to strategically emphasize interfaith education
and acceptance of different cultural identities and reject exclusivity. These findings generally indicate
the existence of standards and views held by interfaith activists in Indonesia, as the main drivers of
civil society. The task of intercultural activism is to maintain multiculturalism as an inherent cultural
system in Indonesia, and they must continue to advocate the importance of maintaining intercultural
and multicultural interaction and communication with the public. Interfaith youth groups need to
provide specific subjects on the use of multiculturalism-based ideas and advocacy in practices and
policies, and in helping to solve public problems, especially related to actual issues involving pluralism,
inclusivism, democracy, tolerance, freedom of religion, and discrimination.
The findings show that activists are more likely to be less religiously dogmatic in responding
to cultural differences. They are more likely to consider social and religious diversity in Indonesia’s
cultural landscape, and have a balanced understanding of interfaith perceptions and interfaith threats.
The results of this study theoretically confirm previous studies that encourage the promotion of
education and interfaith meetings to overcome the threat of ethnocentrism and increase interaction
amidst the diversity of socio-cultural identities. In addition, this study also encourages the strengthening
of comprehension, competence and communication in intercultural sensitivity in young people
across Indonesia.
In its relationship with civil society, the role of interfaith activists is very influential in maintaining
independence from political and state intervention. This will make it easier for all parties to accept
advocacy from civic groups, and enable interfaith organizations to help marginalized groups claim
their rights. In cases of conflict, interfaith civil actors have played an important role in preventing ethnic
violence. In the case of Indonesia, particularly in Yogyakarta, strong civic engagement was proven
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capable of preventing violence and ethnic sentiment during the conflict (Park 2012). More broadly,
civic engagement in Eastern countries is needed to increase the effectiveness of interfaith dialogue
and maintain social harmony and multiculturalism (Hunt 2009; Ayrookuzhiel 1994; Yilmaz and Barry
2018). Meanwhile, interfaith dialogue in Western democracies has become a specific subject along with
European unification and increased cross-border migration. Intercultural encounters, in turn, fostered
multiculturalism as a special consideration in public policy in Europe. There is a tendency to emphasize
the role of multiculturalism in shaping national culture, and the use of multiculturalism-based ideas
and actions in policy and cultural advocacy, democratic development, tolerance, religious freedom,
and anti-discrimination (Bilan et al. 2019; Simionescu et al. 2017; Bilan 2012).
The limitation of this study lies mainly in the low Cronbach Alpha value on most IRSSQ constructs.
Conceptually, the low value may be related to the construct non-conformity for the Indonesian
context. This study adopts items from Holm et al. (2009) with subjects in Finland having different
socio-demographic landscapes from Indonesian multicultural societies. Future studies are expected to
test the reliability and validity of the IRSSQ in the context of multicultural societies and contextualize
items according to local culture and modify them.
The objection that could arise regarding the specific subject of the research is the not high
consistency of the sample selected in the two groups. Here, the findings are more meaningful as an
indication of trends from interfaith groups that are culturally and religiously motivated. The results
achieved are indicative of cultural trends in minority groups, active and dynamic in the accumulation
of social capital. Future studies are expected to be able to test IRSSQ in school students or young
adult groups to obtain different results. In addition, alternative methods for testing the effectiveness of
interfaith education can use several intercultural sensitivity analysis tools such as Chen and Starosta
(2000) models of intercultural sensitivity, intercultural communication sensitivity (ICCS) or intercultural
communication competence (ICC), or intercultural and interethnic communication apprehension scales.
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