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ABSTRCT

The TESL/TEFL professionals have drawn considerable attention to the growing
importance of cultural learning in recent decades. To embed cultural learning into
language learning, Byram (1997) has suggested that the fieldwork approach is one of
the efficient ways to avoid reinforcing cultural stereotypes, help develop openness
attitude (Robinson & Nocon, 1996; Bateman, 2002), and experience real time,
unrehearsed interaction. Nevertheless, amid previous cultural research associated with
the fieldwork approach, most attention was given to the investigation of L2 learners’
contact with native speakers of English. This focus has claimed to be unrealistic since
English now serves as an international language (Alptekin, 2002). Catering to the fact
that nonnative-nonnative communication prevails; the present research involved four
college freshman participants:from diverse disciplines studying at a public university
in northern Taiwan, paired up to communicate v&./ith iternational students who are
nonnative speakers of English, studying in‘the same university. The study attempted
to investigate how the intercultural task could foster the development of intercultural
competence and to discover L24earners’ communication difficulties and perception
on the task. Data was collected from L2 learners’ written self-reflection reports,
transcript of post-interviews, and transcript of the intercultural conversation between
the learners and the international students.

Results showed that the task helped L2 learners increase knowledge of foreign
culture, native culture, together with knowledge of intercultural interaction. The task
also fostered the development of the “openness” attitude, and aroused considerable
interest in introducing one’s own culture to others and in knowing other people’s way
of life. In terms of communication difficulties, the results indicated that the
difficulties covered aspects of linguistics, affection, communication strategies, and

sociocultural knowledge. In general, the learners showed positive attitudes toward the
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intercultural experience; however, few limitations such as little grammar correction
given during the task were reported. The learners further suggested the number of
foreign interlocutors and the frequency of the intercultural interaction perhaps could
be increased.

The present study is likely to provide a framework to enhance face-to-face
intercultural interaction and to help L2 learners approach world Englishes (Kachru &
Nelson, 1996) in L2 learners’ country. A few pedagogical implications were provided.
Activities of having L2 learners conduct the intercultural task could possibly bring
them to see the communicative purpose of English, further boosting motivation for
English learning. Linguistic competence remains crucial; sufficient vocabulary
repertoire and comprehensible pronunciation are fundamental to successful
intercultural communicationi:Furthermore, the skill of intérpreting and relating and
skill of discovering and interacting (-Byram, 1.99-7 ) are discoyvered to be paramount and

advised to practice in English class.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Background

The Foreign Language or Second Language (henceforth FL or SL) professionals
have drawn considerable attention to the growing importance of real language use in
recent decades. This particular focus has become prevalent since the mid-1970s after
the startling discovery that language learners, though competent in linguistic rules, are
unlikely to deal with the real-time conversation with native speakers of the target
language. This discouraging revelation is mostly attributed to the fact that linguistic
competence (Chomsky, 1965) does notisuffice to help SL'or FL learners manage a
multitude of variables emerging moment by moment in the-genuine conversation. For
most learners, the destination goal for lqnguage lear_ning, in‘essence, is to develop the
abilities of fulfilling the communicative need of learners themselves rather than to
satisfy the cognitive demand for linguistic rules. In ‘an attempt to compensate for the
limitation of the traditional, grammar-focused language curriculum, the term,
communicative competence (Hyme, 1967, 1972) has been coined to preach the
doctrine that SL /FL education ought to expand its focus to an extent that the
curriculum encompasses authentic tasks or practices to help learners mobilize
linguistic rules learned. According to the definition of communicative competence
proposed by Canale and Swain in 1980, competent SL/FL learners are defined as
learners who have sociolinguistic knowledge of the target language so as to eschew
possible misunderstanding resulting from intercultural differences. In addition, skillful

learner-communicators excel in the negotiation of meaning and deftly use



communication strategies which help sustain the interactive process to make
meanings across in real, unrehearsed situations with native speakers of the target
language.

Inheriting the premises of communicative competence, the FL/SL profession
thus has laid a great deal of emphasis on the target-culture learning, for the
sociolinguistic knowledge of the target language is partly derived from the culture
where the language is spoken. The underlying tacit culture of the society gives
meaning to language or a set of social convention or rules used for behavior
evaluation. In a word, language learning cannot be divorced from culture learning if
communication is the ultimate goal. Without knowing the target culture, it seems that
language learners might struggleto receive the intended meaning given by native
speakers of the target language and to-speak proper language in the right context.

Nevertheless, this awareness 0% the pivoéal tole of the target culture plays in
FL/SL learning likely fail to consider the fact that languages are spreading (Alptekin,
2002). Take the English language foréxample. Many-English variations exist, e.g.,
British English, American English; Australian:English, South African English or
Singaporean English. Each English variation is characterized by its unique cultural or
social heritage. It is unlikely to prioritize them, choose one particular culture, and
integrate it into the second or foreign language education unless judging them by their
social value. Additionally, English now serves as an international language, a
utilitarian tool for intercultural communication. As early as the late-1990s, the number
of already fluent and competent English speakers was approximately around 1.2
billion to 1.5 billion because of the three-pronged development of first-language,
official-language, and foreign-language speakers (Crystal, 1997). As such, it can
never be rare that a nonnative speaker of English communicates with interlocutors

from other cultural background who also learns English as SL or FL; that is to say, the
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nonnative-nonnative intercultural conversation prevails today.

In effect, intercultural communicators require the ability of utilizing English to
interact with not only native speakers of English, but also with nonnative speakers of
English. Byram (1997) has argued that the concept of communicative competence is
so constrained that it only indicates the necessity of learning the target culture, and
disregards the equivalent importance for SL/FL learners to explore cultures in which
English is used as the lingua franca. Byram (1997) then has proposed the term,
intercultural communicative competence, or intercultural competence, which adds the
“intercultural dimension” to make up for the constraints of communicative
competence. A learner with intercultural communicative competence, also known as
an “intercultural speaker” (Byram, 1997), is distinguished by his or her “cultural
versatility” (Robinson, 19919. Furthermore, an intercultural speaker is mindful of both
their own and others’ culturally con;tructed s;elves, and regards culture as a constant
process of formation and transformation‘rather than the assumption that culture is
constituted with a set of straightforward facts (Roberts et.al., 2001). That is to say, in
the wake of the globalization phenomenon-of English serving as an international
language, the need for L2 learners to be competent in carrying out socially appropriate
behaviors during the interaction with their foreign interlocutor coming from
whichever culture has become pressing.

However, to connect culture with language learning is somewhat uneasy. In most
cases of the cultural education design, the uncertainty of the concept of culture begets
the misemployment of pedagogical methods. Some teachers regard culture as the
natural outgrowth of language learning. That is to say, teachers need not offer any
educational help to cultural learning based on the assumption that a person who learns
a language would naturally grow an understanding of that culture. This

“Magic-Carpet-Ride-to-Another-Culture- Syndrome” (Robinson, 1978) assumption is
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apparently problematic since bilinguals can possibly carry negative attitudes toward
the second culture and this dissenting proclivity retains even after a few years of the
second language education (Nocon, 1991).

Another false elucidation of what is composed of culture also influences the
effectiveness of cultural learning. Here, culture is mistakenly viewed as factual
knowledge and acquired through memorization. Given that learners do not seem to
see the relationship between the knowledge of culture and language learning
(Bateman, 2002; Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996), the cultural facts introduced in
class become learners’ extra cognitive burden on top of the language learning. What is
even worse, this way of cultural learning would hinder learners from inquiring into
foreign cultures since it is indicated that some students regard cultural learning as
unnecessary or even distracting injlanguage learning on the condition that culture is
presented in sets of facts (Bateman, -2002). In.Vestigating the, relevant literature in the
past, the present study tries:to avoid repéating the mistakesby basing itself on the
rationale of cultural learning——culture‘is a process. The following lies in the

elaboration of the culture definition the present study takes with.

Rationale of the Study

Aware of the fact that culture is not the natural outcome of language learning nor
a set of facts, the present study is based on the premise that culture is regarded as a
process. That is, culture is defined as “a way of perceiving, interpreting, feeling, being
in the world, wanting to smile, wanting to scream, loving, hating, and relating to
where one is and who one meets” (Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996, p. 432). This
alludes to the fact that culture is not static. Culture in fact lies in the everyday
practices of individuals and groups and is likely to reveal itself through face-to-face

interaction with an individual. As such, the dynamic nature of interaction as the result
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of a combination of variables of interlocutors and contexts affects how people in the
interaction perceive or evaluate the interactive culture. Thus, the present study,
adhesive to the viewpoint of regarding culture as a process, focuses on helping

learners realize the situational, dynamic nature of culture.

Purpose of the Study

In a great effort to facilitate the learners to see the situational nature of culture,
the present study has adopted the fieldwork approach to encourage intercultural
learning. Byram (1997) has claimed that the method of fieldwork— meaning having
an authentic intercultural contact with the foreign culture outside classroom, is
addressed to be the most effective. way to foster learners’ attitude change toward other
culture or otherness (Byram,#1997; Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996). In addition, the
fieldwork approach enables 1.2 learr-lers to de.Velop skills in.real time. During
interaction, learners bring their knowledge to bear on specific situations and discover
new information, added to their knowledge base provided in class; they can also
experience communication undert time pressures and be aware of the importance of
nonverbal communication (Byram, 1997). Aside from the positive stimulation from
the fieldwork approach mentioned, it is noteworthy that the fieldwork approach
concurs with the premise that culture, as a process, reveals during interaction. The
fieldwork approach encourages authentic intercultural interactions, in which foreign
culture is presented as a varying entity based on communicator’s individual
experience or interpretation.

In the previous literature, research relevant to the fieldwork approach can be
generally subcategorized into two types: study-abroad program and virtual
intercultural contact. In view of the former type, some scholars have integrated the

“study-abroad” program into the language-and-culture study (e.g., Barro et al., 1993;
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Murphy-Lejeune, 2003; Roberts, 2003), by which learners can seize the opportunities
of staying in the foreign culture to enrich their intercultural experiences as well as to
enhance their English ability. Moreover, regarding the latter type, virtual intercultural
contact, here, the definition of the fieldwork is expanded due to the advent of the
Internet access. Face-to-face intercultural interaction becomes feasible in the cyber
land, and this kind of virtual interaction, most remarkably, enables learners to do the
“arm-chair traveling” in their native country. Studies of this type (e.g., Ham, 1995;
Liaw & Johnson, 2001) certify that the virtual interaction can serve as an alternative
to facilitate intercultural interaction in some education contexts where the traveling
aboard task is less likely to be implemented.

The field work, encouragingrauthentic intercultural communication via either the
study-aboard program or the*Internet issproven to help receive high quality of cultural
knowledge (Barro et al., 1993; Mur[-)hy-LejeL;ne-, 2003), attitude change (Bateman,
2002; Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996)toward the target culture, long-term
relationship build-up with the.interlocutor (Galloway; 1995), and the development of
communication strategies and sociolinguistic.competence (Murphy-Lejeuun, 2003).
Nevertheless, most previous fieldwork in intercultural studies, either by the overseas
traveling or by the Internet connection, focuses on the learners’ interaction merely
with so-called native speakers of the target language. Aside from the expensive costs
of traveling and potential difficulties in getting hold of cyber-mates for class, this type
of intercultural learning with an emphasis on experiences with so-called native
speakers of the target language has become problematic and insufficient nowadays
(Alptekin, 2002).

Due to the fact that languages are spreading, the ownership of a language might
not be exclusive to a single nation or a culture. Therefore, it is almost impossible to

decide which target culture to learn. For instance, choosing either British culture or
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American culture as the target culture to learn would become an unsettled problem in
sketching an English-as-second/foreign-language curriculum design. In addition,
languages are subject to the globalization phenomenon. For the purpose of
communication, a certain language would be chosen as the common language among
some areas or nations. English, in particular, now serves as an international language,
to enable people of different cultural backgrounds to communicate. English is used in
not only the native-native or nonnative-native communication, but also it, more often,
serves as the mediator during the nonnative-nonnative conversation, diminishing the
possible communication hurdle, originating from the fact that multiple languages are
spoken on earth. It thus will make less sense for English learners nowadays to expose
to merely so-called native-speaker culture of English: Instead, English learners in the
modern time ought to be intércultural speakers, who do not only understand one
specific culture, but who can relativize self (Iéyram, 1997),.accept otherness no matter
which culture they encounter. With the aptitude of “culturakversatility” (Robinson,
1991), they are mindful of their-own identities and cultures and of how they are
perceived by others, and have an understanding of the identities and cultures of those
with whom they are communicating (Byram & Fleming, 1998).

As a result, similar to previous studies focusing on the authentic intercultural
interaction, the present study aims to integrate the fieldwork approach into language
learning. However, unlike most previous studies, the present study targeted at the
nonnative-nonnative intercultural interaction in which L2 learners communicated with
foreign residents in the learners’ native country with the use of the target language,
English, as the mediating tool. It took place in the context where English is learned as
the foreign language (the EFL context). For most learners in the EFL context, chances
of using English are relatively fewer, let alone using English to acquire multiple

cultures in their own country. The present research thus seeks ways to compensate for
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the learning disadvantage that learners possibly face in the EFL context by
encouraging learners to conduct the intercultural task. After the intercultural
interaction with a chosen interlocutor, who also learners English as second or foreign
language and has different culture from the learners, the learners then reflected upon
the intercultural interaction.

The significance of the present study lies in the fact that it scrutinizes the
intercultural interaction between nonnative and nonnative speakers of English. This
focus is in accord with the growing need of the cultural education after the impact of
English serving as an international language. Moreover, the present study attempts to
provide a teaching framework to enhance face to face intercultural interaction in
learners’ native country. As seeing cross-country traveling prevails, authentic
intercultural interaction need'not be-compromised.to be earried out in the virtual
world. After all, the human-human i-nteractior.l, rather than human via computer
interaction, is likely to be the ideal mode for language learning. Specific research
questions of the present study.are posited as follows.

(1) What types of intercultural competence development did the intercultural task

bring on the EFL learners?

(2) What communication difficulties did the EFL learners encounter during the

intercultural talk?

(3) From the students’ perspective, what were the positive/negative aspects of the

task?



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter elaborates on the importance of the cultural learning for L2 learners
in today’s multiethnic or multicultural world and literature of ways to implement the
cultural learning into language education. Firstly, I offer a general introduction to
major shifts of foci in language education and the relationship between culture and
language. These demonstrate the necessity of the cultural instruction that helps L2
learners develop intercultural communication competence and become successful
“intercultural speakers” (Byram, 1997). Further, I indicate factors and difficulties in
intercultural communication. Lastly, relevant research about ways to implement the

cultural learning into language instruction is highlighted.:

Focus Shifts in Second/Foreign Language Instruction

The Foreign/Second language learning profession has undergone several
developing phases in terms of appropriate language instruction objectives. One of the
main shifts in focus has been the movement from linguistic competence (Chomsky,
1965), encompassing knowledge of vocabulary and rules of morphology, phonology,
syntax, and semantics, to communicative competence (Hymes, 1972), an ability to
interpret or negotiate meanings in order to maintain conversations with others. This
shift in focus has been generally expedited by the discouraging fact that the .2
learners, educated in a curriculum with an emphasis on linguistic rules, do not seem to
be productive in language use.

It has been discovered that L2 learners who learn sets of linguistic rules are not
capable of producing the language, either in verbal or in written form. That is to say,

the understanding of the linguistic rules does not directly lead to the result of using
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them. This incapability of speaking the target language (TL) concerns FL/SL teachers
most, partly for language is used for the purpose of communication. Speaking is the
most direct way to transmit messages, and not being able to speak the language is
considered the greatest disadvantage for L2 learners who have devoted themselves to
the language learning.

The primary reason that the L2 learners fail to exercise the language they learned
is that face to face communication involves many variables. Successful
communication cannot be achieved simply by the application of the “rules” of the
language. In fact, the characteristics of the interlocutors differ greatly. L2 learners are
likely to suffer from situational problems occurring during conversations. The
possible combinations made by the factors of personality, accent, delivery speed,
voice volume, and so forth, ¢an easily-bewilder L2 learnefs. It is very possible that .2
learners who know a great inventor}-/ of lingui.stic rules'would still gape at the speaker
after being daunted by the fleeting spokénlanguage.

As aresult, L2 learners” incompetence in using the TL reveals the limitation of
linguistic competence. In light of the impeortance of language use, FL/SL language
professionals have redirected the instructional focus to put more emphasis on
developing the ability of L2 learners to deal with authentic, natural conversations with
native speakers. As such, the term “communicative competence” has been coined to
compensate for the limitation of linguistic competence, and the concept of
communicative competence has been heatedly discussed within the FL/SL learning

discipline in recent decades.

Language and Culture

Defining Communicative Competence

As communication is a complicated process in which various kinds of
10



information are transmitted, many FL/SL scholars have scrutinized the construct of
communicative competence. Hymes first defined communicative competence as the
competence that “enables us to interpret and negotiate meanings interpersonally
within specific contexts” (Brown, 2000, p.246). Following Hymes’s unprecedented
assertion, scholars, such as Canale and Swain (1980) and Savignon (1983), have tried
to substantiate communicative competence. Among these, the classic model of
communicative competence portrayed by Canale and Swain (1980) and later modified
by Canale (1983) has subcategorized communicative competence into four
components: grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic
competence, and strategic competence.

The first type of competence; linguistic competence refers to Chomskyan
linguistic competence, and the aim of this-ability is:to thelinguistic mastery of a
language, including knowledge of V-ocabular);, rules of morphology, phonology,
syntax, and semantics. Themnext type of-competence, discourse competence, goes
beyond sentential-level grammar to inter-sentential relationships. That is, this
competence deals with skills of producing series of ‘'sentences in a cohesive or
coherent manner. Third, sociolinguistic competence emphasizes the ability to
understand the social context in which the language is used. The social context
mentioned here involves variables, such as roles of communicators, functions of the
interaction, shared information, and other factors that determine the appropriateness
of utterances. The fourth competence in this model, strategic competence, requires the
adept use of either verbal or non-verbal communication strategies to compensate for
possible communicative breakdowns due to insufficient language competence.
Strategies, like paraphrasing, repetition or avoidance, are within this subset.

Canale and Swain’s model of communicative competence has undergone a few

modifications. Bachman’s language competence model in 1990 for example is one of
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the representatives. Notwithstanding disparate terminologies used to explain the
construct of communicative competence among the several models, most scholars
have agreed that aside from linguistic competence, it is suggested that learners be
equipped with skills of conveying appropriate, coherent, and strategically-efficient
utterances to native speakers (Alptekin, 2002). In other words, successful, competent
L2 learners are judged by their capability of using the language appropriately and by
the degree to which they can deal with situational problems and maintain
conversations with native speakers. That is to say, L2 learners have to develop the
ability to behave or act properly in the eyes of native speakers, which requires the
sociolinguistic knowledge of the TL. Accordingly, communicative competence puts
considerable emphasis on language use and not just language usage, to fluency and
not just accuracy. This emphasis aims-to develop the ability of L2 learners to apply
classroom learning to unrehearsed situations ;n the real' world and to act or speak

properly without causing any discourtesy.

The Impact of Communicative Competence: L2 Learning as Enculturation

After the FL/SL professionals acknowledge the importance of communicative
competence, teaching native speakers’ social value, or the sociolinguistics of native
speakers, has become mandatory in language learning classrooms. The reason for
learning the sociolinguistics of the TL community is that the appropriateness of
language use with which communicative competence is concerned only makes sense
within its social context. L2 learners need to become like native speakers of English:
speak like them and act like them in order not to cause any offense while conversing
with native speakers. In this light, lessons that emphasize culture-specific meanings
then are highlighted in the communicative language teaching classroom. Take the

sentence, “Is your mom there?” for example. The traditional language-usage-oriented
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class only centers on vocabulary meanings or grammar. This constrained way of
language instruction has been proven to be of limited benefit to real language use.
Contrary to the traditional way of teaching, in the communicative teaching classroom,
L2 learners need to know not only that this interrogative sentence is used to ask for
the presence of the receiver’s mother, but also that the speaker is expecting an answer
with yes or no to inform whether the receiver’s mother is home. Competent L2
learners also know that when this sentence is spoken in the context of telephone
dialogues, the speaker is expecting the answerer can go call her or his mother to
answer the phone if she is available. This example explicitly explains a sentence can
be used for different functions or for different communicative purposes in varied
contexts. Teaching students to understand context-dependent meanings has become a
niche for educators to teach 1.2 learners:to use the TL as authentically as native
speakers do.

It is clear that L2 learners need this‘ability of context sensitivity to attain
speakers’ real intentions. However, itis not easy for .2 learners to understand those
highly context-dependent meanings, This-challenge is mainly related to the fact that
the social or cultural values between the native community and the target community
are not transferrable since each society exists in its own right. Without the knowledge
of cultural-specific meanings, L2 learners undoubtedly will have problems
understanding native speakers, which can lead to communication breakdowns.

Seeing the necessity of sociolinguistic competence instruction in FL/SL
instruction, we can infer that the focus of FL/SL learning should be directed at
facilitating L2 learners to be “encultured” with cultural conventions of the
target-language community. That is to say, if communicative competence is the
ultimate goal, then FL/SL learning process is akin to a process of “enculturation” in

which L2 learners obtain a set of new social criteria for their behavior and use these
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learned principles to evaluate the appropriateness of their own behavior. Traditionally,
the term enculturation refers to the socialization process in which individuals learn
sets of skills, attitudes, and values that enable them to be fully functioning people in
their own society (Ting-Toomey, 1999). Individuals have been experiencing the
process of enculturation in order to be accepted in the society in which they reside
since birth. However, here the term is used to describe the new socialization process
of L2 learners internalizing primary values or social norms of another culture into
their native value system in their native-culture country. Another similar term
acculturation is often addressed as speaking of foreign culture learning as well.
However, acculturation often describes the socialization process in which immigrants
or refugees learn about the new culture as immersing in the new society and that
process enables them to be adaptive-to their “new’homeland (Ting-Toomey, 1999).
The present study accentuates the irr-lplemente.ltion of foreign language or foreign
culture education in the native culture; a8 aresult,.the termrenculturation, is adopted to
depict the process of foreign'culture learning.

Following the striking impact of communication competence, it is the sense of
“cultural awareness” that influences the modern FL/SL learning profession. It is noted
that “without the cultural dimension, successful communication is often difficult:
comprehension of even basic words and phrases may be partial or approximate, and
speakers and writers may fail to convey their meaning adequately or may even cause
offence (DES, 1990, p. 37).” As such, it can be concluded that cultural learning is
indispensable in language instruction. In fact, words or sentences are used as a
medium or a tool to present meaning; culture, playing the role of an underlying factor,
livens up sets of linguistic entities by offering meaning or functions, which can never
be disregarded.

To sum up, the impact of communicative competence brings up the issue of
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language use, and this new direction for L2 learning does not superficially imply oral
ability outweighs other skills, such as reading or writing. The theory of the
communicative competence model alludes to the importance of helping L2 learners
familiarize with the social norms of the TL. To be more specific, L2 learners are
advised to understand the target culture and further to be capable of acting or speaking
like people from the TL society to send their intended meaning across. In this regard,
L2 learners need to go through a new process of enculturation so as to obtain a new
value system from the target-culture community. The traditional method, which
overlooks cultural studies in the FL/SL learning, seems to fail to usher L2 learners to
an extent that L2 learners can perform properly when carrying out conversations in
the TL. Therefore, a new and efficient way of L2 learning ought to integrate cultural
studies into L2 learning curricula whereby 1.2 learners can understand the viewpoint
of people from the TC, speak the TI_-,, and act .preperly in the right social context.

Yet, the conclusion ofithe imperative integration of seeond/foreign language and
second/foreign culture has put most FI./SL professionals.in a quandary. The
communicative competence model seems-unrealistic and problematic in terms of its
standardized native speaker norms and its negligence of the lingua franca status of

English nowadays.

Problems with Communicative Competence

Following the impact of communicative competence, it is indicated that L2
learners of English need to undergo a new process of second enculturation in which
they learn a new set of social values and then they can behave or speak the TL
properly in the eyes of native speakers of English. In other words, it is vital to have a
set of standardized native speaker norms in order to put the premise of communicative

competence into practice. A model of standardized linguistic features and social
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values of the TL is thus expected to aid SL/FL teaching; however, determining such a
standard model is not easy. This difficulty is in large part attributed to the fact that
English includes many variations.

If we take the traditional viewpoint to determine the legitimate ownership of
English, “inner circle” (Kachru, 1986) countries are infallible candidates. In this way,
each of the following inner circle countries, including the US, Canada, the UK,
Australia, and New Zealand, is entitled to be orthodox. Nonetheless, each variation is
inherent with its own exquisite word choices, sentence structures, and social or
cultural norms. No one can claim that one language pattern is more proper or correct
than the others. If a certain variation is chosen, this must be judged according to social
values, and not according to linguistic norms. As a result, it seems to be impossible to
have a certain standard modél chosen for L.2 learning amongst these inner circle
countries. On top of this, who. are th-e real nat.ive- speakers of English that exemplify
correct and proper language use? Thomas Paikeda self published a book, “The Native
Speaker is Dead!” in 1985, and has contended that native speakership is a linguistic
myth. Since then, this controversial issuie of real native speakers of English has been
critically examined (Davies, 1991; Kachru, 1985; Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996;
Paikeday, 1985; Quirk & Widdowson, 1985; Widdowson, 1994). The entitled native
speaker at the outset refers to people who have a privilege by birth. As they are born
and raised in English-speaking countries, they endow the ability to recognize what is
grammatical or ungrammatical, or what is proper or what is definitely wrong. Having
these intuitive abilities of judging grammaticality and social appropriateness incurs
that many nonnative speakers of English consider them as arbiters when it comes to
uncertain linguistic usages or proper cultural manners. However, as recent decades
have given great attention to non-standard language, the natural endowment of native

speakers has been challenged. It has been found that “native speakers perhaps have a
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natural feel about the language, but they are not always as correct and not as precise
as linguists’ analyses” (Paikeday, 1985, p.43). That is to say, though with natural
inheritance by birth, they do not necessarily construct perfect grammatical sentences.
Those native speakers by birth, at most, can be regarded as “proficient users of the
language.” In this light, communicative competence, adhesive to the premise that
native speakers of English ought to be regarded as ideal models for L2 learners, seems
unrealistic.

Besides, “communicative competence, based on standardized native speaker
norms, fails to reflect the lingua franca status of English” (Alptekin, 2002, p.60).
People in the world use English for various purposes. Due to the effect of
globalization, English has been considered the lingua franca, a common language for
communication among people with-different mother tongues. As early as the
late-1990s, the number of English sl-)eakers, t;oth native and,nonnative speakers, was
approximately around 1.2 billion to 1.5:billion, which was relatively greater than that
of Chinese language, 1.1 billion at that time (Crystal,-1997). Speaking English seems
to be a requirement, proven by the'global fad of English learning. For instance, people
who dwell in the context of “outer circle” (Kachru, 1986), such as Singapore, India,
Ghana, and Hong Kong, use English as their second language as well as the official
language. They use English as a mediating tool under domains as government, law
courts, the academic system or the media. As to people in the “expanding circle”
(Kachru, 1986) countries, like Taiwan, Japan, and Korea; English there is regarded as
a foreign language. Despite English is not given official status, still English is the first
learnt foreign language once they arrive in the education system, and this emphasis on
English is undoubtedly subject to the fact that English now serves as a utilitarian
language, which can help intercultural communication. As indicated above, so many

nonnative speakers of English actually use English to meet different purposes that
17



English conversations can not only occur in nonnative-native cases, but more often in
nonnative-nonnative situations.

With respect to the increasing number of learners who take English as their
second or foreign language, Willowson (1998) warned of the usefulness of native
speaker norms of English to L2 learners, and reported the language that is real for
native speakers is not necessarily real for nonnative speakers. What sense is there for
Taiwanese learners who often do business with Japanese to learn British business
conventions in language classes? In a word, the standardized native speakers’ norms
are unlikely to suit the present situation that English is an international language. In
effect, learners of English language nowadays are advised to develop the abilities of
dealing with communicators from different cultural backgrounds.

In brief, as indicated previously, itis-almost impossible to prioritize English
variations based on linguistic correc-tness. It i.s also apparently unrealistic to follow
native speakers’ linguistic behavior as they are not always eorrect and L2 learners
might in fact have more changes to interact with nonnative speakers of English.
Beyond these, if we really teach standatdized native speaker norms, the efforts are to
no avail. By only teaching native speakers’ culture, L2 learners’ native culture has
been marginalized. The new culture of native speakers bombards L2 learners, causing
them to feel they are placed in a very awkward position of totally embracing native
speakers’ sociolinguistic standards. In fact, L2 learners’ indigenous culture is the most
familiar asset to both teachers and learners. This shared cultural inheritance can serve
as a prompt to second or foreign cultural learning, given that learning becomes
efficient when it is built on something already known. Moreover, the teaching of the
monolithic native speakers’ social acceptability or culture inhibits the development of
multi-competent minds. Nowadays, as situated in the multicultural, multiethnic world,

L2 learners need to have the ability to deal with the coexistence of multiple languages
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or multiple cultures. As a result, the definition of communicative competence requires
modifying in order to become suitable and favorable for all English users across the

globe.

Redefining Communicative Competence

It gradually becomes clear that the real communicative behavior that
communicative competence has proposed needs to be redefined as English now is
used as an international language. The use of English by native speakers in
English-speaking countries is real and so is the use of English by nonnative speakers.
Due to the limitations of communicative competence, Byram (1997) has added an
“intercultural dimension” into the:model, and proposed a new concept of
“intercultural competence”. He then-redefined Canale and Swain’s definitions of
linguistic, sociolinguistic and discm;rse competence and the,components of
intercultural competence proposed by Byram are listed as follows.

® “Linguistic competence: the'ability to apply, knowledge of the rules of a

standard version of the language to-produce and interpret spoken and
written language.”

® “Sociolinguistic competence: the ability to give to the language produced by

the interlocutor—whether native speakers or not—meanings which are
taken for granted by the interlocutor or which are negotiated and made
explicit with the interlocutor.”

® “Discourse competence: the ability to use, discover and negotiate strategies

for the production and interpretation of monologue or dialogue texts which
follow the conventions of the culture of an interlocutor or are negotiated as
intercultural texts for the particular purposes (Byram, 1997, pp. 48).”

Byram’s revised model retains some of the primary essence of Canale and
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Swain’s model. His redefinition of linguistic competence takes the dimension of
language use into account, which explicitly states the ultimate objective of language
learning lies in whether learners can activate linguistic rules and execute those in
unrehearsed, authentic situations, and whether they can apply those rules to interpret
interlocutors’ intended meaning. The redefinition of sociolinguistic competence
excludes the standardized native speaker sociolinguistic norm and includes meanings
that are taken for granted by the interlocutor. Learners need to have the ability to
discover those implicit meanings or negotiate with the interlocutor to make the tacit
meanings explicit. By the same token, the redefinition of discourse competence also
considers the abilities of discovery and negotiation. However, Byram mentioned that
discourse competence requires the ability of adaptation, meaning the ability that
learners and their interlocutors can negotiate their modes of interaction so as to fit into
the nature of intercultural communiéation. B};ram illustrated that this adaptability
might include, for instance; negotiated meta-commentary, meaning that each side of
the interaction knows when or how te interrupt the normal flow of conversation or
knows when or how to ask for further elaberation on differences or dysfunctions if
ever emergent during the talk.

As indicated by Byram, communicative competence needs to take intercultural
aspect into account to face the reality of English now serving as an international
language. He then has coined the term intercultural competence to make up for the
limitation of communicative competence. With competent intercultural competence,
L2 learners, as intercultural speakers, have the ability “to interact with others, to
accept other perspectives and perceptions of the world, to mediate between different
perspectives, to be conscious of their evaluations of difference” (Kramsch, 1998, pp.
5). Moreover, Byram and Fleming (1998) also defined intercultural speakers as “...the

learners who are aware of their own identities and cultures and of how they perceive
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by others, and who also has an understanding of the identities and cultures of those
with whom they are interacting.” All these definitions conclude that intercultural
speakers have the ability to reflect on their native value system or cultural assets,
along with the ability to observe or discover foreign cultures. In other words, curious
and open to foreign cultures, intercultural speakers will enquire about information of
another culture. During the inquiry of another culture, learners can justify their
stereotypes upon another culture by real encounters with the representatives of the
certain foreign culture and gradually develop a much more objective viewpoint on
otherness. Their stereotypical thoughts, such as Americans always do this, or Japanese
always do that, will be modified as they learn to consider that situational factors (e.g.
education background, personalitics and socio-economic status) can possibly affect
the cultural phenomena that they have ebserved. Aside from the benefit of acquiring
knowledge of another culture and dispelling (;ultural myths,,intercultural speakers will
try to understand how one’s own culture’is viewed by others and then magnify
self-culture of which they usually are:not consciously aware, the process also known
as “reflexive impact” (Byram & Fleming;1998), a focus on learners’ native culture. In
the way, L2 learners also as intercultural speakers can be much able to deal with

social or cultural encounters that occur in today’s multiethnic or multicultural world.

Intercultural Communication

Factors in Intercultural Communication

Byram (1997) asserted that intercultural communication involves several key
components (refer to Figure 2.3): attitudes, knowledge, and skills and critical cultural

awareness.
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Figure 2.3 Factors in Intercultural Communication

Byram (1997) explained that attitudes refer to the feelings one holds toward
people from other cultural communities. FL/SL teachers mostly concern L2 learners’
attitudes toward those people who .are perceived as.different in terms of their cultural
meanings, beliefs, and behaviors, for theseattitudes readily become prejudices or
stereotypes. Seeing that the factor/of attitudes 1s preconditioned to successful
intercultural communication, Byram suggested that competent intercultural speakers
be required “to have attitudes of curiosi‘-ty and openr-less, readiness to suspend
disbelief about other cultures and belief about one’s ewn” (Byram et al., 2001, p.5).
That is to say, L2 learners need to undergo a process of dismantling their subjective
world view and reconstructing a new reality. This process is called “tertiary
socialization” (Byram, 1989), in which learners are able to “decentre” (Kohlberg et al.,
1983) and internalize other’s perspectives into their own.

Moreover, the success is also dependent upon whether one has enough
knowledge of self and another culture to uphold intercultural communication.
Knowledge here refers to the knowledge an individual brings to an intercultural
interaction. Knowledge here is defined as “the knowledge of social groups and their
products and practice in one’s own and in one’s interlocutor’s country, and of the

general processes of societal and individual interaction” (Byram et al., 2001). In other
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words, knowledge encompasses two types: knowledge of one’s own culture and
another culture, and knowledge of interaction at both individual and societal levels.

The first type of knowledge an intercultural speaker needs is received through
family education or the process of socialization given in one’s native society. In fact,
this common, shared knowledge with people from the same social background
contains the knowledge that enables an individual to address what is emblematic of
his/ her culture, and to distinguish his/her culture from another culture and to mark the
boundaries (Barth, 1969). Moreover, the knowledge of one’s own culture also
facilitates the knowledge development of other culture. Byram explained that
knowledge of other cultures is mostly obtained by going through the process of
constant comparison of one’s own and other culture.;For example, how can a
woman’s right be interpretediof differences in one’s ownand other culture? After
specifying disparities between self a-nd others., anindividual,soon acknowledges other
culture in relation to self one, and forms‘an understanding of the foreign culture. That
is to say, knowledge of one’s culture ahd knowledge of other culture go hand in hand
because for learners to understand othet cultures often needs to be based upon
learners’ knowledge of one’s native culture.

Regarding the second type of knowledge, the knowledge of interaction at both
individual and societal levels is closely related to the first type; in fact, the first type
of knowledge leads to the development of the second type of knowledge. The first
type of knowledge, knowledge of one’s and other culture, could foster the awareness
of how one’s own culture has been perceived by others, and how one’s beliefs or
behaviors have been influenced by the macro social context of one’s native country.
All of the awareness mentioned above constitutes his or her knowledge of how to
interact with people from other culture and provides groundwork for successful

intercultural communication. The more awareness an individual has been aroused
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after the examination of the relation between one’s own and other culture and degrees
of how one is subject to one’s own culture, the more knowledge he or she knows
about how ways to interact with people from another country.

In addition to the components of attitudes and knowledge, Byram continued that
the nature of intercultural exchange process is mostly based on the functions of the
skills interlocutors bring to the interaction. The skills here are divided into two types:
firstly, skills of interpreting and relating and secondly, skills of discovering and
interacting.

The first type of skill refers to the “ability to interpret a document or an event
from another culture, to explain it and relate it to documents, or events from one’s
own” (Byram et al., 2001, p.6). During the interpreting procedure, one relies on his or
her knowledge of one’s own‘culture-and on that of the foreign culture, to find out any
common grounds, similar concepts (-)r values, and cultural connotative meanings
between the two cultures, or discover contradicting culturaliconcepts that possibly
lead to cross-translation failtre..As can be seen, the skill of interpreting is based upon
the skill of finding the relationships between one’s and other culture; moreover,
Byram addressed that competent intercultural speakers are expected to find out
possible solutions to intercultural communication failure or to pinpoint unsolvable
issues when making meanings across cultures.

The second type of skill, the skill of discovering or interacting, refers to “the
ability to acquire new knowledge of a culture and cultural practices and the ability to
operate knowledge, attitudes and skills under the constraints of real-time
communication and interaction” (Byram et al., 2001, p.6). Based upon Byram’s
elaboration on this type of skill, this skill comes into play when one only has limited
knowledge or no knowledge of the foreign culture. The skill of discovering can be

operated in one’s own time whereas the skill of interacting must consider the demands
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of social interaction, such as the constraints of time, mutual perceptions and attitudes.
Finally, competent intercultural speakers need a great degree of critical cultural
awareness. Byram et al. (2001) explained this critical cultural awareness is “an ability
to evaluate, critically and on the basis of explicit criteria, perspectives, practices and
products in one’s own and other cultures and countries (p.7).” To put it differently,
competent intercultural speakers are required to be mindful of their own values,
inclusive of their degrees of openness, curiosity or tolerance toward another culture,
as well as how their values have affected their viewpoint on others or otherness.
Byram (1997) added that lessons for critical cultural awareness do not aim to cause
any changes in learners’ values, but to make their own values or native cultural
heritage explicit and conscious. Moreover, thereis afundamental value position that
all language teachers need tofacilitate L2 learners to develop. That is, to promote a
position that learners acknowledge 1;espect fo.r human dignity and equality of human
rights as the democratic basis for socialdnteraction (Byranret al., 2002). This pursuit
of dignity and equality overall is believed to be the ultimate goal for L2 learners in the
cultural learning. Byram (2000) also proposed criteria for assessment of intercultural

competence, and the criteria are listed in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Criteria for Accessing Intercultural Competence (Byram, 2000)

A. Interest in other people's way of life

1. I am interested in other people's experience of daily life, particularly those things
not usually presented to outsiders through the media.
2. I am also interested in the daily experience of a variety of social groups within a

society and not only the dominant culture.
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B. Ability to change perspective

® [ have realised that I can understand other cultures by seeing things from a

different point of view and by looking at my culture from their perspective.

C. Ability to cope with living in a different culture

® [ am able to cope with a range of reactions I have to living in a different culture

(euphoria, homesickness, physical and mental discomfort etc.)

D. Knowledge about another country and culture

1. I know some important facts about living in the other culture and about the
country, state and people.
2. I'know how to engage in conversation with people of the other culture and

maintain a conversation.

E. Knowledge about intercultural communication

1. I know how to resolvesmisunderstandings which arise from people's lack of
awareness of the view-point of another culture.

2. I know how to discover new information and new aspects of the other culture for
myself.

Difficulties in Intercultural Communication

Barna in 1994 categorized six stumbling blocks in intercultural communication:
assumption of similarities, language differences, nonverbal misinterpretations,
preconceptions and stereotypes, tendency to evaluate and high anxiety. The six types
of difficulties in intercultural communication are elaborated below.

The first type of intercultural communication results from the misbelief that
“there are sufficient similarities among people of the world to make communication
easy (p.337).” According to Barna, some people would assume that we are all human
beings so that we have common requirements such as food, shelter, security and

others which make us alike. However, this assumption neglects how differently
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people could react to these biological and social needs. In fact, these common
biological similarities are less helpful when it comes to communication. During
conversation, we exchange opinions or information or cooperate to work out issues. In
order to handle the delicate interaction, we can not merely depend on the biological
commonalities among humans.

The second intercultural communication hurdle is derived from language
differences. The difference of vocabulary, syntax, idioms, slang, dialects, pragmatics
and so on all could lead to a hazard of intercultural communication breakdown. Barna
added that the worst language problem is that people have a tendency to cling on one
meaning of a new word or a phrase without considering its cultural connotation. An
example of “Won’t you have some tea?” was mentioned by Barna. After hearing the
sentence, a nonnative speakér of English answered; No, meaning that he or she wants
some tea. However, the U.S. hostess-, overlool;s the double negatives because of the
common usage, and the guest eventually gets no tea.

The third type is nonverbal misinterpretations. People from different cultures see,
feel, hear, and smell differently. These different senses cause people from different
culture to interpret what they see or hear in different ways. For example, a glance of a
wink may mean nothing in one culture, while it might be a nonverbal signal in another
country, showing a person has a crush on someone.

The fourth stumbling block is the presence of preconceptions and stereotypes.
Stereotypes and preconceptions one hold could interfere with his or her viewpoints on
the reality. Barna described that stereotypes are very hard to be removed, even with
some evidence, because they are solidly established as myths of truism by one’s own
national culture. As such, people tend to selectively perceive pieces of new
information that corresponds to their imagined reality.

Another hurdle to understanding between different ethnic groups is the tendency
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to evaluate. It is likely that people think their culture or ways of life is proper or right.
This skewed thought could deter the subjective attention needed to perceive the
behaviors from the other’s point of view. Once a cultural difference is noticed, the
communication could be cut off by arising emotions and feelings toward the
difference. In place of the possible emerging evaluation on the difference, this is the
time to look and listen emphatically. Also, it is time to open one’s mind and to have
the courage to “risk changing our own perceptions and values to dare to comprehend
why someone thinks and acts differently from us (p.342).”

The last deterrent mentioned to intercultural communication is high anxiety. Too
much anxiety or tension will lead to defenses, such as distorted perceptions,
withdrawal or hostility. Barna added that high anxiety, unlike the other five categories,
can be distinct or underlie the other-stumbling blocks. For example, the use of
stereotypes and preconceptions can -be the de’;“ense mechanism to alleviate the stress of
intercultural communication. Moreover;'tense feeling could:affect both parties in the
dyad. A person in the host country may feel uncomfortable as talking with a foreigner;
likewise, the foreign member in the communication could feel uneasy when their
normal behaviors are challenged by the host national. Both sides of the
communication could employ defenses or other mechanism to deal with

overwhelming anxiety.

Cultural Instruction in Second/Foreign Language Learning
FL/SL teachers have recognized the importance of cultural studies, but linking
language learning and cultural studies seems to be uneasy or even uncomfortable for
most educators. The problem lies in the fact that the teaching of culture is relatively
new and a considerable number of FL/SL teachers are uncertain about what culture

really is. Indeed, the term culture is easy to address, but hard to define. This
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uncertainty can bring forth misuse of teaching methods. For example, it is not
uncommon to see some FL/SL teachers, based on their intuition, directly transfer
teaching methods used in linguistic instruction to the teaching of culture regardless of
the different nature of these two types of study. Some of the teachers, for instance,
write cultural notes on the board and ask students to memorize them. If cultural
studies are all about memorizing cultural notes, we can foresee learners will be
petrified by how thick textbooks have become after adding numerous pages of
cultural notes. Learners’ queasy feelings over the heavy study-load prohibit them from
setting foot in the realm of cultural studies. In other words, L2 learners’ motivation to
learn about another culture or desire to speak with people from another culture will
wane in cases of the use of improper teaching approaches. Therefore, what we
expected — cultural studies in SL/FLlearning ¢an help learners have openness
attitudes toward another culture or help them .become intercultural speakers in a long
run (Bateman, 2002) —has-become meréely a wishful thought.

In order to foster successful cultural teaching in the:language learning,
Robinson-Stuart and Nocon (1996) signified three different viewpoints on culture that
had ever been implemented in the language learning: a) culture as automatic outcome,
(b) culture as knowledge, and (c) culture as a process. They have decried the first two
viewpoints and have explained that culture studies should be built upon the canon that
culture resides in the process of interaction. The three perspectives are illustrated in

the following respectively.

Culture as Automatic Qutcome

The first cultural learning perspective Robinson-Stuart and Nocon (1996)
mentioned is based on the mistaken assumption that learning a FL/SL language will

automatically open doors to the culture of the language. In other words, this statement
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assumes that even without any pedagogical treatment on the facilitation of the cultural
study, learning a foreign language itself will enable learners to arise intercultural
awareness so that they could tolerate and handle misunderstanding resulting from
cultural differences. However, this perspective is problematic. Robinson (1978)
contended, “No research has shown attitude change to be an automatic outcome of
any type of foreign language instruction” (p.138). In other words, without intervention,
language learners are unlikely to develop a high interest in another culture naturally.
In fact, some empirical studies attempted to examine this
“Magic-Carpet-Ride-to-Another-Culture” (Robinson, 1978) assumption and
investigated to what degree the language instruction itself could possibly influence
learners’ attitudes toward the culture of the languagesthey learned and toward people
from the culture. The findings of these studies are. documented as follows.

First, the classic St. Lambert’s -experime;lt conducted 1n Canada in 1973 revealed
that functional bilingualism could be achieved even under a program in which
linguistic experience had no*pesitive effect on attitudes towards speakers of the
language (cited in Robinson-Stuart' & Noecon;11996): That is to say, for learners to
develop competent second /foreign language abilities does not require positive
attitudes toward the foreign culture. They further showed that the test group of
English-speaking children, who had been in French immersion class from Grade 1 to
Grade 5 held the same attitudes toward French culture as the control group, who only
attended normal English class.

Two decades later in 1991, similar results were found in Nocon’s study. The data
derived from 500 students in the beginner Spanish classes in San Diego State
University showed that studying a foreign language was unlikely to generate a
positive attitude toward speakers of the language or even had any effects on their

attitude. What is more, Nocon discovered that most of the learners agonized over the
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language learning because the class was a required course. Instead of growing high
interest, the likelihood was that the learners’ agony toward the TL expanded to the
culture or to people from the culture in cases of language learning being forced.

In conclusion, in light of Byram’s intercultural communication model, successful
intercultural communication requires openness attitudes, meaning curious and tolerant
attitudes to cross-cultural differences, and perceptive awareness of one’s own culture
and another culture. Nonetheless, all of the prior studies have concluded that language
learning more or less leads to negative attitudes to the culture where the TL is used or
to people from the culture in cases of language classes being required. This
negative-attitude generation is commonly seen in the EFL countries, such as Taiwan,
Japan, and Korea where English is not an official language but English is required
learning during compulsory-<education years. If we-hope for the success of cultural
studies, teaching methods ought to r-equire in;piring culture-acquisition procedures in
which learners can changestheir negative attitudes.toward another culture and help
learners be aware of their stéreotypical or negative opinions on another culture or
people from the culture. It is evident that intercultural understanding is never the

natural outgrowth of language learning.

Culture as Knowledge

The second cultural viewpoint that Robinson-Stuart and Nocon (1996) contended
is based on the false assumption that culture learning is about the acquisition of
foreign culture knowledge. This cultural perspective assumes that culture is embodied
in numbers of cultural facts, which can be learned and cognitively consumed. In this
sense, culture teaching should mainly focus on informing learners of as much
knowledge as possible and intercultural understanding will then occur. Following this

incorrect assumption, the use of cultural textbooks would be the easiest way to present
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culture lessons, given these commercial materials contain cultural specifications,
already well edited and organized by themes, and they are available at teachers’
disposal. However, becoming gradually more aware of the weak link between cultural
knowledge and learners’ intercultural awareness and understanding, FL teachers are
discovering that all their efforts to the intercultural competence development are futile,
based upon the following empirical evidence.

Bateman (2002) presented the students’ evaluation results of the Spanish class, in
which cultural components were taught via textbook articles. Overall, the textbooks
were concerned with political and social issues and the class was lectured by a native
speaker from Spain. Several learners gave negative evaluation on the cultural learning

sections of the class:

“The weakest aspect of;the course was having to learn culture, I personally,
would improve the class by teachingsmore of the language and not as much, if

any, culture.”

“Spending a lot more time on'the.gframmariand making sure it is understood

would help a lot. It’s great learning the culture, but I came to learn how to speak,

!”

listen, and write Spanish

“I feel like the concentration on culture severely detracted from my learning of
the language (and I pay to learn language)” (p.319).

The results indicate that language learners see little or no connection between
language learning and cultural learning when cultural learning is all about the
knowledge gained of another culture (Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996; Bateman,
2002). Even if the cultural learning is embedded with interesting cultural topics, such
as festivals, food, or the like, still, learners do not seem to understand why the culture
information introduced can be beneficial to them or to their intercultural competence;
these highlighted cultural notes would only be considered as another part of the

course requirements awaiting learners to be cognitively absorbed. It is predictable that
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FL/SL teachers will feel disappointed after seeing that culture learning is regarded as
an unpopular subject for L2 learners, no matter how hard they try to spoon-feed
students with foreign-culture knowledge. What is worse, this perspective of culture
learning can backfire. Textbooks tend to pluralize almost all cultural specifications,
such as all Canadians do this; all French do that. In this way, cultural stereotypes are
strengthened and L2 learners are unconsciously taught to build tall walls or strict
barriers for racial or cultural discrimination.

All this eloquence makes an insightful conclusion: culture, unlike subject matters,
is never inclusive of sets of knowledge. This does not imply the unimportance of the
knowledge of another culture. Byram (1997) has mentioned the knowledge of another
culture is a staple factor in successful intercultural communication. Yet this is to say
that most learners acquire kiowledge of another culture in their native country
perhaps through media, books or lec-tures. M(;st 1.2 learners.do not favor this kind of
culture knowledge gained in a way for this cultural teaching approach hardly helps
them see the connection between foreign cultural’ knowledge and the opportunities of
increasing their communicative competence-of the TL. Furthermore, these
preconceptions of another culture obtained through this kind of cultural teaching
approach might not always be correct or be applicable to all situations in the TL
community, but L2 learners barely have a chance to validate the cultural information
told by textbooks or lecturers. In this light, the cultural knowledge from documents or
other sources is important. What is more important for L2 learners is that they can
have a chance to receive first-hand information so that they can develop their own
perceptions of another culture rather than being told by others or books, and then they
can gradually realize the substantial role of culture playing in reaching intercultural

understanding.
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Culture as Process

Considering culture as a process is the third cultural learning perspective stated
by Robinson and Nocon (1996). This viewpoint is based on the recent constructivist
perspective that culture is constructed by people in their everyday lives, and language
is the main tool for constructing culture (Roberts et al., 2001). It is implied that
culture is not static, stored in sets of cultural artifacts or forms; culture is dynamic and
active in the lives of people. In other words, to seek cross-cultural understanding, 1.2
learners ought to be open to executing interpersonal interaction with people from the
foreign culture in which both sides of the interaction exchange cultural information
and interpret or negotiate meaning. This viewpoint of cultural studies emphasizing
negotiating meaning coincides with the definition ofcultural understanding proposed
by Robinson in 1988:

“Cultural understanding is an ongoing, dynamic process.in which learners
continually synthesize eultural input§ with their own past and present experience
in order to create meaning. As such, cultural understanding involves a synthesis
between the learner’s home culture; thetarget culture input and the learner as an
individual” (pp.11-12).

As indicated, through meaning negotiation during interaction, L.2 learners are
aware of one’s own culture and try to better understand the foreign culture from the
perspective of the interlocutor. It is noted in Robinson’s “Color Purple” theory that to
reach intercultural understanding does not require L2 learners to forego their native
value system or cultural inheritance. Imagine that the native culture and the foreign
culture are two individual circles inherent with their respective unique cultural
heritage: the native culture is shaded in blue; the foreign culture is shaded in red.
Intercultural understanding arrives at the state that L2 learners can develop a “purple”

vision, the overlapping part of the two circles to value both the native culture and the
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foreign culture. To put it differently, with the purple vision comes the state the 1.2
learners can progress from an ethnocentric view of the world to one that can recognize
the existence of diverse cultural perspectives. L2 learners then can quote cultural
phenomena, considering the specification of the cultural factors, such as age, gender,
regional origin, ethnic background, and social class (Kramsch, 1993). In this way,
cultural stereotypes can further be justified by the help of authentic information
collected from direct interaction with people from the foreign-culture community.

In brief, cultural studies are necessary in language learning programs. However,
some FL/SL teachers though with enthusiasm may not effectively guide learners to
the stage where learners can see the relationship between cultural studies and being
well functioning members in today’s multi-cultural world. This failure of the cultural
teaching is largely due to thewreality-that culture is.a coneeptual term, which confuses
most FL/SL educators. As known th-at compe;ent language learners in terms of
linguistic aspect are not analogous to.competent intercultural communicators, the
teaching of culture is advised.to.be incorporated into language learning syllabi in
order to facilitate successful intercultural communication. Nevertheless, cultural
studies cannot be delivered via the study of cultural facts of another culture. We
cannot deny that those highlighted cultural notes to some degrees, help learners
imagine what another culture is like. Yet this information of another culture would
interfere with the contact of people from foreign cultures in ways that the previously
learnt cultural knowledge has stereotyped learners’ perception on another culture.
Instead of infusing cultural learning with lots of cultural knowledge, cultural learning
needs genuine interactions with foreign cultures so that learners can dismantle
stereotypes and go through the process of “tertiary socialization” (Byram, 1989) in
order to rebuild one’s new world view. It is noted that after being familiar with more

and more individuals from the foreign culture, learners will gradually realize that
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generalizations cannot be applicable to everyone (La Brack, 1993). All in all, since
culture is not sets of knowledge, but a way of living, learners are best to have a close
contact with people of another culture. Unlike outcome of teaching cultures through
sets of cultural facts, the cultural knowledge received through interaction is
meaningful to L2 learners for the interlocutor, to some extent, is a live cultural artifact,
entity from the foreign culture. The interlocutor himself or herself transmits cultural
information in a common language with a L2 learner in the way that the learner can
see how the foreign culture has nurtured or influenced the interlocutor and how he or
she differs from the L2 learner in certain ways. Only after experiencing this process
can L2 learners see how a language learned can facilitate successful interpersonal
interaction with people from another country, acquire foreign cultures, expand their
horizon at cultural differencés acress the globe, and finally arrive at the “purple

vision” to value otherness.

Incorporation of Intercultural Contact into Language Class
Under the premise that culture is a process, cultural learning is advised to be
implemented via authentic intercultural interaction. The previous research relevant to
cultural learning through authentic intercultural contact can be generally divided into
three types: travel abroad programs, virtual intercultural interaction, and face to face
intercultural contact in one’s own country. These three types are further elaborated in

the following.

Travel-abroad Programs

The most direct way to encourage intercultural contact is to place language
learners in a foreign country. Some language class syllabi thus have been integrated

with “study abroad” program that involves a period of short time of staying in
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foreign-culture nations. This kind of class of incorporating a travel abroad session into
the language learning has proven to have positive influences on learners.

Analyzing the collection of interviews with 50 students who spent a year in a
European country, Murphy-Lejeune (2003) claimed that travel-abroad experiences
could have considerable influence on language and culture knowledge, social
competence, strategic skills, and attitudes.

The results in the study indicated that the cultural knowledge gained from the
experiences include (a) history, geography, economics, politics, literature, (b)
sociocultural knowledge, and (c) study/work-based knowledge. As for the language
aspect, communicative competence was mentioned to be improved.

Moreover, it is addressed that:the travel experiences boosted the students’ social
confidence in ways that they’knew how:to establish new social relationship better.
Since living abroad requires the abil-ity of sel% managing one’s life, the
student-travelers reported that their self-confidence was elevated because they but no
others had to cope with all the trivial.of life: taking in charge of one’s life needs
courage and confidence, and having the full-ability to handle life events proves
student-travelers themselves.

Last but not least, the enrichment of the student-travelers derived from the
travel-abroad experience came from a deeper thinking of their self identities and of
the relation between self and other or otherness in the unfamiliar social surroundings.
For instance, the travel experience enabled one of the students to reflect upon the
relation between self and other by saying that it was easy to conjure up some thinking,
like someone wearing that sort of clothes, I was not going to talk to him in the
native-culture country, but this type of racist opinions was less likely to come up in
the unfamiliar social context. As seen, this kind of distance-maintaining manner is

hard to sustain since unfamiliarity leads to the suspension of judgments on others. The
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study also proposed an empirically-driven model of the four types of development

that language learners can gain from travel abroad experiences.

Table 2.2 A Model for Student-travelers’ Development in Learning Abroad Program

(1) Knowledge

® Factual knowledge: history, geography, economics, politics, literature, etc.

® Sociocultural realities: understanding contemporary society, it’s structure and
rules,

®  Study/work-based knowledge in a professional milieu and

® [anguage proficiency and communicative competence.

(2) Strategic skills
® Autonomy: to live on one’s own (previous experiences, organizational
know-how)and

® Self-confidence: learning ‘how to cope’.

(3) Social Competence
® Communicative and social confidence: sociability, sociocultural participation
and

® Relational ease or how to,get on with people: establishing new social relations.

(4) Personal and interpersonal attitudes
® Openness: curiosity, tolerance; flexibility and™

® (ritical awareness of self and others: learning culture as intercultural.

Further, in order to enrich learners’ intercultural experiences when abroad,
studies such as Barro, Byram, Grimm, Morgan and Roberts (1993), Hickey (1980),
Jurasek (1995), Roberts et al. (2001), and Roberts (2003) have been integrated with
the ethnographic method. It was expected that with well trained ethnographic methods
prior to overseas traveling, student-travelers would become better observers or
explorers when abroad. This type of research generally follows three sequential
stages.

® The first stage: language teachers help learners acquire and practice

ethnographic skills in the native country;

® The second stage: learners exercise the ethnographic skills to explore the

target culture while abroad;
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L The third stage: learners recount and write the travel experience after

returning back home.

At the first stage, learners at the current stage are advised to acquire the integral
skills of ethnography. Learners at this stage are trained to be “professional strangers”
(Agar, 2000) once they are abroad. The paradoxical term means that someone is
defined as an outsider because of the lack of familiarities whereas he or she is rich in
skills to obtain information. Equipped with ethnographic skills, he or she seems to be
given a new identity that legitimizes that he or she can be a stranger in systematic
ways to observe or participate in foreign cultural events.

After acquiring the skills, learners arrive at the second stage of traveling aboard,
in which they experience being intercultural learnersrand employing the skills learnt
to deepen the intercultural experiencessThis stage.mainly‘concerns the issue of
identity, which involves considering- the relati.on- between self and others (Roberts,
2003).

After returning to their'native country, learners are committed to drawing upon
all the experiences and recountingtheir travel'stories by writing up their ethnographic
project .The third stage is more concerned with “knowing” something of the group
they have studied.

Among these studies of the integration of ethnographic interviews with
intercultural contact, it was indicated that high quality cultural information was
elicited during the trip; furthermore, the awareness of stereotypes or preconditioned
thoughts were aroused in a great degree for further justification because learners
relied more on their own observation of reality rather than on perceived knowledge
(Barro et al., 1993). In addition, Roberts (2003) revealed that the “travel-abroad,
living as an ethnographic life” project could offer personal development in that

learners formed the “habit of reflexivity” to falsify the assumption that cultural facts
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are the only benefits that could receive from the intercultural contact. Aside from
culture and language learning, the project also could bring forth “deep learning”
(Entwistle, 1981), which is characterized as being able to examine new facts and ideas

critically, and make links into their existing cognitive structure.

Virtual Intercultural Contact

Additionally, due to the advent of the Internet access, virtual intercultural contact
also becomes feasible. Learners can have intercultural contact without leaving their
own country. That is, their learning is no longer impeded by high expenses of
overseas traveling because computer technologies have helped melted the
geographical boundaries among eountries. Email, Skype, MSN, 1CQ, and other
cutting-edge communication“interfacesior devices fulfill the need of crossing cultures
in the language education.

Aware of the dominanee of homogenized American culture portrayed by
Hollywood movies or American popular sitcoms, Galloway (1995) assisted Japanese
EFL university students to understand cultural relativity by email correspondence
with students in Los Angeles. The email correspondence was conducted after class
discussion on selected cultural themes, and therefore, Japanese learners could carry on
the topic and discuss with their keypals for further exploration. The accumulative
feedback on this email activity revealed most of the students gave positive responses
to the project. On top of this, a significant discovery in the study was that some of the
students who attended in the project formed a lasting contact with their keypals.
Galloway pinpointed that one of the student tried to explain to his keypal why
Japanese was not likely to accept offers of help from aboard during the time when
Kobe earthquake vigorously struck Japan, which entails that this activity can facilitate

both sides to open their mind and enable either side to explain or clarify intercultural
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misunderstanding to the other side.

Similarly, Ham (1995) incorporated email-writing activities into the Advanced
German Conversation and Writing Course taken by undergraduate university students
in the US in a great effort to enhance intercultural learning experience. The
intercultural exchange took place by email communication with native German
partners who took American studies in the American learners’ sister university in
Kassel, Germany. American students revealed that they talked about the cultural
themes, naturally emerging during the process of negotiating meaning, and because of
this way of choosing topics, what they discussed became much more meaningful and
relevant to themselves. Ham concluded that the success of the email project largely
depended on chances of direct contact as opposed toithe traditional way of informing
learners of second-hand cultiiral infermation.

More recently, Liaw and J ohnso-n (2001) .implemented a virtual interaction via
email correspondence between university EFL students in Taiwan and pre-service
ESL teachers in the US. Data were gathered from email entries and end-of-project
reports to lighten up intercultural communication process. The findings showed that
the recurrent cultural themes over the email communication include: (a) geographical
information, (b) holiday celebrations, (c) school systems, (d) names, (e) holidays,
language, and religion, (f) interpersonal relationships, and (g) current events. In
addition, the study indicated that Taiwan students after the project realized the
significance of the fact of culture to the success of intercultural communication aside
from linguistic competence. The students reported that they had realized that language
deficiency was not the only factor of communication breakdown; the awareness of
cultural subtleties was as important as linguistic competence.

Liaw (2006) conducted a study in which EFL learners in Taiwan utilized an

online learning environment developed to foster the learners’ intercultural competence
41



through reading articles focusing on topics of Taiwan’s culture and communicating
their responses with speakers of the target language. The findings showed that all the
EFL learners could still communicate fluently with the speakers of the target language
without the help the online tools. In addition, four types of intercultural competences
were discovered after the analysis of the students’ e-forum entries: (a) interest in
knowing other people’s way of life and introducing one’s own culture to others, (b)
abilities to change perspective, (c¢) knowledge about one’s own and others’ culture for
intercultural communication, and (d) knowledge about intercultural communication
processes.

As indicated above, virtual communication, though not as authentic as
face-to-face communication, could also serve asan alternative teaching method to
facilitate open attitudes to foreign culture and increase intercultural understanding
(Liaw & Johnson, 2001). As a matte:r of fact, .in the today’s globalization world,
having face to face intercultural commuiication without traveling abroad is feasible
for L2 learners; however, few,studies:have drawn attention to face-to-face
intercultural interaction in learners’ native eountry, except for Robinson-Stuart and

Nocon’s study in 1996.

Face-to- face Intercultural Contact in One’s Own Country

Robinson-Stuart and Nocon’s study was inclusive of 26 college students, mostly
native speakers of English, who took elementary-level Spanish class at San Diego
State University. After a few times of in-class training of interviewing skills, the
learners were to manage face-to-face interviews with native speakers of Spanish.
Most of those students chose to interview international students; some interviewed
people in their residential communities or work places. After the interviews, learners

were required to present their interview experiences in Spanish in class. Students’
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in-class presentations together with prior and post questionnaires of concerning
learners’ attitude change were collected for data analysis. The qualitative and
quantitative data collected revealed that the close interaction with the representatives
of native speakers of Spanish would have positive effects on learners’ desire to learn
Spanish and on their attitudes toward Spanish speakers.

Years later, Bateman (2002) replicated the study of Robinson-Stuart and Nocon
(1996) with the additional attention to learners’ TL (Spanish) use during intercultural
interviews. Aside from the emphasis of intercultural competence, the study also
inspected learners’ language learning aspects, such as (a) how much time they spent in
the interviews, (b) how much the TL they spoke, and (c) the relationship between
these variables and students’ attitudes toward the TLsand the speakers of the TL at the
end of the project. The data were collected from 35 college students out of two
second-year Spanish classes. Overal-l, the ﬁn«iings showed a tendency that the more
time students’ spent with their interviewees, the more benefit they received from the
project. However, some students indicated their difficulties to prolong the interviews
because their interviewees were not talkative enough to give them much in-depth
information. In addition, commonly mentioned comments made by the students after
listening to in-class presentations were categorized as follows: (a) many Hispanic
cultures have similar values and beliefs, (b) Hispanic people tend to be more
family-oriented than Americans, (c) gender roles in Hispanic countries differ from
those in the United States, (d) many Hispanic people have similar perceptions of
American culture, (e) Hispanics, like Americans, are all different. It was noted by
Bateman that these sorted comments, such as gender roles or families, showed
generalizations after listening to the presentations; however, the author has argued that
generalization is a normal part of cultural studies, which does not always consist of

stereotypes. These generalizations will gradually be modified after several contacts
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with people from the culture. His argument is supported by the students’ comments, “I
always had a stereotyping image, because of [our textbook], that all Spanish-speaking
people were very religious, and that isn’t true.” and “I learned things not in books.
Hispanic people, just like Americans, are all different.”

More recently, Su (2008) incorporated intercultural contact into her English
Listening Course in the EFL context, Taiwan. Twenty-six college students were
grouped and each group worked to find a native speaker of English in their
neighborhood and arrange at least two interviews with him or her within three weeks.
Five teams interviewed Americans, four interviewed Canadians, and five interviewed
British people. After the interview task, each group carried their intercultural
experience to class by preparing an oral report and then delivering to the class. The
data indicated that the task helped facilitate the development of cross-cultural
awareness, and communication skill-s in ways. that it provides opportunities for EFL
learners to look into the values of the target language countries, learn new ways to
view their own culture, incréase confidence in using English to communicate, and
regard being able to conduct authentic communication as the ultimate EFL learning
goal.

In short, this whole section has covered previous studies that laid stress on the
importance of intercultural contact to language-and-culture learning. As indicated,
intercultural contact benefits language and cultural learning in many ways. First, the
interaction can possibly increase learners’ knowledge of the foreign cultures in ways
that learners, as communicators and observers, talk about topics chosen by learners
themselves; cultural topics can be further extended. The cultural knowledge obtained
through this give-and-take negotiation is high-quality cultural knowledge in that the
knowledge is conveyed through speakers from the foreign cultures, suitable for doing

comparison with learners’ preconception. As for language learning, learners have
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gained communicative confidence, communicative competence, and understanding of
the importance of authentic communication in language learning.

In addition to culture or language knowledge, it also has been indicated that the
intercultural, interpersonal exchange influences deep learning, such as attitude change,
world-view change with respect to the relation between self and others, and the reality
of the multicultural world.

Even the prior studies have proved intercultural contact benefits language or
cultural learning in numerous ways. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that most of the
research was done on the condition that learners had intercultural interaction with
native speakers. In fact, language is spreading, especially English, for it is an auxiliary
language across the globe. As early as the late-1990s; the number of English speakers,
both native and nonnative speakers,-was approximately around 1.2 billion to 1.5
billion (Crystal, 1997). EEL learners-, were mo.re likely to haye intercultural
communication with nonnative speakers' of English nowadays. Consequently, the
present study aims to investigate how the intercultural.contact with nonnative
speakers of English can possibly influénce EFL learners’ language or cultural learning.
Also as seeing the high traveling cost of traveling abroad, the present study followed
the studies (Bateman, 2002; Robinson-Stuart & Nocon, 1996; Su, 2008) that
encouraged intercultural contact in learners’ self country. The results can possibly be
more applicable to most EFL learners and provide an alternative to the enrichment of

language learners’ intercultural learning.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD

The present study attempts to investigate four college freshmen’s reflection on
their experience of communicating with nonnative speakers of English, specifically
concerning their intercultural competence development, perceived communication
difficulties and their perception of the intercultural task. Taiwanese students’ written
self-reflection reports on this intercultural communication experience and
post-interviews transcripts were collected for further analysis.

In this chapter, the organization is structured under five subheadings: procedure
of selecting participants, description of participants, procedure of implementing the

study, data collection and data analysiszDetails in each part are given below:

Procedure of Selecting Participants
Participants in this study.contain two types: Taiwanese college freshmen and
international students in Taiwan. The procedure of recruiting these two types of

participants is presented respectively as follows.

Selecting Taiwanese College Freshmen

Four Taiwanese freshmen studying in a public university in northern Taiwan
were invited to participate in this study. They were recruited via a popular Bulletin
Board System (BBS) (telnet://ptt.cc), a digital bulletin board where many college
students from this university sign in to procure information relevant to school affairs
or social interaction. The researcher then posted a message on the BBS about three
weeks before the intercultural communication task was implemented, stating that the

researcher was looking for potential participants who would be willing to interact with
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international students on campus (Appendix 1). Specific criteria for potential
participants posted on the BBS were (1) freshman, (2) no overseas traveling
experience, and (3) Mandarin as first language. Reasons for these criteria were that
the present study attempts to help EFL learners who have fewer chances to do
overseas traveling develop intercultural awareness in their own country. To achieve
the goal, the researcher planned to recruit participants who had not been abroad and
examine how the experience of communicating with nonnative speakers of English in
their own country could facilitate their intercultural awareness.

After posting the advertisement for participants, 22 responses had been received
within three days. In order to inform the email respondents of the procedure of this
study in detail, the researcher emailed all the 22 respondents, inviting them to have an
individual, face to face meeting. Howeyer, only six.email‘respondents (3 male and 3
female) managed to have the meetir;g with th;e researcher, The reasons why the email
respondents had not arranged to have thé meeting were mostly that the respondents
were too busy to arrange the meeting, or no subsequent reply emails were received
after the invitation letter of the meeting:

After having individual meetings with the six candidates, the researcher
discovered that only one candidate had never been abroad, but the rest had actually
been to other countries in their early age, despite the fact that the requirement of
non-overseas-traveling experience was indicated in the posting for participation
recruitment. The participants explained that they did not purposely leave out the truth
about their past travel experiences. The reasons were that they went abroad for the
purpose of sightseeing. Traveling with a tour group, they did not have many chances
to interact with people in the foreign countries. The researcher then decided to make a
detailed investigation on their traveling experiences to know how the six candidates

interacted with the locals when abroad and on their intercultural experiences in
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Taiwan. The details of their respective intercultural experiences overseas and in

Taiwan are listed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Intercultural Experiences outside and in One’s Own Country of the Six

Potential Participants

Potential Intercultural Experiences Overseas Intercultural Experiences in Taiwan
Taiwanese
Participants
Mandy Hong Kong at the age of 12(4 days) Conversation class in high school was
instructed by a foreign instructor.
Elliot No overseas traveling experiences Conversation class in high school was
instructed by a foreign instructor.
Nina Australia at the age of eight (9.days); Conversation class in high school was
Thailand at the age of teni(5 days); mstructed by a foreign instructor.
Germany at the age of.twelve (14.days);
and Palau at the age'of 16 (5 days).!
Thomas Hong Kong in elementary-school age He was taught by American teachers in
(3 days) elementary-school for four years.
Betty the United States (1 month) She was educated in a bilingual preschool and
at the age of eight elementary school in which most of her
teachers were native speakers of English.
John the United States (2 months), and U.K. He attended a preschool in which one

(4 days) in elementary-school age

American taught him English.

Note: All of the names are pseudonyms.

After the intercultural experience investigation on the six potential participants,

the researcher made a concession to the original no-overseas-traveling experience

criterion—that is, it is acceptable that their traveling experience was only for touring,

and it only lasted less than two weeks, during which they had little interaction with

the people in the foreign country.

Later, four candidates—Mandy, Elliot, Nina, and Thomas (pseudonyms) were

selected after the consideration of their intercultural experiences and earnestness to

48



participate in the study. The four showed their greatest enthusiasm toward this
intercultural communication study and the least intercultural contact from their past
traveling experiences.

After the four participants were chosen, they were paired into two groups.
Criteria for grouping were based upon gender and their English scores used for
college admission. The researcher hoped that gender could be balanced in the
intercultural communication, and that Taiwanese participants with higher English
language proficiency could cooperate with the students with lower English
proficiency to deal with the intercultural task.

In order to evaluate their English proficiency, English scores used from
university admission were adopted. It'is noted that two kinds of English tests could be
taken for college admission in Taiwan: One was General Scholastic Ability English
Test (GSAET), and the English prof-iciency v&./as-leveled from 1 to 15.The other was
the Department Required English Test (DRET), and the English proficiency was
ranged from O to 100.

After the consideration of gender and English proficiency, each group contained
one female and one male and one of those is more proficient than the other in terms of
English proficiency. In addition to gender and English proficiency, Table 3.2 presents

more background information on the four participants.
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Table 3.2 Background Information of Taiwanese Participants

Taiwanese Age  Gender Major English Proficiency
Participants (more/less proficient)
Group 1:
Mandy 18 F Electrical Control More Proficient
Engineering GSAET: 15
Elliot 18 M Electrical Control Less Proficient
Engineering DRET:60
Group 2:
Nina 18 F Foreign Languages and More Proficient
Literatures GSAET: 15
Thomas 18 M Electrical Control Less Proficient
Engineering DRET: 58

Note: All of the names are pseudonyms.

Selecting International Students

Two international students (one female énd_ one male).studying in the same

university as the four Taiwanese students.participated in this study. They were

recruited via the help of the Internationa-ll Service Cénter (ISC) of the university. The

email (Appendix 2), stating the ‘purpose of the present study, was first written by the

researcher and then sent by the ISC to international students of the university. A week

after the mail was sent, the researcher received reply emails from six respondents, and

their respective demographic information is shown in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3 Demographic Information of Six Responding International Students

Lengthof
Name Nationality Age  Gender Stay Major Academic Status
(months)
Computer .
Oscar Guatemala 18 M 19 ) Undergraduate:1*'year
Science
Romiro Bolivia 29 M 19 GMBA Master: 1" year
. Computer .
Daniel Guatemala 19 M 19 ) Undergraduate:1™year
Science
Environmental .
Rolly Guatemala 26 F 7 o Master: 1™ year
Engineering
i Computer .
Far Vietnam 26 M 7 ) Master: 1% year
Science
) the Electronic .
Ericson . 20 M 7 o Master: 1™ year
Philippines Engineering

Notes: All of the names are pseudonyms.

GMBA stands for Glebal Master-of Business Administration.

After an individual meeting with all-the six email respo.ndents, two international
students, Rolly and Far, were finally sel-ected. The s;-”:lecting process of the two
international students is depicted:below.

Table 3.2 shows that with respect to time of stay, Ericson, Far and Rolly had
stayed in Taiwan relatively shorter than all the other respondents had. It was assumed
that the international students with shorter time of stay in Taiwan could be much
aware of the new experience in the host culture. They could be able to come up with
more intercultural issues than others. As a result, the three international students were
then chosen after considering their time of stay: Rolly, Ericson and Far.

Furthermore, after considering the personality trait of the three international
students, Far and Rolly were eventually selected in that they were more extroverted
and eloquent than Ericson. Ericson was unconfident and reticent to self-initiate

questions during the first meeting with the researcher.
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Grouping Taiwanese Students with International Students

Each pair of Taiwanese students was randomly assigned to one of the
international students participating in the task. The grouping is listed in Table 3.4.
Soon after the grouping, the researcher emailed every one of the four Taiwanese
students the contact information of his or her Taiwanese partner, along with
background information of the international student he or she was about to talk with.
It is noted that the Taiwanese students and international student had not met each

other until the first intercultural talk.

Table 3.4 Grouping of Taiwanese Students and International Students

Taiwanese Students International Students
Group 1 Mandy Rolly (F)

“Elliot
Group 2 Nina : Far (M)

Thomas

Notes: 1. All of the names,are pseudonyms.

2. F refers to female; M refers toomale.

Description of Participants
Detailed information of the participants is described below, mainly concerning
their personality, previous experiences in English learning and intercultural contact,
and knowledge about the culture of their respective foreign interlocutor. It is noted
that the description of participants was derived from the meeting in which the
researcher and the participants first met each other (see appendix 5 for questions) and
the following description was sent to the participants via email for further

confirmation.

Group One
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Taiwanese student 1: Mandy

Mandy (aged 18, female) is studying in the department of Electrical Control
Engineering. She described herself as outgoing, optimistic, and quite generous. She
had received most of her English knowledge in Taiwan through her formal school
education. Her first English class started at the third grade of elementary school. Since
then, she had not been given enough chances of speaking English in any English class.
Regarding her English competence, her English performance had been above average
based upon her self-report, and her score of General Scholastic Ability English Test,
level 15, the highest level of the test.

Her intercultural communication experience was not much aside from traveling
to Hong Kong for four days right:after elementary school graduation. Her knowledge
of Guatemalan culture prior to this study was so limited that she only knew
Guatemala is a country in Central A-merica. .

Mandy’s motivation te join in this:study was strong. After entering university,
she remained very enthusiastic about:English learning. When she saw international
students on campus, she always wanted to talk to them; however, she felt awkward
when she said hello or initiated a conversation with them. Her concern was that her
intrusive behavior might be considered rude or bothersome. Consequently, she was
very willing to attend the present study, hoping she could make friends with an

international student, and have a friend to whom she can use English to talk.

Taiwanese student 2: Elliot

Also majoring in Electrical Control Engineering, Elliot (aged 18, male) is
introverted and unconfident in himself. Elliot and Mandy knew each other before this
study from having taken the same courses in the university.

Most Elliot’s English learning was through the formal school system. His
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previous English learning experiences were full of ups and downs. He was first
exposed to English in the fifth grade, and since then, English had been a difficult
subject for him. Reflecting upon his English class in elementary school, he reported
that he was placed in a class in which most of his classmates were much ahead of him.
At that time, the majority of his classmates had already learned basic English in other
informal English learning centers, but his English ability still stayed at “ground zero.”
This disadvantage of learning English relatively late caused him much agony and
frustration in the following years.

Nevertheless, this situation changed, and his English improved. His impetus for
change was that he no longer wanted to be an under-average student in English
classes for good; he then endeavered to study English during senior high school. His
arduous efforts paid off by his improved English performance in written tests at
school. His score in Department Rec-luired En.glish Test was,60 out of 100. The mean
score of the test in that year was 42.62 (SD= 25.68, Population = 100117). The data
were obtained from the website of Coellege Entrance Examination Center

(http://www.ceec.edu.tw). It is noted that-aceording to the statistics, Elliot’s English

score was above the average students. But in this study, he was placed in the category
of less proficient English learner. It was because the university he attended was one of
leading universities in Taiwan. Academic performances of the students in this
university were generally higher than those of the students in other universities. Here,
I considered Elliot a less proficient learner was based upon his relatively lower
English proficiency than Mandy’s.

As for Elliot’s previous intercultural experience, he had never been overseas, and
Rolly, the international student, was the second foreign friend with whom he ever
talked. When asked about what he knew about the culture of Guatemala prior to the

intercultural communication task, he mentioned that he knew the official language
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was Spanish, and his knowledge of the culture was limited to the knowledge taught in
high-school Geography class.

Continually gaining momentum in English learning, Elliot had sought ways to
improve his English after stepping into university. Sometimes he spoke to himself in
English, but his roommates ridiculed his faltering English. Sometimes he participated
in English learning activities during lunchtime. He was drawn by the advertisement of
this study, hoping this study could serve as a way to increase his English speaking

skill.

International student 1: Rolly

Coming from Guatemala, Rolly (aged 26, female), was a first-year graduate
student in the department of‘Environmental Engineering.'Having been staying in
Taiwan for seven months, she depic;ed that sl.le found ways.to adapt to this new
environment very quickly..She enjoyed-her time living in Taiwan because she did not
have much to worry while staying heré. All she needed to do was take good care of
her academic performance. She had been to-Mexico, Salvador, and Honduras for short
visits before coming to Taiwan, but Taiwan was the first Asian country in which she
had resided. She described herself as outgoing, humorous, trustful, and talkative.

Given that English was taught in formal education system in Guatemala, she
started learning English since junior high school. She had not had many opportunities
to use English back home until she came to Taiwan. Her score of TOEFL-ibt taken in
2007 was 70. She commented on her own English ability, “I think my English
proficiency.. it’s ok, at least I can understand, and I can express my ideas, and people
who I used to talk with, are able to understand me, and I think it’s the most important

thing in foreign language, to have a good communication.”
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Group Two

Taiwanese student 3: Nina

Nina, aged 18, female, majored in Foreign Languages and Literatures. She
described herself as optimist, easygoing, and amiable. She had started learning
English since preschool age in a language center owned by her aunt, and her aunt was
her English teacher. As such, Nina learned English prior to formal English education
in school, which usually started at the third grade of elementary school.

When Nina reached elementary-school age, her aunt continued teaching her
English in addition to the English instruction at school. However, arriving at high
school age, she only attended English classes in school. In the eleventh grade, she was
placed in a special class in whichsmath and English were given more hours than other
subjects were.

Overall, Nina had a relatively e:arly start.in ‘English leatning and was given extra
hours of English lessons incher past English learning experiences. Nevertheless, she
said these additional English elasses did not significantly help develop her English
speaking competence. As a matterof fact; a private tutor improved her English oral
ability.

To enter a good university, her family hired a private Taiwanese tutor in her
twelfth grade to enhance her English speaking competence. The teacher spoke English
for most of the class to teach Nina. This way of teaching provided her with more
chances of real English use. Her score of General Scholastic Ability English Test was
level 15, the highest level.

She traveled to a few countries for short vacation, including Australia at the age
of eight (9 days), Thailand at the age of ten (5 days), Germany at the age of twelve
(14 days), and Palau at the age of 16 (5 days). Other than theses overseas traveling

experiences, Nina had very few chances to speak with foreign visitors/residents in
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Taiwan. Prior to this study, her knowledge of Vietnamese culture mostly came from
textbooks used in high school and from media, such as Vietnam was a tributary to
China and a great number of Vietnamese brides in Taiwan.

Nina’s motivation for participating in this study was to make new friends and
practice English. She said although most courses taken in university were lectured in
English, there were scant chances of speaking English. “More practice, better

English,” said Nina.

Taiwanese student 4: Thomas

Majoring in the department of Electrical Control Engineering, Thomas, aged 18,
male, considered himself affable-and optimistic. While being in a group, he depicted
that he was a bit passive speaker.

Thomas started learning Englis-h at the a.ge of seven in.an informal language
center in which Taiwanesesteachers, togéther with.native speakers of English, taught
him English. Reverting to the.time, he'said limited time was allotted to each student
for oral practice even though native speakers of English were the instructors. Later,
due to the reason that formal English education started in grade three, he attended
English classes both in elementary school and in an informal language institute.

After elementary school, English learning became progressively harder for him.
Senior high school was the most difficult period because of the overwhelming number
of words in textbooks. His score in Department Required English Test was 58 out of
100. The mean score of the test in that year was 42.62 (SD= 25.68, Population =
100117). The data was obtained from the website of College Entrance Examination

Center (http://www.ceec.edu.tw).

Thomas’s previous intercultural experience was limited. He only had visited

Hong Kong for three days during his elementary-school age. Moreover, in Taiwan, he
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only talked to the native English teachers when young. Similar to Nina, Thomas did
not know much about Vietnam other than geographic information gained from high
school before this study.

Thomas joined this study with the intent of obtaining high-scoring TOEFL-ibt
test. He wanted to study abroad after graduation from the university. To apply for
master programs overseas, he was required to have a good TOEFL-ibt score. Since
abilities of speaking English were involved in the test, he regarded this study as a

chance to test his English proficiency.

International student 2: Far

Far, aged 26, male, was a first-year graduate student in the department of
Computer Science. Having always stayed-in Vietnam for most of his life, he decided
to pursue his master degree oversea;. As the 1.1niversity in Taiwan offered him a full
scholarship, he came to Taiwan in September 2008. He deseribed himself ambitious
but lazy. He said, “I want to'do many;things, but Thope people can bring things to
me.” In the eyes of his friends, he said he is-outgoing and helpful.

Far started learning English at the age of eleven through formal education system
in Vietnam. His English, however, improved because he worked with American
colleagues after college graduation. His score of TOEFL-ibt taken in 2007 was 88.
Having been in Taiwan for only seven months, Far did not know too much about
Taiwanese culture and neither did he make friends with local Taiwanese people. He
expected that the present study could help him make more Taiwanese friends. He

could then explore more of Taiwanese culture.

Procedure of Implementing the Study

As evidenced in previous intercultural research (Bateman, 2002; Hickey, 1980;
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Robinson-Stuart, 1996; Su, 2008), procedure of these studies was generally divided
into three subsequent steps—preparation, intercultural contact, and retrospective
stages. Procedure of the present study, as a result, followed the three steps, which are
described in three respective subsections: orientation session, intercultural interaction,

and post-interviews.

Orientation Session

When the researcher first had an individual, face to face meeting with the
participants, orientation session also took place. At the meeting, guidelines of the
intercultural task (Appendix 3), and consent forms (Appendix 4) were distributed. It
was mentioned that the task aimsito-encourage cross=cultural learning and real-time
English use, and to reach the:goaly pairs of Taiwanese participants would conduct face
to face interviews with international students.studying in the university. It was added
that although Taiwanese students would‘play the role of interviewers during
conversation, still, to increase interaction, international students were encouraged to

initiate questions.

Intercultural Interaction

Around two weeks after the orientation session, the two pairs of Taiwanese
participants started their respective task. Following the design of past relevant
intercultural research (Bateman, 2002; Robinson-Stuart & Nocon 1996; Su, 2008), the
presets study informed the Taiwanese students that they interview the same
international student three times within three weeks. As for time span of each talk, the
researcher suggested to the participants that each intercultural contact should last at
least 30 min with a reference to the study of Bateman (2002).

Table 3.4 shows the location and time duration of each intercultural talk
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conducted by the two groups. Location of the first intercultural talk of both groups
was arranged by the researcher. This arrangement was due to the reason that the
Taiwanese and international students had not met each other prior to the first talk.
Later, location of the other talks was determined by the participants themselves in that
the participants could be less constrained in a way they could determine the most

appropriate location in which they could have the maximum intercultural experience.

Table 3.5 Location and Time Duration of the Intercultural Interaction

First Second Third
Group 1 Location International International International
Student Center Student Center Student Center
Time Duration 37:44 46:34 54:00
Group?2 Location Outdoor Café Graduate Students’ International
. -on Campus Research Room Student Center
Time Duration 1:12:00-- - 1:34:00 1:10:00

As shown in Table 3.5; though the -researcher p-redetermined the minimum time
of a talk, every talk lasted more than'30 min, and particularly, Group Two chatted
more than one hour every time.

Regarding elapsed time of each talk, Group One might be less enthusiastic in
comparison to Group Two. However, this comparatively less time was due to the fact
that the international student, Rolly, in Group One, was scheduled for a Bible-study
right after each talk. If the intercultural talk was extended to over an hour, she would
not be able to be punctual for the Bible-study meeting. By contrast, the other
international student in Group Two, Far, was not constrained around the talks, and

members of Group Two could extend their talk if necessary.

Post-interviews
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Post-interviews with the four Taiwanese participants were conducted
individually in the week after they had finished the third intercultural talk. Each

post-interview lasted about 30 minutes.

Data Collection
Collected data of the present study consist of (a) twelve written self-reflection
reports, (b) recording of the six intercultural talks and (c) recording of four
post-interviews. Procedure for collecting the data is listed in Table 3.6, and the details

are given as follows.

Table 3.6 Procedure of Data Collection

Periods : Activities Data collected
During 1. Twopairs of Taiwaneése students (b) Recording of six
Intercultural interviewed their respective - intercultural talks
Interaction international student three times within

three weeks.
2. After every talk; each Taiwanese (a) Twelve written
student wrotethis or-her self-reflection  self-reflection reports

upon the experience.

Post-Interviews Four Taiwanese participants were (c) Recording of
asked to reflect upon the intercultural post-interviews

task in an oral form.

Recording of Intercultural Conversation

A digital recorder was utilized to record the dialogues between Taiwanese
students and their interlocutors. This recording device was managed by the Taiwanese
students. The researcher was not present in order not to intervene the communication

process. Recording of six intercultural dialogues was collected.
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Written Self-reflection Reports

Every time when a group finished the intercultural conversation, every
Taiwanese participant was required to reflect in a written form (Appendix 6) with nine
open-ended questions. The questions are involved with a general description of the
talk (Q1), preparation for the talk (Q2), attitude toward the international student (Q3),
perceived communication difficulties (Q4), knowledge of other and one’ own cultures
gained from this talk (Q5 to Q6), impact upon English learning after the talk (Q7),
and plans for the next talk and etc.(Q8 to Q9).

After filling in the form, the participants needed to send the completed report
back to the researcher via email within two days right after each talk. A total of twelve

written self-reflection reports were collected.

Recording of Post-interviews

Semi-structured interviews with.the four Taiwanese students were conducted in
Chinese one week after the third intercultural talk' was.completed. Each interview
lasted about 20 to 30 minutes and seven-open=ended' questions (refer to Appendix 6)
were designed for the interview. The questions can be divided into three parts. The
first part is to ask the increasing or decreasing difficulties in conducting the three
intercultural talks (Q1). The second part is to elicit participants’ most significant
insights regarding knowledge of other culture and one’s own culture gained from the
task, and to elicit most difficult perceived communication difficulties (Q2 to Q4). The
third part is to ask the value of the intercultural task in their English learning and
further to invite suggestions on the task (Q5 to Q7). Recording of the four

post-interviews was collected.
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Data Analysis

The data—including recording of six intercultural talks, recording of four
post-interviews and twelve written self-reflection reports, were collected from the
period of February 2009 to April 2009.

Before the process of analyzing the data, two types of recording—recording of
six intercultural talks and recording of four post-interviews— were first transcribed
verbatim. The recording of six intercultural talks was transcribed into 81 pages of
transcripts in Microsoft Office Word file, Times New Roman, 12 pts, single space; the
four post-interviews recordings, 14 pages, Chinese Character font, 12 pts, single
space.

The data analysis of this study consists of two types—analysis of written
self-reflection reports and analysis of post-interview transcripts. These data were
analyzed by the approach of content- analysis.. Content analysis is defined as, “a
research technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts to defined
content the context of their use’” (Krippendorff, 2004, p.18). Furthermore, the
transcripts of intercultural talks were utilized to triangulate the resulting data after the
analysis of those two types mentioned above. The process of data analysis is

described as follows.

Analysis of Written Self-reflection Reports

To answer RQ 1, “how can the intercultural task influence EFL learners’
intercultural competence development” and RQ2, “what communication difficulties
do Taiwanese students perceive during the intercultural talk”, the collected data of
twelve written self-reflection reports were content-analyzed. To conduct content
analysis, written self-reflection reports were first broken down into two types based

upon the research questions, intercultural competence development and perceived
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communication difficulties.

In terms of intercultural competence development, the written self-reflection
reports were coded by Liaw’s (2006) classification of accessing intercultural
competence. Liaw’s model was derived from Byram’s (2000) guidelines of
assessment of intercultural experience. The classification of Byram’s guidelines
includes five categories:

A. Interest in other people's way of life,

B. Ability to change perspective,

C. Ability to cope with living in a different culture,
D. Knowledge about another country and culture, and
E. Knowledge about intereultural communication.

Liaw then modified the categor-y “Interes.t in.other people's way of life” to
“Interest in knowing other people’s way:6f life and.introducing one’s own culture to
others”; the category “Knowledge about another country and culture” to “Knowledge
about one’s own and other culture for intercultural communication.” The present study
adopted Liaw’s modified class