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ABSTRACT

Title of Dissertation Thai EFL Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions toward
Intercultural Communicative Competence: Its Roles and

Possibilities for Integration into Thai EFL Classrooms

Author Miss Kanchana Cheewasukthaworn
Degree Doctor of Philosophy (Language and Communication)
Year 2017

In light of the growing volume of communication between people from
different cultural backgrounds around the globe at present, this mixed methods study
aims to investigate how Thai learners and teachers of English understand and perceive
the role of intercultural communicative competence (ICC) in their English language
learning and teaching, respectively.

Quantitative and qualitative data were collected from 150 Thai learners and 16
Thai teachers of English at one private university in Thailand. The quantitative data,
collected via questionnaires, were analyzed through descriptive statistics while the
qualitative data, collected via focus group and semi-structured interviews, were
analyzed through a constant comparative method. Then, the findings from quantitative
and qualitative data were triangulated together in order to provide the most
comprehensive perceptions of these two groups of participants toward the issue of
ICC and other related issues.

The findings revealed that these learners and teachers had a positive
perception of ICC and perceived it as an ability that individuals need when
communicating with people from other cultures. In terms of its roles, the learners and
teachers perceived that ICC could potentially be integrated into the English language
classrooms and could help enhance learners’ English communicative competence, but
to a certain extent only. This latter perception implies that ICC is significant, but it

does not have a direct impact on learners’ English communicative skills.



The findings also suggested that English language teacher educators and
material developers incorporate intercultural dimensions into English education
programs and learning materials, respectively, so as to enhance the success of ICC
integration into EFL classrooms. Additionally, to facilitate a smooth integration of
ICC into EFL classrooms in the context of this study, ICC should be integrated as a
supplementary element, not the main focus, of English courses, and it should be
integrated to raise learners’ awareness of ICC’s crucial roles in global communication

today, not for assessment purposes.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

All people and things are interdependent. The world has become so small that
no nation can solve its problems alone, in isolation from others. That is why |
believe we must all cultivate a sense of responsibility based on love and
compassion for each other. (Dalai Lama XIV, n.d., as cited in Peace-ling,
2009)

There is no other time in the history of mankind that the above quote is more
true than the 21st century. The phrase “so small” in the quote does not refer to the
actual size of the globe, but it is used to connote fewer geographical barriers between
people in different parts of the world. Thanks to the advent of transportation and
communication technologies, people in the 21st century can contact one another
speedily at a relatively low cost. This is especially true with the use of the Internet.
The advent of these technologies, by and large, has led to a rising volume of
intercultural communication between people of diverse backgrounds. Presently,
intercultural communication has been made to serve several purposes ranging from
economics, politics to recreation.

The ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) which was launched on 31
December, 2015 (ASEAN Secretariat, 2012) can be regarded as taking advantage of
the aforesaid advent of transportation and communication technologies. Apart from
being characterized as a single economic community, the AEC can be considered a
multilingual and multicultural community on the grounds that it comes into being
from the economic integration of all ten ASEAN member countries (Brunei,

Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand



and Vietnam); each of which has its own languages and cultures. With the
establishment of the AEC comes the opportunity for people from these ten countries
to be in closer contact with one another. To ensure a smooth operation of the AEC,
English is designated as the working language of ASEAN (ASEAN Secretariat,
2008). The designation has also applied to the AEC and certainly increases the role of

English in this region.

1.2 Statement of the Problems

The official launch of the AEC and the designation of English as the AEC’s
working language have prompted several stakeholders in English language education
in Thailand, especially the Ministry of Education, to reconsider and pay more
attention to the current situation of English language teaching (ELT) in Thailand.
Although English has been designated as a compulsory subject for primary education
in Thailand since 1996 (Wongsothorn, Hiranburana, & Chinnawongs, 2002), ELT has
never been regarded as very successful or effective. In the eyes of certain Thai
scholars (e.g., Dhanasobhon, 2006; Noom-Ura, 2013; Wiriyachitra, 2002), ELT in
Thailand is a failure. According to these scholars, this failure is evidenced by Thais’
low average scores and low ranking on a number of English proficiency tests. For
instance, according to the TOEFL iBT Test and Score Data Summary Report 2016,
Thai test takers’ average score on the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL)
iIBT Tests in 2016 was 78 out of 120, lagging behind those of Indonesia, Malaysia,
Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore and Vietnam (Educational Testing Service,
2016, p. 14). Consistent with this summary report, the 2015 International English
Language Testing System (IELTS) test taker performance statistics revealed that the
overall band score of Thai test takers taking IELTS academic tests was 6 out of 9
(IELTS Partners, 2009-2017). This average band score falls within the category of a
competent user who can use the language effectively but still with inaccurate and
inappropriate use of the language (IELTS Partners, 2009-2017). These test reports, by
and large, affirm an unpleasant but undeniable fact that ELT in Thailand has not been

very successful compared to other ASEAN countries.



The failure of ELT in Thailand has been attributed to numerous factors such as
unqualified English language teachers, low-motivated learners and irrelevant teaching
approaches (Dhanasobhon, 2006; Foley, 2005; Noom-Ura, 2013; Wiriyachitra, 2002;
Wongsothorn et al., 2002). Among these factors, irrelevant teaching approaches have
often been claimed as one major cause of such failure (Methitham, 2009; Noom-Ura,
2013; Prapaisit, 2003; Weerawong, 2004; Wiriyachitra, 2002). As an example, the
audio-lingual approach which was employed in 1960s (Methitham & Chamcharatsri,
2011) failed to enable Thais to effectively communicate in English. This point
corresponds well to Holmes and Tangtongtavy’s (2003) statement that most Thais had
difficulties with their English listening and speaking skills because ELT in Thailand
primarily focused on reading and writing skills.

In fact, several teaching approaches have been adopted for ELT in Thailand
(Methitham & Chamcharatsri, 2011). A review of relevant literature (e.g., Methitham
& Chamcharatsri, 2011; Wongsothorn et al., 2002; Foley, 2005) shows that the earlier
approaches are usually replaced by newer ones on the grounds that the latter are
believed to be better and more effective. Presently, communicative language teaching
(CLT) has been reported as the teaching approach mostly adopted by Thai teachers of
English (Methitham, 2009; Saengboon, 2002; Weerawong, 2004). The great
popularity of CLT is not surprising, nor is it restricted to Thailand. With its key traits
of fluency-focus, communication-orientation and learner-centeredness (Whong,
2013), CLT has been viewed as more conducive to ELT than its predecessors of
situational language teaching and audio-lingualism, which heavily focus on form and
structure. With the above key traits, CLT has become very popular among English
language teachers in many countries where English is taught as a foreign language
(EFL) (Li, 1998; Hu, 2002; Jarvis & Atsirilat, 2004; Whong, 2013; Lu & Ng, 2013).
However, after some decades since adoption, CLT has been found to be impractical
and has faced several problems in many EFL contexts (Ahmad & Rao, 2013; Ellis,
1996; Li, 1998; Hu, 2002; Lu & Ng, 2013) including Thailand (Jarvis & Atsirilarat,
2004; Methitham & Chamcharatsri, 2011; Saengboon, 2013).

Although CLT is theoretically sound, it is not flawless. Several scholars (e.g.,
Byram, 1997; Alptekin, 2002; Corbett, 2003; Cook, 1999; Aguilar, 2007) consistently

indicate that there are two crucial factors leading to CLT’s failure in many EFL



contexts. The first factor pertains to the fact that CLT exclusively focuses on the
culture of the language learned (i.e., target language culture) and leaves no room for
the learners’ cultures. The second factor relates to CLT’s heavy demand of language
learners to communicate like the native speakers of the target language. In the case of
English, learners are required to speak with the same accent and intonation or even act
like native English speakers. In response to the second factor, Byram (1997)
explicitly remarks that to have native-like communication is an unrealistic and
unattainable goal and can do more harm than good to language learners. Byram
(1997, p. 11) further argues that such a demand “ignores the conditions under which
learners and native speakers learn and acquire language” and “would create the wrong
kind of competence.” These two factors, by and large, reflect CLT’s narrow
perspective toward language learning; that is, language learners learn a new language
for communication with native speakers of such language only. Although this
perspective was true a century ago when communication and transportation
technology was not as advanced as today, this perspective is losing relevance at the
present time, especially when it is applied to English which is now a global lingua
franca (Crystal, 2012).

Given the above shortcomings of CLT, a number of new approaches to
language teaching have been put forward. One of them is an intercultural approach to
language teaching which was proposed in the late 1990s. Even though the
intercultural approach to language teaching is grounded in and extended from CLT
(Byram, 1997; Derin, Zeynep, Pinar, Ozlem, & Gokee, 2009; Pigtkowska, 2015), it is
different from CLT in many facets (e.g., goal of language teaching and types of
culture for integration into language course).

One of the big differences between CLT and the intercultural approach to
language teaching is their ultimate goals in language teaching. While CLT aims to
develop learners to communicate like native speakers, the intercultural approach aims
to enable learners to be “intercultural speakers or mediators who are able to engage
with complexity and multiple identities and to avoid stereotyping which accompanies
perceiving someone through single identity” (Byram, Gribkova, & Starkey, 2002,
p. 5). In other words, the intercultural approach does not aim to equip language

learners with communicative competence, but intercultural communicative



competence (ICC), which is defined as “the ability to interact effectively and
appropriately with people of cultures other than one’s own” (Byram, 2000, p. 297).

Another significant difference between CLT and the intercultural approach to
language teaching is their different views toward the issue of “culture teaching” in a
language classroom. While CLT singly emphasizes the target language culture with
no room for learners’ cultures, the intercultural approach to language teaching
suggests that any culture, especially learners’ cultures, be incorporated in foreign
language teaching (Byram, et al., 2002). This means that with the intercultural
approach to language teaching, not only the target language culture is dealt with in
classroom, but learners’ cultures as well as other cultures are strongly promoted to be
included in a language classroom.

With the aforesaid ultimate goal and view on culture teaching, the intercultural
approach to language teaching is regarded as more comprehensive and better
corresponds to the rising phenomenon of intercultural communication in the 21%
century (Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1997, 2009; Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003;
Liddicoat & Scarino, 2013). Because of this, certain scholars and foreign language
teaching practitioners have tried implementing this approach in their language
classrooms. So far, it has been consistently reported that the intercultural approach to
language teaching can successfully be integrated into foreign language classrooms,
and that it can help language learners to acquire ICC and improve their linguistic
competence at the same time (e.g., Furstenberg, 2010; Liaw, 2006; Kourova &
Modianos, 2013; Planken, van Hooft, & Korilius, 2004).

Although the intercultural approach to language teaching has been proposed
for over two decades and its integration into foreign language classrooms has so far
yielded positive results on language learners, it has not been widely adopted by
foreign language teachers worldwide (Byram & Risager, 1999; Byram, Holmes, &
Savvides, 2013; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Sercu, 2006; Alyan, 2011), including
Thailand. As stated earlier, ICC is now playing a burgeoning role for global
communication today. In Thailand, ICC’s significance is heightened by the recent
official launch of the AEC in 2015 which allows free movement of workforce and
enables people from the ten ASEAN member countries to be in closer contact with

one another. Nevertheless, presently, research on the intercultural approach to



language teaching and ICC in the Thai educational context is very limited (e.g.,
Baker, 2009a, 2011, 2013; Kongkerd, 2013; Laopongharn & Sercombe, 2009).
Recognizing the limited number of research on ICC in the Thai educational
context, the researcher deems it appropriate to conduct an empirical study on ICC so
as to present information concerning this issue in the Thai EFL context. Specifically,
the researcher intends to empirically explore the perceptions of Thai EFL learners and
teachers toward ICC which is 1) the ultimate goal of the intercultural approach; and 2)
believed to better prepare language learners for global communication today. This
intention was driven by the researcher’s view that learners’ and teachers’ perceptions
play a crucial role in determining the acceptance or rejection of any educational
notions introduced to them. This is especially true in case of teachers’ perceptions as
many scholars (e.g., Prosser & Trigwell, 1999; Biggs, 1999; Williams & Burden,
1997) consistently indicate that teachers’ perceptions relate to and influence their
teaching practices. In the researcher’s view, no matter how excellent or useful the
teaching approach or theoretical concept is believed or found to be, if it goes against
what learners and teachers believe, if it is not compatible with the context where it is
implemented, or if it is not well understood by real practitioners (i.e., teachers), its

expected results are unlikely.

1.3 Research Objectives

With the major aim of exploring the perceptions of Thai EFL learners and
teachers toward ICC, this study has three specific objectives as outlined below.

First, this study aims to investigate how Thai EFL learners perceive ICC,
including their perceptions of how ICC can help enhance their English
communication abilities. Put another way, the study will be carried out to gain
insights into Thai EFL learners’ understanding of and perceptions toward ICC
including its role in contributing to their English communicative competence.

In line with the first objective, the second objective of this study is to explore
how Thai EFL teachers perceive ICC, including its role in their teaching and in
helping EFL learners to better learn and communicate in English. In other words, this

study will be conducted to discover how Thai EFL teachers understand the notion of



ICC as well as how and to what extent they think that it can contribute to their
teaching and their students’ English communicative competence.

After the learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward ICC are obtained, the
researcher intends to examine the extent to which the learners’ perceptions concur
with the teachers’ perceptions. This is the third objective of this study. In the
researcher’s view, it is interesting to know whether there is any mismatch between the
perceptions of these two key stakeholders on the grounds that the mismatch could
have adverse effects on them (Hawkey, 2006; Nunan, 1989). In case that any
mismatch arises, it may unveil any significant issues (e.g., teaching methods, learning
activities, teachers’ and learners’ goals in teaching and learning English) that warrant
attention of relevant stakeholders as well as pave the way for a discussion on how to
improve the learning and teaching of English in a way that can satisfy the needs and
concerns of both learners and teachers. This third objective also makes the present
study distinct from other studies which often focus on perceptions of only one party,
either learners or teachers. With insights from both learners and teachers who are in
the same context, this study is believed to provide more meaningful and
comprehensive findings pertaining to Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions

toward ICC.

1.4 Research Questions

In order to accomplish the above objectives, the following research questions
have been formulated to guide this study:

1) How do Thai EFL learners perceive the role of intercultural
communicative competence in their English language learning and in contributing to
their English communicative competence?

2) How do Thai EFL teachers perceive the role of intercultural
communicative competence in their English language teaching and in contributing to
learners’ English communicative competence?

3) To what extent do the learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward

intercultural communicative competence concur?



1.5 Significance of the Study

This study is believed to yield several benefits to many stakeholders in ELT in
Thailand. First, the findings of this study will surely reveal the learners’ perceptions
toward ICC, and its role in contributing to their English communicative competence.
Apart from that, the findings of this study will provide teacher educators and English
language education policy makers in Thailand with insights into: 1) Thai EFL
teachers’ perceptions toward ICC; 2) how and the extent to which Thai EFL teachers
have tried to integrate or promote ICC into their teaching; and 3) any obstacles
preventing the teachers from integrating or promoting ICC into their teaching
practice. Additionally, the findings of this study are believed to shed light on any
gaps or mismatches between the learners’ and teachers’ perceptions on the issues of
ICC and other related issues.

Apart from the above benefits which are explicitly available from the study’s
research questions, this study can implicitly raise both learners’ and teachers’
awareness of the significant role played by ICC in global and intercultural
communication. In addition, the findings of this study can provide direction on how
to improve ELT in Thailand, especially concerning the issues of curriculum
development and instructional design, based on empirical evidence. At the same time,
the findings can gauge the feasibility of an implementation of the intercultural
approach to language teaching in the higher educational institution where this study is
conducted, and they can contribute to the existing body of research on ICC in the Thai

context.

1.6 Delimitation/Scope of the Study

This study’s main focus is on the perceptions of Thai EFL learners and
teachers toward ICC. The participants in this study are Thai EFL learners and teachers
at a private university in Thailand. Because this study is conducted at only one
university, its findings cannot be generalized to all universities in Thailand.
Nevertheless, despite this limitation, it is believed that the findings of this study can

be useful to other similar contexts, locally and abroad.



1.7 Contextual Background

1.7.1 English Education Policies in Thailand

English education policies in Thailand may be divided into two levels: basic
and higher education. This division is in line with the Ministry of Education’s
division of education in Thailand into basic and higher education as provided in the
National Education Act B.E. 2542 (1999), including its two amendments in 2002 and
2010. Basic education refers to education that is provided for children from age 7
onwards for a period of 12 years (i.e., 15-12" grade) whereas higher education refers
to education provided after the 12" grade which is further divided into lower-than-
degree level and degree level (Office of the National Education Commission, 1999).

Concerning English language teaching at the basic education level, its main
goal is to enable “learners to acquire a favorable attitude towards foreign languages,
the ability to use foreign languages for communicating in various situations, seeking
knowledge, engaging in a livelihood and pursuing further education at higher levels”
(Ministry of Education, 2008, p. 252). To accomplish this goal, four learning
standards were established to guide English language teaching at the basic education
level. These four learning standards, stipulated in the Basic Education Core
Curriculum B.E. 2551 (2008), are language for communication, language and culture,
language and relationship with other learning areas, and language and relationship
with community and the world. These standards are also known as the four Cs:
Communication, Culture, Connections and Community, respectively. Details of these
learning standards are provided below.

1) Language for Communication: use of foreign languages for
listening, speaking, reading and writing, exchanging data and information, expressing
feelings and opinions, interpreting, presenting data, concepts and views on various
matters, and creating interpersonal relationships appropriately

2) Language and Culture: use of foreign languages harmonious with
culture of native speakers; relationships, similarities and differences between
languages and cultures of native speakers; languages and cultures of native speakers

and Thai culture; and appropriate application
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3) Language and Relationship with Other Learning Areas: use of
foreign languages to link knowledge with other learning areas, forming the basis for
further development, seeking knowledge and broadening learners’” world views

4) Language and Relationship with Community and the World: use of
foreign languages in various situations, both in the classroom and the outside
community and the global society, forming a basic tool for further education,
livelihood and exchange of learning with the global society school (Ministry of
Education, 2008, pp. 252-253).

Contrary to the basic education level, English language teaching at the higher
education level in Thailand is not governed by any learning standards or core
curriculum (Laoriandee, 2014). To the best of the researcher’s knowledge and based
on her literature review, there is no official document with specific concern about
policies or guidelines for English language teaching at the higher education level. At
the time when this study was being conducted, there were two documents which could
be considered most relevant to this matter: Higher Education Development Plan No.
11 (2012-2016); and the Notification of the Higher Education Commission re: Policy
to Enhance English Standards in Higher Education Institutes dated 12 April 2016.

The Higher Education Development Plan No. 11 (2012-2016) (HEDP No.11)
was issued by the Office of the Higher Education Commission (OHEC), a state
agency directly in charge of higher education in Thailand. Formulated to be in line
with other national development plans such as the Economic and Social Development
Plan No. 11 (2012-2016), HEDP No. 11 provides guidelines for the development of
higher education institutions and higher education in Thailand (Office of the Higher
Education Commission: OHEC, 2013). Pursuant to HEDP No. 11, English is among
the top six priorities that Thai higher education needs to focus on. Specifically, it is
stated in HEDP No. 11 that:

Thai higher education shall provide education that emphasizes a study of

English language and languages of ASEAN countries so as to enable Thais to

efficiently communicate with those from ASEAN countries and to increase

Thais’ opportunity to live and work in the international environment,

especially in ASEAN countries. (OHEC, 2013, p. 1)
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Additionally, according to HEDP No. 11, English is viewed as both an
opportunity and a threat for Thai students. On the one hand, Thai students have a
great opportunity to improve their English in preparation for the official launch of the
AEC in 2015. On the other hand, English is a threat to Thai students on the grounds
that English is not generally used in Thailand, and that Thai students’ English
proficiency is lower than standards of many standardized tests, for example, TOEFL.

Similar to HEDP No. 11, the Notification of the Higher Education
Commission re: Policy to Enhance English Standards in Higher Education Institutes
dated 12 April 2016 (HEC Notification), which was issued by the Higher Education
Commission, requires each higher education institution to establish its own policy and
target concerning English standard improvement. Such policy and target shall be
served as each institution’s guidelines on how to improve students’ English
competence so as to enable them to be graduates with academic and professional
capacities, including practical English communicative skills.

Based on the information of HEDP No. 11 and the HEC Notification, it can be
concluded that although the significance of English has been recognized and
emphasized by the OHEC, no core guidelines have been provided for higher
education institutions concerning how to teach English to their students. This absence
of core guidelines can be attributed to the fact that the OHEC provides more freedom
for each higher education institution to design their own curriculums and policies that
best suit the institution’s circumstances; provided, however, these curriculums and
policies are approved by the OHEC (Laoriandee, 2014). Nevertheless, despite the
absence of core guidelines, it is possible to conclude that English language teaching at
the higher education level in Thailand is communication-based and quite in line with
the intercultural approach to language teaching as its main goals are to enable Thais to
efficiently communicate with those from ASEAN countries through English and to

have English competence at practical or communicative level.

1.7.2 English Language Teaching in the Context of the Study
The context where this study was carried out is a leading private university in
Thailand. Presently, this university offers both undergraduate and graduate programs

of study, including international programs. For the undergraduate program, students
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need to take at least 30 credits of courses under the general education curriculum in
order to graduate. Among these 30 credits, 15 credits are designated for language
courses which can be divided into 3 credits for Thai language and 12 credits for
foreign languages. To obtain the 12 credits for foreign languages, students have two
options. First, they can study four courses of foundation English (each course is
equivalent to 3 credits) to obtain all these 12 credits. Second, they can study two
courses of foundation English (equivalent to 6 credits) and two courses of another
foreign language (e.g., Japanese, Chinese, French or other ASEAN languages).
Nevertheless, the second option is subject to two conditions precedent: the students’
average grade for the two foundation English courses is above 3.00 and they obtain
prior approval of the dean of their faculty. A review of study plans of most faculties
in the university’s bulletin shows that most faculties suggest that their students take
the first option.

The English Language Institute, the researcher’s affiliation, is an academic
division responsible for the teaching of foundation English courses under the general
education curriculum at this university. At the time when this study was conducted,
the English Language Institute offered seven foundation English courses to
undergraduates. These courses could be divided into two main groups: non-
prerequisite and prerequisite courses. The non-prerequisite courses (Level 1 Courses)
consisted of four courses: Communicative English 1 (ENL 111); English Listening
and Speaking (ENL 112); English Reading and Writing (ENL 113); and English for
Study Skills (ENL 114). The remaining three prerequisite courses (Level 2 Courses)
were Communicative English Il (ENL 121), Intermediate English Listening and
Speaking (ENL 122) and Intermediate English Reading and Writing (ENL 123). To
take any of the Level 2 Courses, students need to complete the designated Level 1
Courses (ENL 111, ENL 112, ENL 113 or ENL 114). A chart showing an
organization of the English Language Institute’s foundation English courses is

presented below.
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Level 2 Courses ENL 121 ENL 122 ENL 123
(Pre: ENL 111 or (Pre: ENL 111, (Pre: ENL 111,
114) 112 or 114) 113 or 114)
Level 1 Courses ENL 111 ENL 112 ENL 113 ENL 114

Figure 1.1 Organization of Foundation English Courses Offered by English

Language Institute

When this study was carried out, the English Language Institute’s vision was
to develop communicative competence in English language for university’s graduates.
The institute also aimed to 1) encourage students to practice English via interactive
learning activities and utilize information and communicative technology (ICT); 2)
train students to compete with graduates from other institutions in terms of English
communication; and 3) launch graduates into the international arena by encouraging
students to have autonomy in learning English through the use of technology. In terms
of teaching approach, it was clearly stated in the English Language Institute’s
philosophy that a functional approach has been applied to EFL teaching to enable
students to communicate in practical environments. With such vision, objectives and
philosophy, it is possible to state that English language teaching at this university is
function-and communication-based. This teaching approach is closely related to CLT
which has been developed from the theory of language as communication (Richards
& Rodgers, 2001; Berns, 1990, as cited in Savignon, 2007).

1.8 Definitions of Key Terms

For mutual and correct understanding, in this study, the following terms have
their definitions as set out below.

Communicative competence refers to an ability to know a language and to use
such language for communication with other people in various situations (Hedge,
2000).
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Communicative language teaching (CLT) means a language teaching approach
which is grounded in social constructivism, sociocultural theory and a theory of
language as communication, (i.e., language is learned or acquired through
communication). Also, the primary goal of CLT is to equip learners with
communicative competence.

English communicative competence refers to an ability to use English for
effective communication.

Intercultural communicative competence model (ICC Model) means the
intercultural communicative competence model proposed and updated by Byram
(1997, 2009), and consisting of linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse and intercultural
competence.

Intercultural approach to language teaching means a language teaching
approach which is extended from CLT and aims at developing learners to have
intercultural communicative competence. The intercultural approach to language
teaching is also referred to as intercultural dimension in language teaching.

Intercultural communicative competence (ICC) refers to an ability to
communicate and interact effectively and appropriately with people who are
linguistically and culturally different from oneself (Byram, 2000; Fantini & Tirmizi,
2006).

Intercultural competence (IC) means the competence that lies at the heart of
the ICC Model and consists of five factors involving intercultural communication.
These five factors are attitudes, knowledge, skills of interpreting and relating, skills of
discovery and interaction, and critical cultural awareness.

Perception means how Thai EFL learners and teachers think about ICC in
terms of its role in contributing to their English language learning and teaching,
respectively, including its role in learners’ English communicative competence, based

on their previous knowledge and experiences thereof.

1.9 Outline of the Dissertation

This study is made up of five chapters. Chapter 1 provides the study’s

overview consisting of background, problem statement, objectives, research
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questions, significance and scope of the study including relevant information of the
context where this study was carried out.

In Chapter 2, key conceptual frameworks on which this study is based are
reviewed and discussed. These conceptual frameworks are 1) foreign language
teaching approaches which are divided into CLT and the intercultural approach to
language teaching, and 2) perception especially perceptions of teachers and learners.
In addition to the conceptual frameworks, previous research on similar topics were
reviewed and discussed.

Chapter 3 presents the information on how this study was carried out to
answer the study’s research questions. In particular, it provides information
concerning the study’s guiding philosophical worldviews and research design,
population and sample selection, instrumentation, validity and reliability tests of data
collection instruments, data collection procedure, data analysis and a summary of
conceptual frameworks for data analysis.

Chapter 4 presents the findings from the data analysis in the order of the
research questions. Given that this study is in a mixed methods design which involves
both quantitative and qualitative data, the quantitative data which had been analyzed
through descriptive statistics are presented first, followed by the qualitative data
analyzed with a constant comparative method. Also, a summary of findings for each
research question is provided.

Chapter 5 is divided into three sections. The first section is where the
researcher discusses findings of the three research questions by referring to the
conceptual frameworks and previous studies reviewed and discussed in Chapter 2.
The second section is where the researcher examines the study’s implications. In the
last section, the researcher offers recommendations for future research and discusses

limitations and contributions of this study.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

In the previous chapter, a broad overview of this study was presented. In this
chapter, conceptual frameworks on which this study is based and relevant previous
research are reviewed and discussed. Because this study aims to investigate how Thai
EFL learners and teachers perceive ICC and the extent to which they believe that ICC
can contribute to their English language learning and teaching, the main conceptual
frameworks relevant to this study include foreign language teaching methodologies
and perception. A review of the literature on foreign language teaching methodologies
starts with a brief account of teaching methodologies that have been implemented for
English language teaching in Thailand in order to provide an overview of ELT in
Thailand. Then, theoretical explanations of CLT and the intercultural approach to
language teaching, the two teaching approaches which strongly relates to the context
and the main focus of this study, are reviewed and discussed. As for the literature
concerning perception, learners’ and teachers’ perceptions are of particular focus, and
the influences of perceptions on their learning and teaching, respectively, are

reviewed and discussed.

2.1 Foreign Language Teaching

In Thailand, English is taught as a foreign language and used as a lingua
franca to serve various kinds of international communication (e.g., international
relations, trade and tourism) (Baker, 2008; Foley, 2005). In terms of teaching
methodologies, Methitham and Chamcharatsri (2011) succinctly summarized the
teaching methodologies that have been adopted for English language teaching in
Thailand as follows:
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Thai teachers and students have long experienced ELT methodologies
including Audio-Lingual in 1960, Communicative Language Teaching in
1977, functional-communicative approach in 1996 generated by English
native-speaking theorists, and a recent national curriculum issued by the
Ministry of Education in Thailand. (Methitham & Chamcharatsri, 2011, p. 63)

The above summary reveals that like other EFL countries, ELT methodologies
in Thailand have shifted from the traditional approaches to communicative
approaches, and that CLT has been adopted for ELT in Thailand for several decades.
Additionally, several scholars (e.g., Methitham, 2009; Saengboon, 2002; Weerawong,
2004), consistently indicated that CLT can be considered the core teaching approach
for ELT in Thailand at present.

Given the fact that CLT is the main teaching approach for ELT in Thailand
and that this study aims to explore Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions
toward ICC which is the ultimate goal of the intercultural approach to language
teaching, theoretical explications relating to these two teaching approaches are
comprehensively reviewed and discussed in this first section. As for CLT, the
fundamental characteristics of this approach, its ultimate goal of communicative
competence, and difficulties arising from its implementation in EFL contexts,
including Thailand, are reviewed and discussed. As for the intercultural approach to
language teaching, the following issues are reviewed and discussed: origin and central
tenets of the intercultural approach to language teaching; differences between the
intercultural approach to language teaching and CLT; ICC; how to promote ICC in
foreign language classrooms; challenges of intercultural approach to language
teaching implementation; and the interrelationship between the intercultural approach
to language teaching and the concept of English as a lingua franca. This first section is
completed with a review of previous studies on the implementation of the intercultural

approach to language teaching in various contexts, including Thailand.

2.1.1 Communicative Language Teaching
CLT has been considered a major approach to second and foreign language
teaching (Hu, 2002; Savignon, 2007; Richards, 2006; Jarvis & Atsilarat, 2004).
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Historically, CLT emerged in the late 1960s as a result of British applied linguists’
doubt about the effectiveness of situational language teaching which was then
employed in language teaching (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). CLT, which is also
known as the “communicative approach” or “functional approach”, is largely derived
from the theory of language as communication (Richard & Rodgers, 2001; Berns,
1990, as cited in Savignon, 2007), and it should be viewed as an approach, rather than
a method because it does not present any clear-cut methodological procedures for
language teaching (Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Richards, 2006; Hadley, 2001).
Instead, what CLT presents is a broad perspective of language teaching, and a set of
underlying principles that touch upon the following issues: goals of language
teaching; how language is learned; relevant classroom activities; and roles of teachers
and learners in language classrooms (Richards, 2006).

2.1.1.1 Fundamental Characteristics of CLT

Savignon (2007, p. 209) pointed out the crux of CLT by stating that
“The essence of CLT is the engagement of learners in communication in order to
allow them to develop their communicative competence.” This statement reflects two
key traits of CLT. First, CLT views communication as an opportunity or task for
learners to learn and acquire a language by using it to communicate with other people
(Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Richards, 2006). Second, the ultimate goal of CLT is to
equip learners with communicative competence (Canale & Swain, 1980; Hedge,
2000; Savignon, 2007; Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Richards, 2006; Aguilar, 2007;
Kamiya, 2006) which can be broadly conceived of as an ability “to know a language
and to be able to put that knowledge to use in communicating with people in a variety
of settings and situations” (Hedge, 2000, p. 45). Apart from the above key traits, CLT
is a learner-centered approach which allows learners to acquire communicative
language ability through trial and error (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Additionally,
Richards and Rodgers (2001) indicate that CLT focuses on meaning and fluency in
addition to grammatical correctness which lies at the heart of many traditional
language teaching approaches (e.g., audiolingualism in North America and situational

language teaching in the UK).
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2.1.1.2 Differences between CLT and Traditional Approaches to
Language Teaching

The last two key traits of CLT discussed above have demonstrated two
fundamental differences between CLT and traditional language teaching approaches.
The first difference is that while the traditional approaches are teacher-centered, CLT
is learner-centered. This difference derives from different views toward the way
language is learned. In explicating this difference, Richard (2006, p. 6) stated that in
the traditional approaches, “students are presented with grammar rules and then given
opportunities to practice using them” while under the CLT approach, “students are
given examples of sentences containing a grammar rule and asked to work out the rule
for themselves.” Put simply, according to the traditional approaches, learners learn
language deductively whereas under the CLT approach, learners learn language
inductively.

The second difference between CLT and traditional language teaching
approaches is that while the traditional approaches focus on the grammatical
correctness of language outputs (i.e., grammar-focused), CLT tends to put less
emphasis on grammar. With its key traits of fluency-focus and communication-
orientation (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979; Hedge, 2000; Kamiya, 2006; Richards, 2006;
Whong, 2013), CLT places strong emphasis on communicability of the language
outputs. In other words, CLT focuses more on getting the message across, rather than
producing language that is grammatically perfect.

In addition to the above two differences, CLT and traditional
approaches are different from each other from the way these two approaches view the
role of context in language learning. That is, language learning subject to traditional
approaches is context-free whereas with CLT, language learning is context-dependent
(Finocchiaro & Brumfit, 1983, as cited in Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Richards,
2006). On the one hand, the traditional approaches view that language can be learned
whereby the context in which the language is used can be ignored. On the other hand,
under the CLT approach, context is deemed as one crucial factor affecting the way
language is produced and used; as such, context must be dealt with in a language

classroom.
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The aforementioned difference concerning the role of context in
language teaching was pointed out by and can be credited to Dell Hymes, a
sociolinguist and ethnographer of communication. Hymes (1972, as cited in Canale &
Swain, 1980, p. 4) argued that in a study of language, there should be “place for
consideration of the appropriateness of sociocultural significance of an utterance in
the situational and verbal context in which it is used”, in addition to the grammatical
knowledge which is required for producing grammatically-correct language outputs.
Such appropriateness of language to the context can be conceived of as the rules of
language use in various contexts. In the literature concerning CLT, these rules of
language use and language knowledge were commonly and collectively referred to as
“communicative competence” which is the ultimate goal of CLT.

2.1.1.3 Communicative Competence

The notion of communicative competence emerged for the first time in
1970s. This term was coined by Hymes (1972) in reaction to Chomsky’s (1965)
linguistic theory which heavily focuses on linguistic competence without considering
the appropriateness of language to the context where the language is used (Kamiya,
2006; Canale & Swain, 1980; Celce-Murcia, 2007). In other words, Hymes (1972)
viewed that Chomsky’s linguistic competence (i.e., knowledge of phonological and
lexicogrammatical rules of a language) per se is not enough to enable language
learners to use language successfully, especially in communication. Hymes’ (1972,
p. 278) statement that “there are rules of use without which the rules of grammar
would be useless” shows that an ability to use language appropriately to the context is
of equal significance to linguistic competence. These views of Hymes are also
reflected in his argument that to know a language, it is essential to know “when to
speak, when not, and as to what to talk about with whom, when, where and in what
manner” (Hymes, 1972, p. 277), apart from the ability to make the language outputs
grammatically correct.

2.1.1.4 Various Models of Communicative Competence

To delineate what exactly communicative competence is, Hymes
proposed a communicative competence model which is broader than Chomsky’s
(1965) linguistic theory in at least two ways. First, the term competence, as used by

Hymes (1972), refers to both knowledge and ability to use such knowledge while
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Chomsky’s (1965) competence refers to knowledge only (Canale & Swain, 1980).
Second, Hymes’ (1972) communicative competence model treats linguistic
competence as one of its two core components. In other words, Hymes’ (1972)
communicative competence model consists of linguistic competence which was
proposed by Chomsky (1965) and a sociolinguistic competence which can be
conceived of as an ability to use linguistic competence for effective and appropriate
communication in a variety of contexts and settings (Aguilar, 2007; Canale & Swain,
1980; Celce-Murcia, 2007; Hedge, 2000; Kamiya, 2006). Hymes (1972) is among the
very first scholars who introduced and underlined the significance of sociocultural
aspects of language in language teaching (Aguilar, 2007; Bagari¢ & Djigunovi¢,
2007; Canale & Swain, 1980). His seminal work, On Communicative Competence,
has had profound impacts on applied linguists and language teachers around the
world.

In 1980, Canale and Swain proposed their communicative competence
model which was developed from Hymes’ (1972) model. Agreeing with Hymes’
(1972) model of communicative competence, Canale and Swain (1980, p. 6) explicitly
stated that communicative competence consists of at least grammatical competence
(or linguistic competence in Hymes’ (1972) model) and sociolinguistic competence,
that is, “knowledge of the rules of language use.” Nevertheless, although their
conceptualization of communicative competence is, in many ways, in line with that of
Hymes, Canale and Swain extended Hymes’ (1972) model by adding strategic
competence to it. According to Canale and Swain (1980, p. 30), strategic competence
refers to “verbal and nonverbal communication strategies that may be called into
action to compensate for breakdowns in communication due to performance variables
or to [sic] insufficient competence.” Put simply, Canale and Swain’s (1980)
communicative competence model is made up of grammatical, sociolinguistic and
strategic competence. Canale and Swain added the strategic competence to Hymes’
(1972) communicative competence model on the grounds that knowledge of
communication strategies can significantly aid learners to acquire the second
language, especially at the outset of their second language learning.

A few years later after Canale and Swain’s (1980) model of

communicative competence was proposed, in 1983, Canale proposed a revised model
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of communicative competence. Basically, this revised model is similar to the 1980’s
model except that the rules of discourse which were previously a subcomponent of
sociolinguistic competence are treated as a distinct component in this model. In other
words, Canale’s (1983) communicative competence model is made up of
grammatical, sociolinguistic, strategic and discourse competence. While the
definitions of grammatical, sociolinguistic and strategic competence remain
unchanged, the discourse competence is defined as “mastery of how to combine
grammatical forms and meanings to achieve a unified spoken or written text in
different genres” (Canale, 1983, p. 9).

Drawing on the models developed by Canale and Swain (1983), Celce-
Murcia, Dornyei, and Thurrell (1995) proposed a new model of communicative
competence which includes the fifth component of communicative competence called
“actional competence”. This new component refers to “competence in conveying and
understanding communicative intent by performing and interpreting speech acts and
speech act sets” (Celce-Murcia et al., 1995, p. 9). Apart from including the new
component, this new model was proposed to illustrate how each component in the
model relates to one another (Celce-Murcia, 2007).

With over ten years of language teaching experience, Celce-Murcia
(2007) revised the 1995 model by incorporating two significant dimensions of
language learning into the model. This newly-revised model of communicative
competence consists of six competences; each of which is briefly outlined below.

1) Sociocultural competence. Knowledge of how to express
messages appropriately within the overall social and cultural context of
communication.

2) Discourse competence. Knowledge of how to select,
sequence and arrange words, structures, and utterances to achieve a unified spoken
message.

3) Linguistic competence. Knowledge of phonology, lexis,
morphology and syntax of the language.

4) Formulaic competence. Knowledge of fixed and

prefabricated chunks of language often used by speakers in everyday interaction.
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5) Interactional competence. Knowledge of how to perform
common speech acts and speech act sets in the target language (i.e., actional
competence), knowledge of turn-taking system in conversation and dialogic genres
(i.e., conversational competence), and knowledge of non-verbal/paralinguistic aspects
in oral interaction (i.e., non-verbal/paralinguistic competence).

6) Strategic competence. Knowledge of learning and
communication strategies. (Celce-Murcia, 2007, pp. 45-50)

According to Celce-Murcia (2007), this newly-revised model sheds
light on at least five fundamental principles of language teaching. These five
principles are 1) an integration of culture into language teaching; 2) a use of authentic
materials and activities that are context-based and meaningful to learners; 3) an
incorporation of formulaic and conversational aspects of language into language
instruction in addition to linguistic aspects; 4) a focus on dynamic aspects of
interaction; and 5) a focus on learning and communication strategies. These five
principles are, by and large, similar to the core tenets of the intercultural approach to
language teaching which emerges from and can be considered a descendant of CLT.

From the above review of communicative competence models, it is
possible to conclude that most communicative competence models are based on
Hymes’ (1972) model. Also, the emergence of communicative competence has shifted
and broadened the focus of language teaching from mastery of grammatical rules to
encompass other aspects of language, especially sociolinguistic and sociocultural
aspects which play a part in enabling learners to use the language effectively and
appropriately for communicative purpose. With the emphasis on both grammatical
rules and context of language use, communicative competence is closely related to
CLT in the way that communicative competence is CLT’s ultimate goal (Richards,
2006). Nevertheless, although CLT is generally viewed as theoretically sound and
more relevant for language teaching than the traditional approaches, an application of
CLT to English language teaching in various contexts where English is taught as a
foreign language (henceforth called “EFL’’) was not as successful as expected by CLT
proponents. The following sub-sections present difficulties associated with an
implementation of CLT in English language classrooms in various EFL contexts,

including Thailand.
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2.1.1.5 Limitations of CLT Implementation in EFL Contexts

Since its emergence, CLT has been considered theoretically sound and
more effective in enabling language learners to communicate in the language learned
than its predecessors of audiolingual approach and grammar-translation method
(Ahmad & Rao, 2013; Koosha & Yakhabi, 2012). As such, it is not surprising that
CLT has been taken up by English language teachers worldwide, especially those in
EFL contexts (Ahmad & Rao, 2013; Hu, 2002; Jarvis & Atsirilarat, 2004.; Koosha &
Yakhabi, 2012; Li, 1998). Nevertheless, after being implemented for a period of time,
CLT was found to be incompatible with and posed several problems in many EFL
contexts (Ahmad & Rao, 2013; Ellis, 1996; Hu, 2002; Jarvis & Atsirilarat, 2004; Li,
1998).

Li (1998) and Ahmad and Rao (2013) who conducted case studies to
investigate difficulties associated with CLT application to English language teaching
in South Korea and Pakistan, respectively, reported that these difficulties can be
classified into four main groups: difficulties relating to teachers, students, educational
system, and CLT itself. Both studies, despite being conducted fifteen years apart and
in different countries, similarly reported that the teacher-related difficulties (e.g., lack
of proficiency in spoken English, strategic and sociolinguistic competence and lack of
training in and a firm grasp of CLT) were the major barriers to a successful
implementation of CLT in these two countries. Apart from teacher-related difficulties,
difficulties relating to students (e.g., low proficiency, low motivation in learning
English, and reluctance to take part in communicative activities), difficulties relating
to educational system (e.g., large class size, grammar-based examination and shortage
of education support), and difficulties relating to CLT (e.g., being western culture-
based, less attention to EFL cultural and contextual factors, and lack of effective
assessment) have been attributed to the limited success of CLT in South Korea (Li,
1998) and Pakistan (Ahmad & Rao, 2013). According to Li’s (1998) study, these four
main difficulties were also faced by teachers in other EFL contexts (e.g., China, Japan
and Vietnam).

Consistent with the above two studies, Hu (2002, p. 94) stated that the
constraints of CLT implementation in China include “lack of necessary resources, big

class size, limited instructional time, teachers’ lack of language proficiency and
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sociolinguistic competence, examination pressure and cultural factors”. Aside from
those constraints, Hu (2002, p. 96) explicitly indicated that many of the CLT central
tenets and practices are in conflict with the “Chinese culture of learning” which was
defined as “a whole set of expectations, attitudes, beliefs, values, perceptions,
preferences, experiences, and behaviours that are characteristics of Chinese society
with regard to teaching and learning.” According to Hu, many roles of teachers under
the CLT approach (e.g., classroom facilitator and moderator) go against Chinese
culturally-perceived roles of teachers as a source or provider of knowledge and a
figure of authority in classroom that should be revered and not challenged. In terms
of teaching methods, knowledge transmission and teacher-dominated class are
generally-accepted teaching practices in China while these practices are totally against
the learner-centered approach which lies at the heart of CLT. This conflict between
CLT central tenets and culturally-rooted perceptions and practices of teaching and
learning in China has led to CLT’s failure in China.

The conflicts indicated by Hu fall within the difficulties related to CLT
itself as suggested by Li (1998) and Ahmad and Rao (2013). What is worth noting
here is that while CLT underscores the significance of context in language teaching
and learning, CLT itself pays little or no attention to the context where it can be used
or is intended to be used (i.e., EFL countries). In other words, what CLT theorists
have always focused on is describing what CLT is and what its primary goal (i.e.,
communicative competence) consists of without giving any thought to any obstacle
that may arise from cultural differences of the contexts where CLT is implemented.
Conceptualized in western English-speaking countries, CLT bears many traits that are
conducive to the cultures of learning and teaching in these countries, but not those of
EFL countries. Hu’s (2002) explication of CLT’s failure in China is a good example
illustrating this point.

2.1.1.6 Limitations of CLT Implementation in Thailand

Similar to other EFL contexts, CLT in Thailand is not problem-free.
Put another way, CLT, which has long been adopted for English language teaching in
Thailand (Jarvis & Atsilarat, 2004; Methitham & Chamcharatsri, 2011), faced similar
obstacles as those reported in other EFL contexts. Several local scholars (e.g.,
Dhanasobhon, 2006; Noom-Ura, 2013; Wiriyachitra, 2002) viewed English language
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teaching in Thailand as a failure as evidenced by Thais’ low average scores and low
ranking on a number of English proficiency tests like TOEFL (Educational Testing
Service, 2016) and IELTS (IELTS Partners, 2009-2017) as previously discussed in
Chapter 1.

The failure of CLT in Thailand is attributed to numerous factors ranging
from unqualified English language teachers, low-motivated students, irrelevant
teaching methodologies, insufficient materials and equipment, an abundance of
curriculum content, irrelevant assessment methods to scarce opportunity for Thai
students to use English in meaningful communication outside classrooms
(Chulalongkorn University Academic Service Centre, 2000; Dhanasobhon, 2006;
Foley, 2005; Noom-Ura, 2013; Wiriyachitra, 2002; Wongsothorn et al., 2002).
Among these factors, unqualified teachers and irrelevant teaching methodologies have
often been claimed as major causes of such failure (Methitham, 2009; Noom-Ura,
2013; Prapaisit, 2003; Weerawong, 2004; Wiriyachitra, 2002).

As for teachers, in addition to their heavy teaching loads and other
administrative tasks to fulfill, most Thai teachers of English were reported as having
inadequate knowledge and skills in English (Kaur, Young, & Kirkpatrick, 2016;
Noom-Ura, 2013; Prapaisit, 2003; Wiriyachitra, 2002). According to Noopong (2002,
as cited in Noom-Ura, 2013) and Baker (2008), this is especially the case in primary
education. That is, the majority of Thai teachers of English in primary schools did not
have a bachelor degree in English; as such, they did not have a thorough grasp of
English (The Nation, 2005, as cited in Baker, 2008). Limited proficiency in English
inevitably prevents these teachers from giving correct or generally-accepted English
inputs to learners. In addition to the English teachers in the primary schools, based on
the researcher’s experience as an English language lecturer in tertiary education, the
issue of teachers’ limited proficiency in English also exists at tertiary education.

As for teaching approaches for English language classroom in Thailand,
CLT can be considered the most preferred approach for Thai ELT practitioners
(Methitham, 2009; Saengboon, 2002; Weerawong, 2004). Nevertheless, teachers’
positive attitude toward CLT does not always translate into an application of this
approach to their English classrooms. Weerawong (2004) found that most Thai

teachers in her study who supported and underwent CLT training program did not use
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this approach in their English classrooms. Instead, these teachers turned back to the
traditional approach which was characterized by extensive teacher talk and a teaching
of language features (e.g., vocabulary and pronunciation) in isolation from context.
Similar findings were also reported by Saengboon (2002) who found that most Thai
teachers in his study had a positive view toward CLT, but they had an ambivalent
attitude toward full applicability of CLT to their English classrooms. Also, from his
classroom observation, less than half of the participating teachers successfully
conducted their teaching according to CLT’s core tenets. Likewise, Prapaisit (2003)
reported that Thai teachers of English in her study, despite having a firm grasp of
learner-centered approach which is one key trait of CLT, did not employ learning
techniques of CLT such as group work and pair work in their classes at all, and these
classes can be viewed as teacher-centered rather than learner-centered.

Based on the above research findings, it can be said that CLT in
Thailand has faced similar impediments to those reported in other EFL contexts.
Additionally, CLT seems to be welcomed by most Thai teachers of English who are
in quest of finding a marvelous approach to equipping their students with both
knowledge and skills required for effective communication in English. With
communicative competence as its major goal, CLT seems to promise an end to the
aforesaid quest of Thai teachers of English. However, as reported by several studies,
CLT has not been successfully applied to ELT in the Thai context. In critiquing the
application of CLT to ELT in Thailand, Methitham and Chamcharatsri (2011) stated
that Thai teachers of English seemed to blindly adopt CLT without considering
whether CLT is relevant to Thai ways of teaching and learning, including Thai
students’ learning behaviors, the very same points raised by Hu (2002). As a result of
this blind adoption, it is not surprising for these teachers to discover later that CLT is
not a panacea for their students’ ill-English proficiency and turn back to what they are
more familiar with; that is, grammar translation method and rote memorization
(Methitham & Chamcharatsri, 2011).

So what could be the ways out of this unpleasant situation of ELT in
Thailand? Many scholars and ELT practitioners worldwide who have been aware of
or encountered problems in implementing CLT in their teaching contexts (e.g.,
Ellis,1996; Hu, 2002; Jarvis & Atsilarat, 2004; Koosha & Yakhabi, 2012; Li, 1998)
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consistently argued that although CLT is a better choice for language teaching than
the audiolingual and grammar-translation methods, it is not universally applicable.
The problems arising from CLT implementation in various EFL contexts have given
rise to new perspectives on English language teaching (e.g., postmethod pedagogy
and English as a lingua franca). One of these new perspectives which has received
tremendous attention from foreign language teaching scholars and practitioners

worldwide in the past few decades is an intercultural approach to language teaching.

2.1.2 Intercultural Approach to Language Teaching

Emerging in the late 1990s, the intercultural approach to language teaching,

also known as an intercultural dimension in language teaching, is much more recent

than CLT. Also, this approach is regarded as more comprehensive and can better

correspond to the rising phenomenon of intercultural communication in the 21%

century (Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1997, 2009; Byram, et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003;

Liddicoat & Scarino, 2013). Nevertheless, prior to discussing the central tenets and

underlying objective of this approach, it is worth looking at how this approach was
brought into being.

2.1.2.1 Origin of Intercultural Approach to Language Teaching

A review of literature concerning the intercultural approach to language

teaching reveals that there are five main considerations giving rise to this new

approach to language teaching. These five considerations are the interrelationship

between language and culture; cultural dimension in language teaching; increased

globalization; role of English as a global language; and failure of CLT in various EFL

contexts.
1) Interrelationship between language and culture

One effective way to explore the interrelationship between

language and culture is to look at the definition of the term “culture”. So far, this term

has been variously defined by numerous scholars in various fields of study thanks to

the fact that this term encompasses a number of disciplines such as anthropology,

ethnography of communication, intercultural communication and foreign language

education (Furstenberg, 2010). Also, up until the present, there is still no absolute

consensus on what this term means. Moreover, it is anticipated that more definitions
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of this term will be generated and proposed. Nevertheless, although the different
definitions emphasize different aspects of culture to correspond to the central focus of
each discipline, they, by and large, illustrate the interrelationship between language
and culture. For instance, according to Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952, as cited in
Spencer-Oatey, 2012, p. 2),
Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behaviour
acquired and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive
achievements of human groups, including their embodiment in artifacts; the
essential core of culture consists of traditional (i.e., historically derived and
selected) ideas and especially their attached values; culture systems may, on
the one hand, be considered as products of action, on the other as conditional

elements of future action.

The above definition shows that culture has strong influence
on people’s behaviors and can be used to distinguish one group of people from other
groups. Additionally, culture is always attached with values and it may be viewed as
both an output of or input for action. Also, culture is acquired and transmitted via
“symbols”, one of which is linguistic code; that is, language.

Similar to the above definition, Kramsch (1998, p. 127)
defined culture as “membership in a discourse community that shares a common
social space and history, and a common system of standards for perceiving, believing,
evaluating and acting.” The phrase “a common system of standards for perceiving,
believing, evaluating and acting” can be interpreted as language. Kramsch’s definition
of culture is analogous to Byram’s (1989, as cited in Byram, 1997, p. 39) definition of
this term: “the beliefs and knowledge which members of a social group share by
virtue of their membership.”

Apart from the foregoing definitions, Ledarach (1995, p. 9)
succinctly defined culture as “the shared knowledge and schemes created by a set of
people for perceiving, interpreting, expressing, and responding to the social realities
around them.” From this definition, it is possible to interpret that one of “the shared
knowledge and schemes” is language. Additionally, from a language teaching

perspective, culture is referred to as “learned and shared human patterns or models of
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living; day- to-day living patterns, these patterns and models pervade all aspects of
human social interaction. Culture is mankind’s primary adaptive mechanism”
(Damen, 1987, p. 367).

Three significant commonalities can be extracted from the
above definitions of culture. First, culture is shared by each group of people. Second,
culture has direct influence on people’s behavior and their worldviews. Finally, all of
the above definitions explicitly or implicitly show that language is intertwined with
culture as a carrier or a sub-set of culture. Given the interrelationship between
language and culture as explicated above, a number of scholars in applied linguistics
and second or foreign language education (e.g., Byram, 1997, 2009; Byram et al.,
2002; Corbett, 2003; Kramsch, 1998; Liddicoat & Scarino, 2013; Genc & Bada,
2005) have called for an integration of culture teaching into language courses,
resulting in what is known today as “cultural dimension” or “cultural aspects” in
second or foreign language teaching.

2) Cultural dimension in language teaching

Cultural dimension in language teaching refers to the teaching
of language in which cultural aspects of the language, whether those of the target
language, the learners’ mother tongue or other languages, are integrated (Baker,
2012). Apart from the inextricable connection between language and culture as
explicated above, there are other reasons for integrating culture into a language
course. One apparent benefit of including culture in a language course is that knowing
culture will enable learners to be a proficient and effective user of the language
learned (Nault, 2006, as cited in Alyan, 2011). Bennett, Bennett, and Allen (2003, p.
237) emphasized this significance of culture in language education by stating that “the
person who learns language without learning culture risks becoming a fluent fool”
which refers to “someone who speaks a foreign language well, but does not
understand the social or philosophical content of that language” (Alyan, 2011, p. 33).
In addition, an integration of culture into language courses can help learners to
become more aware of their own culture. Alyan (2011) illustrated this point by stating
that culture usually operates at a subconscious level, and it is difficult to understand
one’s own culture without being exposed to other cultures. In other words, when

learners are exposed to different cultures, it is much easier for them to understand
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their own culture by looking at 1) how their own culture is different from other
cultures; and 2) how their own culture has influenced their worldviews and behaviors.

Nowadays, culture teaching in a language course has been
widely recognized by language educators and teachers (e.g., Ho, 2009; Kourova &
Modianos, 2013; Li, 2014). Nevertheless, the issues of what culture should be taught
and how to teach it are still debatable in all types of contexts (Furstenberg, 2010;
Liaw, 2006). Traditionally, culture was taught in a language class through a factual
transmission method; that is, factual information of the target language’s culture (e.g.,
literature, arts, customs and habits) is transmitted to learners for memorization
(Byram, 1997; Furstenberg, 2010; Liaw, 2006). Later, it was suggested that the
cultural dimension in language teaching be expanded to encompass other cultures,
especially those of the learners (Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Kramsch, 1998;
Liddicoat & Scarino, 2013; Genc & Bada, 2005; Baker, 2012). In addition, “Culture
learning is not merely learning the target language culture, but gaining insights into
how the culture of the target language interacts with one’s own cultural experience”
(Liaw, 2006, p. 50).

So far, such development of cultural dimensions to language
teaching has been viewed as going on the right track. Nevertheless, Baker (2011,
2012) indicated that this type of culture teaching in language classrooms which tries
to raise the learners’ awareness of the target language culture and other cultures is not
very feasible for ELT. This is partly due to the fact that presently, English is not a
language spoken by specific groups of people so it is hard to figure out what culture
English is actually tied to. In other words, given the widespread use of English as a
lingua franca nowadays by non-native speakers of English who outnumber the native
speakers of English (Crystal, 2012; Seargeant & Swann, 2012), it is posited that
English should no longer be viewed as the “property of one culture or community”
(Baker, 2009b, p. 568) and it would be too rough or even misleading to connect
English with the cultures of native English speakers like British, American or
Australian cultures (Cheng, 2007). To be more specific, McArther (1998, as cited in
Cheng, 2007, p. 17) remarked that “English represents a repertoire of cultures, not a

monolithic culture.”
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In an attempt to help solve this issue, Baker (2011, 2012)
postulated that the cultural dimension to ELT should aim at raising intercultural
awareness, rather than cultural awareness, among English language learners. This
postulation of Baker (2011, 2012), which is consistent with the intercultural approach
to language teaching, is based on two significant grounds. First, the notion of cultural
awareness is quite limited because it tends to be bound to a national culture. Second,
the notion of intercultural awareness is more comprehensive, realistic and flexible
than cultural awareness because it is based on a “‘non-essentialist’ view of culture and
language that better accounts for the fluid and dynamic relationship between them”
(Baker, 2012, p. 62). Put simply, the notion of intercultural awareness does not ignore
the fact that when English is used by non-native speakers, it is likely to be influenced
by or reflect the non-native speakers’ cultures which can be different from those of
native English speakers. This second ground also implies that the notion of
intercultural awareness recognizes the crucial role of English as a global language at
the present time which is the era of globalization.

3) Increased globalization

A review of literature concerning the concepts of intercultural
communicative competence and intercultural approach to language teaching reveals
that globalization is usually, if not always, claimed as one cause of the emergence of
the intercultural approach to language teaching. For instance, Liddicoat and Scarino
(2013, p. 1) explicitly stated that “As the process of globalization, increased mobility,
and technological development have come to shape ways of living and
communicating, there has been a growing recognition of the fundamental importance
of integrating intercultural capacities into language teaching and learning.” Likewise,
Moeller and Nugent (2014, p. 1) stated that “With increased globalization, migration
and immigration there has been a growing recognition for the need for an intercultural
focus in language education.” These two statements revolve around the same issue;
that is, increased globalization and mobilization have called for a kind of language
teaching that enables language learners to have not only linguistic competence of the
language learned, but also an ability to effectively interact with those having different

linguistic and cultural backgrounds from themselves. Undoubtedly, this kind of
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language teaching is the intercultural approach to language teaching or language
teaching in which intercultural dimensions are incorporated.

To grasp how globalization gives rise to the intercultural
approach to language teaching, it is important to understand what globalization is. So
far, like the term “culture”, the term “globalization” has been variously defined by
different people whereby the differences among these definitions are largely
influenced by the contexts, disciplines and stances of the definers (Alyan, 2011).
Seargent (2012, as cited in Seargeant & Swann, 2012, p. 178) stated that globalization
is often understood as “the way in which businesses are taking advantage of the
expansion of world markets”. Apart from the aforesaid definition, globalization is
conceived of as “what happens when the movement of people, goods or ideas among
countries and regions accelerates” (Coatsworth, 2004, as cited in Cheng, 2007, p. 3).
Coatsworth’s definition shows that globalization involves more than one single
country or region, and its impacts can be at the regional or global level. Apart from
the above definition, globalization is defined as:

Globalization has indeed affected what and how we do things at all levels.
The distance between countries is becoming smaller and the world around us
is more like a global village. In this global village, everyone depends on each
other, thus we have more opportunities and obligations to communicate with
one another. (Cheng, 2007, p. 3)

Cheng’s definition of globalization alludes to one crucial
effect of globalization: a global village. This global village refers to the world where
people from different parts of the world can contact and communicate together easily
with no problem of geographical distance. Given the emergence of globalization and
the global village, Alyan (2011, p. 17) pointed out that “globalization has reshuffled
the parameters of foreign language education.” To make this point clear, Alyan (2011)
explained that apart from focusing on linguistic competence (i.e., mastery over
grammatical rules and vocabulary) of the target language, foreign language education
should aim at enabling language learners to effectively and appropriately interact and
communicate with those having different sociolinguistic and sociocultural

backgrounds from themselves. In other words, foreign language teaching should also
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help learners to acquire intercultural communicative competence so that they can
perform well in the global village. One more thing worth noting here is that
globalization does not only give rise to the concept of global village. The other
concept arising from globalization is global language. Thanks to its widespread use in
various domains such as economics, politics, media and education, English is
inevitably and generally viewed as one of the significant global languages at present
(Crystal, 2012).

4) English as a global language

To understand how English has become a global language, it
is important to grasp what a global language is. According to Crystal (2012, p. 2), a
language will be considered a global language “when it develops a special role that is
recognized in every country.” In other words, to acquire such a status, “a language has
to be taken up by other countries around the world. They must decide to give it a
special place within their communities, even though they may have few (or no)
mother-tongue speakers” (Crystal, 2012, p. 4). What is explicit from this definition is
that a global language is not restrictively used in any specific country nor is it used by
any particular group of people. What is implicit here is that there are sheer numbers of
users and speakers of a global language.

The fact that English is now used for both intracultural and
intercultural communications by people all over the world makes it possible to state
that English is one of the global languages at present. With this status of a global
language, it is very difficult (if not impossible) to control the use of English to strictly
conform to the way English is used by native English speakers. As indicated by
World Englishes (WE) and English as a lingua franca (ELF) scholars (e.g.,
Canagarajah, 2013; Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2011), when English becomes a global
language, many varieties of English have emerged (e.g., Tinglish which refers to the
use of English by Thai people in the way that is particularly unique to or commonly
used by Thai people). Although these varieties of English share certain linguistic
features with those of English as used by native English speakers, they do have their
own local variation which can be understood as 1) the user’s adjustment of their use
of English to ensure that their interlocutors understand what they are trying to convey

through English (Jenkins, 2009); or 2) results of their mother tongue’s interference.
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In the case of Tinglish, an omission of a final consonant sound in a word, the use of /t/
sound instead of /8/ sound in “thank you”, the stress on the last syllable of any
English word (e.g., computer, theory and telephone) and non-use or incorrect use of
an article commonly made by Thai people can be regarded as examples of such local
variation. Given a large number of varieties of English, it has been postulated that the
main focus of English language teaching in EFL contexts should be expanded to
include other varieties of English rather than exclusively focusing on English of
native speakers like British or American English (Baker, 2011; Kongkerd, 2013;
Pakir, 2009, as cited in Ke & Cahyani, 2014). This is to make English language
teaching more realistic and better correspond to English’s status as a global language.
This can also help expose learners to various varieties of English which will raise
their awareness and make them more tolerant of English variants that are different
from native English speakers’ norms (Byram et al., 2002).

5) Failure of CLT in various EFL contexts

Apart from the foregoing four considerations (interrelationship
between language and culture, cultural dimension in language teaching, increased
globalization, and English as a global language), the failure of CLT in various EFL
contexts paves the way for an emergence of the intercultural approach to language
teaching. A number of literature on the intercultural approach to language teaching
(e.g., Aguilar, 2007; Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1997; Cook, 1999; Corbett, 2003)
repeatedly reported that one crucial factor making CLT fail in several EFL contexts is
the fact that CLT heavily demands language learners to know the culture and to
communicate like the native speakers of the language learned. This demand may be
regarded as one central tenet of CLT as it is believed that knowing the culture of and
“how” to communicate like native speakers will enable leaners to have successful
communication with native speakers of the target language.

In the eyes of certain scholars (e.g., Byram, 1997; Kramsch,
1998; Alptekin, 2002; Corbett, 2003), this heavy demand for language learners to
acquire cultural knowledge of and to communicate like native speakers could be
regarded as a practice of enculturation. Also, to have “native-like” communication is
an unrealistic and unattainable goal and can do more harm than good to language

learners (Byram, 1997). According to Byram, such a demand “ignores the conditions
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under which learners and native speakers learn and acquire language” and “would
create the wrong kind of competence” (Byram, 1997, p. 11). That is, when learning a
new language, learners need to abandon their own language and culture “in order to
blend into another linguistic environment, becoming accepted as a native speaker by
other native speakers” (Byram, 1997, p. 11). This implies that in learning a language,
learners will rarely (if not never) be in the same position as the native speaker, and
this can result in an unbalanced power relation between language learners and native
speakers of the language learned. It is this unbalanced power relation between
language learners and native speakers that calls for a reconsideration of the culture
teaching under the CLT approach as well as a new way of dealing with the issue of
culture teaching in a language classroom (Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1997; Corbett,
2003). This reconsideration, by and large, gives rise to the intercultural approach to
language teaching.

So far, this section has explained how the intercultural
approach to language teaching has come into existence. In brief, there are five main
considerations giving rise to this approach. These five considerations are the
interrelationship between language and culture; cultural dimension in language
teaching; increased globalization; English as a global language; and the failure of
CLT in various EFL contexts. The next section will look at the differences between
CLT and the intercultural approach to language teaching.

2.1.2.2 Differences between CLT and the Intercultural Approach to

Language Teaching

Even though the intercultural approach to language teaching is
grounded in and extended from CLT (Byram, 1997; Derin et al., 2009; Pigtkowska,
2015), it is different from CLT in many facets. First, the intercultural approach is
broader than CLT in the way that it encompasses and underscores non-linguistic
aspects of communication (e.g., nonverbal communication, inter-group and cross-
cultural relations) which did not gain much attention from language educators
(Byram, 1997). The recognition of these non-linguistic aspects is reflected in an
underlying assumption of this approach that a successful interaction between people
from diverse cultures does not depend only on “establishing and maintenance of

human relationships” (Byram, 1997, pp. 32-33).
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Second, the primary goal of the intercultural approach to language
teaching is not to develop learners to communicate like the native speakers in the
same way as CLT, but to develop them to be “intercultural speakers or mediators who
are able to engage with complexity and multiple identities and to avoid stereotyping
which accompanies perceiving someone through single identity” (Byram, et al., 2002,
p. 5). In other words, the intercultural approach does not aim to equip language
learners with communicative competence, but intercultural communicative
competence which is defined as the “competences which enable them to
mediate/interpret the values, beliefs and behaviours (the ‘cultures’) of themselves and
of others and to ‘stand on the bridge’ or indeed ‘be the bridge’ between people of
different languages and cultures” (Byram, 2006, as cited in Ho, 2009, p. 65) or “a
complex of abilities needed to perform effectively and appropriately when interacting
with others who are linguistically and culturally different from oneself” (Fantini &
Tirmizi, 2006, p. 12). Similar to the above view, Corbett (2003) stated that
intercultural approach to second or foreign language education aims at language
development and intercultural understanding and mediation.

The primary goal of the intercultural approach (i.e., to equip learners
with intercultural communicative competence) inevitably creates a new set of
language teaching objectives as set out below.

To give learners intercultural competence as well as linguistic competence; to
prepare them for interaction with people of other cultures; to enable them to
understand and accept people from other cultures as individuals with other
distinctive perspectives, values and behaviours; and to help them see that such
interaction is an enriching experience. (Byram et al., 2002, p. 6)

Based on the above set of language teaching objectives, the roles of
teachers and learners in a language classroom with an intercultural dimension have
been extended from those of the CLT classroom. In a language classroom where the
intercultural approach is implemented, apart from developing learners’ linguistic
competence, teachers are primarily required to foster in learners the competence
which enable learners to see “the connections between their own and other cultures, as

well as awaken their curiosity about differences and otherness” (Aguilar, 2007, p. 69)
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including to promote learners’ autonomy. Put simply, teachers have to play the roles
of facilitator and mediator (Aguilar, 2007, 2010; Moeller & Nugent, 2014). In parallel
with these roles of teachers, students are required to play roles of ethnographer
(Aguilar, 2007; Corbett, 2003) or “researcher or discoverer of knowledge” (Moeller &
Nugent, 2014, p. 4).

The other feature distinguishing the intercultural approach to language
teaching from CLT is the way these two approaches deal with the issue of culture
teaching in a language classroom. As implied earlier, according to the CLT approach,
only culture of the native speakers have been emphasized in a language class while
the learners’ cultures have to be put aside (Byram, 1997). However, Byram viewed
that cultural content to be dealt with in a language course should not be restricted to
those of the target language because of the rise in intercultural communication which
often occurs between non-native speakers of the language. This is particularly true in
the case of the English language. Thus, it is suggested that in addition to the native
speakers’ culture, the learners’ and other cultures be included in foreign and second
language courses.

In order for language learners to be intercultural speakers and to provide
language teachers with a guideline on how to incorporate intercultural dimensions
into their language teaching, Byram (1997) proposed a multidimensional model of
intercultural communicative competence which lies at the heart of the intercultural
approach to language teaching.

2.1.2.3 Byram’s Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence

Byram (1997) introduced a model of intercultural communicative
competence (ICC Model) which is rooted in applied linguistics, sociolinguistics,
social identity theory, cross-cultural communication, and social and cultural capitals
(Byram, 1997, 2009). The ICC model, which was revised in 2009, is displayed below.
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Intercultural Communicative Competence

linguistic sociolinguistic discourse

competence competence competence

—

Intercultural Competence

skills of
interpreting /
relating

attitudes-
curiosity/
openness

critical
knowledge cultural
awareness

skills of
discovery/
interaction

classroom fieldwork independent
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Figure 2.1 A Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence
Source: Byram, 2009, p. 323.

As illustrated above, ICC consists of linguistic, sociolinguistic,
discourse competence (three fundamental components of communicative competence)
and intercultural competence. Among the aforesaid competence, intercultural
competence (IC) is deemed as most significant, and is comprised of five elements
which are believed to affect people’s ability to communicate across cultures. These

five elements are:
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1) Attitudes: curiosity and openness, readiness to suspend
disbelief about other cultures and belief about one’s own. ...

2) Knowledge: of social groups and their products and
practices in one’s own and in one’s interlocutor’s country, and of the general
processes of societal and individual interaction. ...

3) Skills of interpreting and relating: ability to interpret a
document or event from another culture, to explain it and relate it to documents or
events from one’s own. ...

4) Skills of discovery and interaction: 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.

5) Critical cultural awareness: 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. (Byram, 1997, pp. 57-63; Byram, 2009, p. 323)

A thorough examination of IC in Byram’s ICC Model reveals that IC
has nothing to do with linguistic features at all. Instead, the five elements constituting
IC can be viewed as non-linguistic aspects which have been consistently posited by a
number of intercultural scholars (e.g., Gudykunst, 1994; Jandt, 2013; Samovar &
Porter, 2004) as key factors affecting both intracultural and intercultural
communications. This interpretation makes it possible to view Byram’s ICC Model
as a hybrid between language teaching and intercultural communication disciplines
(Pigtkowska, 2015). However, as a foreign language educator, Byram places more
emphasis on the language teaching discipline. The greater emphasis on language
teaching can be seen from his ICC Model that also encompasses the locations of
learning as well as roles of teachers (t) and learners () at the lower part of the diagram
in Figure 2.1. Byram apparently stated that his ICC Model has three basic features
which are: 1) the model sets an attainable goal of building intercultural speakers; 2)
the model, which is developed from a language teaching perspective, is relevant to
educational context; and 3) the model touches upon the locations of learning and

explicates teachers’ and learners’ roles (1997).
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Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model has been extensively used as a
theoretical framework by scholars and teaching practitioners who incorporated
intercultural dimensions in their language teaching (Hismanoglu, 2011; Liaw, 2006;
Holmes & O’Neill, 2012; Garrett-Rucks, 2014). Nevertheless, like other theoretical
models, it is not flawless. Matsuo (2012) criticized the model as an individual-
oriented list-type model because the model merely describes the components of ICC
and 1C without suggesting how each component in the model is related to each other,
and how to implement the ICC Model in a language classroom. Additionally, Matsuo
viewed that the notion of culture in the ICC Model is equated to national culture, and
this equation can obscure the dynamic and heterogeneous traits of culture. In the
researcher’s opinion, Matsuo’s critique is valid to a certain extent, especially the point
that Byram did not suggest ways to make use of the ICC Model. For this point, Byram
et al. (2002) clearly suggested many kinds of activities and materials that can be
utilized in a language classroom to promote learners to be intercultural speakers.
These activities and materials are discussed in greater detail in the following section.

One thing worth noting here is that there are a number of models
relating to the concept of intercultural communicative competence. For example,
Bennett’s (1993) developmental model of intercultural sensitivity (DMIS),
Gudykunst’s (1995) Anxiety/Uncertainty Management Model (AUM), Deardorft’s
(2006) Process Model of Intercultural Competence, including the PEER model
introduced by Holmes and O’Neill (2012). However, given that Byram’s ICC Model
is grounded in language teaching and extended from CLT, it is of particular relevance
to the present study.

2.1.2.4 How to Promote ICC in Foreign Language Classrooms

This section discusses the ways or techniques to promote ICC in foreign
language classrooms. Also included in this section are examples of activities that can
be used to promote ICC in foreign language classrooms based on Byram’s ICC
Model. Before discussing these techniques in detail, it is worth noting that the
information presented and discussed in this section is largely drawn from the
document entitled “Developing the Intercultural Dimension in Language Teaching: A
Practical Introduction for Teachers” by Byram, Gribova, and Starkey (2002). In the

researcher’s view, this document, which can be considered a teacher’s manual, is of
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particular relevance to this section given that it contains easy-to-understand and
practical information supported by concrete examples. Also, the information and
activities contained in this document have been cited in a number of literature on the
intercultural approach to language teaching (e.g., Aguilar, 2007, 2010; Corbett, 2003;
Ho, 2009; Liddicoat, 2005; Lindner, 2010; Us6-Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2008).
Grounded in the concepts of learner-centeredness and learning by doing
in the same way as CLT, the intercultural approach to language teaching requires
learners to be active, rather than passive. In other words, learners need to be deeply
engaged in tasks or activities that are designed to help them to acquire ICC. One
technique which has been repeatedly referred to as effectively enabling learners to
acquire ICC is a comparative analysis (Aguilar, 2007, 2010; Byram et al., 2002;
Corbett, 2003; Ho, 2009; Liddicoat, 2005; Lindner, 2010; Us6-Juan & Martinez-Flor,
2008). According to Byram et al. (2002), the comparative analysis technique requires
learners to analyze and compare target language culture with learners’ own culture in
order to see any similarities or differences between these cultures, and there are
several ways to put this technique into practice. “For example, foreigners’ views
about the learners’ country as represented in a travel guide or in a tourist brochure
might be compared with the learners’ own experience of and views about their own
country; ...” (Byram et al., 2002, p. 10). Apart from identifying the similarities or
differences between cultures, learners are required to reflect their views towards such
similarities or differences (Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Furstenberg, 2010;
Liddicoat, 2005; Lindner, 2010; Troncoso, 2012; Us6-Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2008).
In a nutshell, the comparative analysis technique does not only focus on the target
language culture, but also attempts to enable learners to better understand and realize
how the target language culture is different from or similar to their own and others’
cultures. The knowledge of these differences or similarities between cultures are
believed to help learners: 1) to be more open to something unfamiliar; 2) to better
cope with any cultural differences during intercultural communication; and 3) to
better understand their own cultural practices (Byram et al., 2002; Troncoso, 2012).
The comparative analysis technique is applicable to various activities
available in the CLT approach, for instance, simulation, role-play and information-
gap activities (Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003). Byram et al. (2002) provided one
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example illustrating how to apply the comparative analysis technique to a role-play
activity. To help learners understand how people in the target language behave,
interact and communicate in a certain situation, learners are assigned to do a role-play
of welcoming a visitor. In this role-play activity which can be performed in the form
of pair work, one learner acts as a foreigner visiting his or her own country while the
other learner acts as a host welcoming the visitor (Byram et al., 2002). It is believed
that this kind of activity can expose learners to other cultures and help them to better
realize the similarities and differences between cultures in this particular situation as
well as learn from their experiences of putting themselves in another person’s shoes
(i.e., taking a role of visitor). Alternatively, learners can be assigned individually or in
a small group to interview foreigners about their views on any cultural practice or
issue, and compare such views with the leaners’ own views toward such practice or
issue (Usé-Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2008).

Another technigue to promote ICC in a foreign language classroom is to
present the existing learning materials from intercultural and critical perspectives
(Byram et al., 2002). This technique is particularly relevant to the teaching context
where teachers are required to follow a particular curriculum or where “direct
encounters with a foreign culture are not available for either teachers or learners”
(Byram et al., 2002, p. 11). To use this technique, teachers can make use of the
existing themes or content available in the learning materials and “encourage learners
to ask further questions and make comparisons” of such themes or content with those
available in the learners’ culture (Byram et al., 2002, p. 16). For instance, if a reading
passage in a textbook is about sports, apart from having students practice basic
reading skills such as identifying main ideas, supporting details or summarizing the
passage, teachers may encourage students to relate the theme of sports to other issues
such as gender, age, region and religion. In other words, teachers may ask questions
like whether this sport is popular in learners’ country, or whether this sport is
predominantly played by males or females. What lies at the heart of this technique is
“to get learners to compare the theme in a familiar situation with examples from an
unfamiliar context” (Byram et al., 2002, p. 16).

The other technique that can be used to promote ICC in a foreign

language classroom is to use authentic materials such as audio recordings, written
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documents and a variety of visual aids (e.g., map, photographs and cartoons) (Byram
et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Liddicoat, 2005; Us6-Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2008;
Lindner, 2010; Ho, 2009). Us6-Juan and Martinez-Flor’s (2008) and Lindner’s (2010)
suggestion of critical reading is a good example illustrating how to use this technique.
According to Us6-Juan and Martinez-Flor (2008, pp. 165-166), critical reading is an
activity that requires readers to “make judgments about how a text is argued” and it
will help learners “to focus not only on what the text says (typical of close reading
exercises) but also, and most important [sic], on how the text portrays the given topic
(i.e., author’s choices of language and structure).” In this way, the learners are
believed to grasp how a particular topic is viewed in the target language culture, and
whether or not this topic is similarly or differently viewed in the learners’ culture. In a
similar vein, Lindner (2010) viewed that critical reading can be conceived of as
interrogating the text which can help readers to know more about the text’s source.
To interrogate the text, readers may ask questions such as when, where, why, and how
the text was produced, and for whom to read (Lindner, 2010). In asking these
questions, learners are believed to notice the way in which the text is presented,
including any implied meanings, assumptions or stances of the writer.

So far, this section presents key techniques that can be used to promote
ICC in foreign language classrooms, including some examples of practical activities.
What is apparent here is that these techniques are not totally new; instead, they can be
combined with the currently-existing activities of the CLT approach like pair-work,
group-work and role play. These technigues, at the same time, encourage teachers
and learners to be more open and flexible to different worldviews. Nevertheless,
despite the fact that these techniques can be used in combination with the existing
activities, the intercultural approach to language teaching is not widely adopted by
foreign language teachers worldwide. The next section will look at the possible
causes for this minimal adoption of the intercultural approach to language teaching.

2.1.2.5 Challenges of Intercultural Approach to Language Teaching

Implementation

Byram et al. (2013) explicitly stated that presently the issues of cultural

and intercultural dimensions in language teaching including intercultural competence

have captured considerable attention of scholars in the field of foreign language
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teaching. This attention is demonstrated by a large volume of theoretical papers on
these issues. Nevertheless, while there is a long list of scholarly work elaborating the
significance of these issues for language teaching, an integration of intercultural
dimensions into language teaching is hardly seen in foreign language classrooms
worldwide (Byram & Risager, 1999; Byram et al., 2013; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006;
Sercu, 2006; Alyan, 2011).

A review of literature concerning the intercultural approach to language
teaching and an integration of cultural and intercultural dimensions into foreign
language classrooms reveals that there are four main factors deterring foreign
language teachers from fully and accurately adopting the intercultural approach to
language teaching. The first factor that has been repeatedly indicated in most
literature is the teachers’ lack of a thorough grasp of the intercultural approach to
language teaching. Several scholars (e.g., Atay, Kurt, Camlibel, Ersin, & Kaslioglu,
2009; Gu, 2016; Sercu, 2006; Tran & Dang, 2014; Cheng, 2007; Tian, 2013) similarly
reported that although teachers had positive views toward the intercultural approach
to language teaching and ICC, they rarely integrated the cultural and intercultural
dimensions into their classrooms because they did not have a thorough grasp of the
intercultural approach to language teaching and ICC.

This lack of a thorough grasp of the intercultural approach to language
teaching and ICC certainly has adverse impacts on the culture teaching of the
teachers. That is, with an unclear conception of the intercultural approach to language
teaching and ICC, the teachers are left to adapt what they have in hand and implement
this approach as per their own understanding (Garrido & Alvarez, 2006). This kind of
implementation can be consistent with or contradictory to the underlying principles of
the intercultural approach to language teaching. Several scholars (e.g., Barletta
Manjarrés, 2009; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Gu, 2016; Sercu, 2006; Tran & Dang,
2014; Tian, 2013; Zhou, 2011) reported that without a firm grasp, most teachers
generally teach culture in a traditional way of passing cultural knowledge or
information onto learners. Gu (2016) even found in her study that because of the lack
of clear conception of ICC, teachers only focused on the native English speakers’
culture when teaching culture while the cultures of other non-English speaking

countries received no attention of the teachers at all. Additionally, without a firm
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grasp of what the intercultural approach to language teaching is, the teachers’
objectives in teaching culture do not conform to the essence of the intercultural
approach to language teaching. Put another way, the culture teaching in a traditional
way is not likely to help learners to become intercultural speakers or acquire
intercultural communicative competence (Barletta Manjarrés, 2009; Gu, 2016; Sercu,
2006).

To solve this issue of teachers’ lack of a good grasp of the intercultural
approach to language teaching and ICC, numerous scholars (e.g., Atay et al., 2009;
Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Barletta Manjarrés, 2009; Sercu, 2006) consistently
suggested that teacher education (both pre-service and in-service programs) include
this approach and the concept of ICC so as to prepare and equip the teachers with
knowledge of and information on how to implement the intercultural approach and
integrate ICC into their teaching. Apart from equipping the teachers with knowledge
of the intercultural approach, Tran and Dang (2014, p. 99) suggested that teachers be
explicitly informed of “why they should integrate it, for what purposes and with what
benefits” to raise teachers’ awareness of the burgeoning role of the intercultural
approach to language teaching and ICC.

The second factor that prevents foreign language teachers from fully
adopting the intercultural approach to language teaching and integrating ICC into
their teaching is that the intercultural approach lacks a consistent methodology for
dealing with culture in language classrooms (Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Barletta
Manjarrés, 2009). Garrido and Alvarez (2006, p. 167) indicated that this lack of
consistency in culture teaching methodology makes it hard for teachers to set cultural
objectives for teaching and learning in a language classroom, and “even when cultural
objectives have been clearly outlined, further decisions have to be made as to what
cultural aspects should be included to enhance communication and how they can be
introduced to students.” This lack of consistent methodology may result from the fact
that culture is a fluid and complex concept, making it hard to define. Because of the
lack of consistent teaching methodology, fluid and complex natures of culture,
together with a lack of a firm grasp of the intercultural approach to language teaching,
it is very likely that foreign language teachers feel lost or even confused when

teaching culture (Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Gu, 2016). As such, it is not surprising at
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all for teachers to drop the culture-related content from their teaching, to teach culture
peripherally, or to teach culture in a traditional way of cultural information
transmission as earlier discussed (Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Gu, 2016; Tran & Dang,
2014).

Another factor contributing to foreign language teachers’ minimal
adoption of the intercultural approach to language teaching is that the intercultural
approach to language teaching does not have systematic assessment (Barletta
Manjarrés, 2009; Gu, 2016). A lack of systematic assessment may be attributed to the
fact that “ICC assessment methods are mainly of qualitative and subjective nature”
(Gu, 2016, p. 266). Similar to the foregoing view, Barletta Manjarrés (2009) posited
that that the assessment of culture and ICC is always loaded with subjectivity which
poses various challenges to evaluators (i.e., foreign language teachers in this case).
These challenges are:

teachers often rely on their own experiences to make judgments related to
culture; there is a positivistic tradition in testing which does not agree with the
nature of the competence; there is little interdisciplinary research and
collaboration; and the evaluator needs to be flexible in accepting students’
own interpretations, which, at the same time, would go against the concept of
objective, reliable testing (Paige, Jorstad, Siaya, Klein, & Colby, 1999, as
cited in Barletta Manjarres, 2009, p. 147)

Also, to perform a proper assessment of culture and ICC as suggested
by the intercultural approach to language teaching, teachers have to design and
employ various forms of assessment instruments (e.g., problem-solving tasks, case
studies and portfolios) which imply additional workload for teachers (Gu, 2016).
Because of this lack of systematic assessment and possible increase in their workload,
it comes as no surprise that foreign language teachers feel reluctant to fully adopt the
intercultural approach to their language teaching despite their positive attitudes
toward this approach.

Apart from the above factors, inadequacy of administrative support and
learning materials that can be used to promote ICC in a language classroom is another

factor leading to the low adoption of the intercultural approach to language teaching
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(Barletta Manjarrés, 2009; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Gu, 2016; Young & Sachdev,
2011). As for administrative support, Gu (2016, p. 265) explicitly reported that “the
lack of administrative encouragement, support or imperatives” resulted in the low
adoption of ICC teaching and assessment. In her study, Gu concluded that without
strong and formal supports from relevant agencies in charge of foreign language
education, whether ICC will be integrated into their language classrooms is left for the
teachers to decide.

In terms of relevant learning materials, it has been reported that
presently, learning materials that can be used to support the teaching of culture under
the intercultural approach to language teaching are still short in supply (Barletta
Manjarrés, 2009; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006). Most readily-available textbooks are still
designed to support linguistic competence, rather than intercultural communicative
competence or ICC. Also, Atay et al. (2009, p. 133) viewed that teachers did not
adopt the intercultural approach in their teaching because “they might not have the
necessary resources such as computers, Internet, DVD players, or tape-recorders” that
can be used to promote ICC.

Aside from the above factors, there are other factors which have also
been reported as leading to the minimal adoption of the intercultural approach to
language teaching. Two of these factors are that the ultimate goal of the intercultural
approach (i.e., ICC) is still not the major goal for foreign language learning in the
eyes of teachers, learners and their parents (Sercu, 2006; Onalan, 2005, as cited in
Tran & Dang, 2014), and teachers did not have enough time to cover the culture-
related content due to the abundance of curriculum content (Karbinar & Guler, 2013).

So far, what have been discussed in this section are key factors causing
the minimal adoption of the intercultural approach to language teaching or the
absence of the intercultural dimension in foreign language classrooms. A review of
related literature shows that there are four key factors deterring foreign language
teachers from fully and accurately adopting the intercultural approach to language
teaching. These factors are: 1) teachers’ lack of a firm grasp of the intercultural
approach to language teaching and ICC; 2) a lack of consistent methodology for
dealing with culture in language classrooms; 3) a lack of systematic assessment

methods for ICC; and 4) a lack of administrative support and learning materials that
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can be used to promote ICC in language classrooms. The next section will look at
how the intercultural approach to language teaching relates to the notion of English as
a lingua franca, another issue which can be regarded as partly emerging from the
failure or limited success of the CLT approach.

2.1.2.6 Interrelationship between the Intercultural Approach to

Language Teaching and English as a Lingua Franca

This section discusses how the intercultural approach to language
teaching relates to the notion of English as a lingua franca (henceforth called “ELF”)
which has gained tremendous attention of applied linguists as well as English
language practitioners and educators worldwide since the 1980s (e.g., Pan & Block,
2011; Ke & Cahyani, 2014). Nevertheless, prior to discussing how these two notions
relate to each other, it is deemed appropriate to clarify at the outset what ELF is.

Up until now, several scholars (e.g., Firth, 1996; Seidlhofer, 2011;
Jenkins, 2009) have provided similar definitions of the ELF. According to Firth
(1996), ELF refers to “a ‘contact language’ between persons who share neither a
common native tongue nor a common (national) culture, and for whom English is the
chosen foreign language of communication” (p. 240). Similarly, Seidlhofer (2011,
p. 7) defines ELF as “any use of English among speakers of different first languages
for whom English is the communicative medium of choice, and often the only
option.” Jenkins (2009, p. 200) consistently explains that ELF is “English being used
as a lingua franca, the common language of choice, among speakers who come from
different linguacultural backgrounds.” These three oft-cited definitions of ELF
demonstrate two significant facets of ELF: English language users and the purpose for
using English. It is apparent from these definitions that users of ELF are not native
speakers of English, and ELF is primarily used for cross-cultural communication
which can be between non-native speakers of English and between native and non-
native speakers of English.

In his seminal book, Teaching and Assessing Intercultural
Communicative Competence, Byram (1997, p. 113) apparently indicates that the
intercultural approach to language teaching which aims at equipping learners with
ICC is compatible with the notion of ELF on the grounds that both notions “involve

learners in questioning and discovering, not simply accepting a transmitted account of
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a specific country and its dominant cultures, which might be feared by less powerful
countries.” What is implied here is that English language teaching that treats English
as a lingua franca, rather than the property or an artefact of some groups of people, is
likely to be welcomed by EFL countries that perceive the threat of cultural
imperialism attached to English language teaching (Phillipson, 1992; Pennycook,
1994). Additionally, in Byram’s view, “the acquisition of intercultural communicative
competence can take place through the learning of a lingua franca, whether English or
another language, just as it can through more traditional forms of foreign language
learning” (Byram, 1997, p. 115). What Byram tries to convey here is that ICC can be
promoted in the English language classroom which views English as being owned and
controlled by its native speakers and the English language classroom which views
English as a lingua franca.

Similar to Byram, the researcher views the intercultural approach to
language teaching goes hand in hand with ELF. That is, both notions empower and
emancipate EFL teachers and learners from being manipulated by native speakers’
norms. Also, both notions take cultural factors of EFL countries into account. In
other words, these two notions repudiate popular myth which endorses the belief that
only native-like communication is acceptable. Additionally, while these notions
oppose and attempt to undermine native speakers’ dominance, norms and roles in the
language teaching, they encourage EFL teachers and learners to be more open and
tolerant to any use of English that is deviant from native speakers’ norms. At the
same time, they provide greater freedom to EFL teachers and learners to try and use
the language in the way that may be unnatural or ungrammatical to native speakers
but communicable and comprehensible to their non-native interlocutors. In the
researcher’s view, this greater freedom can have positive effects on both EFL teachers
and learners; that is, it may boost their confidence in using English.

The increased globalization and spread of English as a global language
explicated above can also illustrate the relationship between the intercultural approach
to language teaching and ELF. With increased globalization and the fact that English
is increasingly used by and between non-native speakers of English, it is possible to
state that no one is now the “true” owner of English who has an absolute control over

its use. Put another way, English is no longer anyone’s or any country’s personal
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property (Baker, 2009b). As such, it is not suggested to teach English in the way that
strictly conforms to the native speakers’ norms (e.g., British or American English) as
in the past because this way of teaching is not compatible with the way English is
currently used. Instead, it has been postulated that EFL learners be exposed to a
variety of Englishes that are currently used by different groups of users so as to raise
their awareness of other varieties of English as well as to better prepare them for
global communication. This postulation, by and large, illustrates the linkage between
the intercultural approach to language teaching and English as a lingua franca; that is,
both notions promote an exposure of EFL learners to a variety of Englishes and
cultures in English language teaching.

In brief, this section explicates that the intercultural approach to
language teaching relates to ELF in a way that both of them are against the concept of
native-like communication, and both of them correspond well to the way English is
currently used. The next section presents a review of previous studies in which the
intercultural dimension was incorporated in foreign language classrooms.

2.1.2.7 Promotion of ICC and Integration of Intercultural Dimensions

into Foreign Language Classrooms

A search for studies on ICC reveals a number of studies dealing with
this issue on multiple aspects. When the search is narrowed down to a promotion of
ICC or an integration of intercultural dimensions into foreign language classrooms, it
was also found that most of these studies were conducted to investigate how ICC can
be promoted or how intercultural dimensions can be incorporated in the context of
foreign language teaching. What is interesting is that these studies share certain
commonality. The first commonality is that the promotion of ICC or integration of
intercultural dimensions into the foreign language classrooms was implemented in the
form of a collaborative learning project in which two groups of learners with diverse
cultural backgrounds communicate together on cultural issues or practices. The
second commonality is that most of the aforesaid projects made use of the Internet to
facilitate communication between these two groups of learners. The third
commonality is that the results of these studies showed that the studies’ participants
(i.e., students participating in the projects) have, by and large, acquired ICC. Set out

below are details of certain studies sharing the above commonality.
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Furstenberg (2010) discussed the issue of whether culture can be the
focal point of a language classroom by referring to a project called “Cultura” which
was developed and implemented in 1997 by him and his team at Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. The goal of this project was to enable “students to access and
understand core but essentially invisible aspects of a foreign culture — namely, the
attitudes, beliefs and values that underlie it” (Furstenberg, 2010, p. 330). This goal, to
some extent, is comparable to IC in Byram’s (1997) ICC Model. Participants of this
project were divided into two groups: MIT students studying French, and French
students at Grande Ecole, a French university, studying English. Although not
explicitly stated, it is clear from Furstenberg’s description of this project that a
comparative analysis technique was adopted to help promote the students’ IC. That
is, these two groups of students were required “to compare and analyze a large variety
of digital textual and visual materials from their respective cultures and then exchange
perspectives about these materials via online discussion forums to collaboratively gain
a better understanding of their respective cultures” (Furstenberg, 2010, p. 330). After
the project was completed, Furstenberg, in his capacity as a member of the team
responsible for the Cultura project, reported, among other results, that intercultural
competence can be successfully promoted in a language classroom even in a lower-
intermediate class. Also, use of technology, especially the Internet, made this project
possible and had a positive impact on students’ learning; that is, this project allowed
students to ‘“gradually construct their knowledge and understanding of the other
culture” through their participation in “dynamic and interactive process with their
foreign peers” (Furstenberg, 2010, p. 331).

Similar to the Cultura project, in 2006, Liaw conducted an e-learning
project which was principally designed to help promote EFL students’ ICC through
English language learning. In this project, sixteen Taiwanese undergraduates studying
foreign languages and literature at a private university in Taiwan were assigned to
read four English articles which were written about their culture and were available
online through an e-learning system. After reading each article, these students needed
to do vocabulary and comprehension tests, to write their feedback toward the article to
their teacher and the researcher, and to participate in an e-forum to discuss and share

their views on the article with thirty-two students taking a course in English as a
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second language (ESL), bilingual teacher education program in the USA. To help the
students do these online assignments, two online tools (i.e., online dictionary and
online concordance) were provided in the e-learning system.

At the end of this project, Liaw (2006) reported that all the sixteen
Taiwanese students can communicate in the target language fluently with only little
help from the provided online tools. Additionally, Liaw found that the Taiwanese
students’ discussion entries on the e-forum illustrated their intercultural competence
which can be categorized as “(A) interest in knowing other people’s way of life and
introducing one’s own culture to others; (B) ability to change perspective; (C)
knowledge about one’s own and others’ culture for intercultural communication; and
(D) knowledge about intercultural communication processes” (Liaw, 2006, p. 57).
Liaw also viewed that online communication is “conducive to the development and
knowledge and attitudes of intercultural competence” (Liaw, 2006, p. 60).

Another project which was conducted in much the same vein as the
above two projects is the “Connecting Classrooms Project”, a collaboration between
schools in America and Russia (Kourova & Modianos, 2013). Like the first two
projects, this project utilized the Internet for communication between the two groups
of students: American students studying Russia as a foreign language, and Russian
students studying English as a foreign language. However, the Internet was not the
only medium of communication as in the first two projects. The two groups of
students in the Connecting Classrooms Project also communicated with each other
through letters, including gifts and artefacts exchanged in parcels. The project’s
overall aim was to combine “language instruction with real experience to foster
meaningful social, cultural, and personal learning” (Kourova & Modianos, 2013,
p. 64) and was divided into two phases: years 1 and 2. While year 1 was the time for
the students from these two countries to get to know each other, in year 2, these
students were assigned to do many academic projects which were designed to help
them develop their intercultural awareness as well as ICC. According to Kourova and
Modianos, this project benefited the participating students in at least three ways. First
and foremost,

students develop an understanding of the target culture and they develop

positive attitudes toward the target culture. They learn that there are multiple
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ways of perceiving matters and understanding them and, most importantly,
they learn that their views and those of their local culture have large impact on
their lives. (Kourova & Modianos, 2013, p. 66)

The second benefit gained by the students from participating in this
project was that students acquired some research skills; that is, they know what to do
when they have to do research on cultural topics. The third benefit was that this
project “brought them closer to the richness of the variety of their own local culture”
(Kourova & Modianos, 2013, p. 67).

Another project illustrating how ICC or intercultural dimension can be
promoted or integrated into a foreign language classroom was conducted by Planken,
van Hooft, and Korzilius (2004). Unlike the first three projects, this project was
implemented without collaboration from students in a different country, and it was
incorporated into the foreign language courses of the intercultural business
communication (IBC) program at Nijmegen University in the Netherlands. In this
project, the first-year students of the IBC program were required to do two main types
of tasks which were designed to enhance both their linguistic and intercultural
competences based on Byram’s (1997) ICC Model. In the first task or awareness-
raising task, students were required to study and examine authentic business
communications between native and non-native speakers which were conducted in the
foreign language learned and “to describe and interpret specific aspects of that
communication, using their first language (L1) or everyday communication practices
as a baseline of comparison” (Planken et al., 2004, p. 312). In the second task or
production task, students did assignments in which they had to practice the foreign
language learned and “business pragmatic ability” (Planken et al., 2004, p. 313)
whereby the practice was performed by ways of participating in business
communication activities. According to Planken et al. (2004) although this project
was still in its pioneer stage, it was found that the students participating in this project
had a bigger vocabulary bank, especially business terms, and that students’ foreign
language competence in both oral and written forms for business communication

improved.



55

Based on the results of the four projects discussed above, it is apparent
that ICC or intercultural dimension can be successfully promoted or integrated,
respectively, into the foreign language education. Additionally, apart from helping
learners to acquire ICC which was the main aim of these projects, the integration of
intercultural dimensions can help learners improve their linguistic competence and
acquire other useful skills (e.g., research skills).

Apart from investigating how ICC can be promoted in foreign language
classrooms, other studies were carried out to explore the issue of ICC or the
intercultural dimensions in foreign language classrooms in other aspects. For instance,
Hismanoglu (2011) conducted a quantitative study to explore factors affecting ELT
students’ ICC acquisition. Among the three factors of linguistic proficiency, overseas
experiences and formal education of intercultural communication, overseas
experiences and formal education of intercultural communication were found to have
effects on the students’ acquisition of ICC while linguistic proficiency did not have
strong influence on the students’ ICC acquisition. Additionally, Holmes and O’Neill
(2012, p. 711) found from their qualitative study that while developing their
intercultural competence, the participants in their study underwent the process
consisting of “acknowledging reluctance and fear, foregrounding stereotypes, moving
beyond stereotypes, monitoring feelings, working through confusion, moving from
complacency to complexity, and acknowledging boundaries around competence.”

This section provides a brief summary of how to promote ICC and
integrate the intercultural dimensions into the foreign language classrooms by
presenting research reports concerning ICC promotion in various contexts. Consistent
with this section, the next section looks at the promotion of ICC and integration of the
intercultural dimensions into Thai EFL classrooms.

2.1.2.8 Promotion of ICC and Integration of Intercultural Dimensions

into Thai EFL Classrooms

A search for literature concerning the promotion of ICC and the
integration of intercultural dimensions into Thai EFL classrooms exhibited that only a
few papers (e.g., Baker, 2009a, 2011, 2013; Kongkerd, 2013; Laopongharn &
Sercombe, 2009) have touched upon the aforesaid issues. These papers can be divided

into two groups: theoretical and empirical research.
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In the theoretical papers, the researchers (e.g., Kongkerd, 2013;
Laopongharn & Sercombe, 2009) generally explicated why and how ICC should be
integrated into Thai EFL classrooms. For instance, in recognition of the current role
of English as a lingua franca for intercultural communications in Thailand, Kongkerd
(2013) argued that ELT in Thailand should no longer be restricted to native English
speakers’ norms. Instead, ELT in Thailand should be expanded to include other
varieties of English, especially those which are most likely to be encountered by Thai
EFL learners. Specifically, Kongkerd remarked that when teaching grammar and
pronunciation, English teachers in Thailand should focus more on intelligibility,
rather than accuracy, of the outputs because less emphasis on accuracy according to
native English speakers’ norms may help boost Thai learners’ confidence in speaking
English. This remark apparently corresponds to the intercultural approach’s core
tenets previously discussed. Apart from calling for less emphasis on native English
speakers’ norms, Kongkerd suggested that ICC be promoted in Thai EFL classrooms
through a use of media (e.g., social networks, films and music) so as to enable
learners to effectively communicate in English. Similar to Kongkerd’s (2013) views,
Laopongharn and Sercombe (2009, p. 59) strongly supported an incorporation of the
intercultural dimensions and ICC in EFL classrooms in Thailand. According to
Laopongharn and Sercombe, increased ICC “is likely to produce more proficient users
of English as a foreign language.”

As for the empirical research papers, so far, the researcher has found
only two papers presenting empirical studies on the incorporation of intercultural
dimensions in English language teaching in Thailand. These two studies were carried
out by the same scholar, Will Baker. The first empirical study was Baker’s (2009a)
Ph.D. thesis in which he explored the relationships between English language and
culture when English is used as a lingua franca for intercultural communication in the
EFL context (i.e., Thailand). To explore such relationships, Baker proposed an
intercultural awareness concept which was built on several existing intercultural
competence conceptualizations proposed by other scholars (e.g., Byram’s (1997)
ICC). According to Baker (2009a, p. 88), the intercultural awareness refers to “a
conscious understanding of the role culturally based forms, practices and frames of

reference can have in intercultural communication, and an ability to put these
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conceptions into practice in a flexible and context specific manner in real time
communication.” To Baker (2009a), the intercultural awareness can better account
for the relationships between English language and culture than cultural awareness on
the grounds that the intercultural awareness recognizes and encompasses the fluid,
dynamic and emergent nature of culture in such relationships which had often been
overlooked. In other words, the intercultural awareness recognizes the fact that when
English is used as lingua franca in intercultural communication, its culture is no
longer bound to ‘our culture’ — ‘their culture’ dichotomy or any particular countries or
communities (Baker, 2009a, 2009b, 2011, 2012).

Seven fourth-year English major students at a Thai university formed
the research participants of Baker’s (2009a) Ph.D. thesis which was predominantly
qualitative in nature. In carrying out this study, Baker employed various instruments
for data collection (e.g., intercultural encounters, interview and questionnaire). The
main findings of this study were that English culture as understood by the participants
exhibited the fluid, dynamic and emergent aspects as proposed by intercultural
awareness concept, and that all the twelve components of the intercultural awareness
as proposed by Baker (see Baker, 2009a, 2011) were present in the interactions during
the intercultural encounters between the research participants and non-Thai speakers.
Based on these main findings, Baker postulated that intercultural awareness was a
good construct for understanding the relationships between language and culture of
English which is increasingly used as a lingua franca in intercultural communications
in EFL contexts like Thailand.

The other empirical study on an integration of intercultural dimensions
into English language teaching in Thailand was Baker’s (2013) study. In this study,
which can be regarded as an extension of his Ph.D. thesis, Baker investigated whether
e-learning can be used as a channel to teach intercultural communication and
awareness in ELT. Thirty-one English major students and six English teachers at a
Thai university participated in this study as research participants. Similar to his Ph.D.
thesis, Baker employed several instruments for data collection. These instruments
included 1) a 15-week self-study online course on intercultural communication,
intercultural awareness and global Englishes; 2) an intercultural communication

questionnaire for students; 3) course evaluation questionnaires for students and
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teachers; and 4) semi-structured interviews with students and teachers. The study
revealed that both Thai students and teachers had positive attitudes towards the online
course, especially for the discussion forum provided in the course. In terms of e-
learning as a delivery channel of the course, while students generally viewed that
online was a convenient option, they preferred to take this course in a face-to-face
manner if they could choose. This was opposite to teachers who preferred this course
to be in an online form. Also, it was clear from the study that the students were aware
of global Englishes and the interrelationship between language and culture. However,
students did not explicitly exhibit an awareness of fluid, emergent and dynamic
characteristics of culture (i.e., English culture). Based on the study’s findings, Baker
(2013) suggested that e-learning was one possible option for developing EFL
learners’ intercultural communication and awareness. This suggestion is, by and
large, consistent with one common characteristic of an implementation of the
intercultural approach to language teaching (i.e., being implemented with the use of
the Internet) that was discussed in the previous section.

This section briefly presents a review of literature concerning the
promotion of ICC and the integration of intercultural dimensions into Thai EFL
classrooms. As discussed above, presently, there is a scarcity of scholarly work on
these issues in the Thai EFL context, especially empirical studies. This scarcity
warrants the attention of ELT stakeholders in Thailand, especially in the present era
when English is used as a lingua franca for intercultural communication with both
native and non-native speakers of English in Thailand. This scarcity also implies that
the intercultural approach to language teaching and ICC may be regarded as
innovative concepts to ELT in Thailand. Because of their innovative nature, it is
worth exploring how Thai EFL learners and teachers perceive the intercultural
approach to language teaching and ICC prior to adopting them without listening to the
voices of these two key stakeholders who will be directly affected by them. Although
Baker’s (2009a, 2013) two empirical studies may be viewed as an impressive initial
attempt and revealed that Thai EFL teachers and learners had positive attitude toward
ICC, the studies have their own limitation in terms of generalizability, especially the
sample groups which were small and were solely comprised of English-major

students. In other words, these sample groups did not represent the majority of EFL
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learners in Thailand who are non-English major students. Recognizing this
shortcoming of the previous empirical studies, one objective of the present study is to
explore the perceptions of Thai EFL learners who constitute the majority of Thai EFL
learners (i.e., non-English major students) toward the intercultural communicative

competence.

2.1.3 Summary

This first section of Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive account of two
language teaching approaches -- CLT and the intercultural approach to language
teaching -- which have played and are still playing a crucial role in the 21% century.
Origins, underlying characteristics and ultimate goals of the two approaches,
including key differences between them have been reviewed and discussed.
Additionally, previous studies on applicability and implementation of these two
approaches are presented to illustrate the success or limitations of these two

approaches.

2.2 Teachers’ and Learners’ Perceptions

While the first section deals with two theoretical approaches to language
teaching, this section touches upon the concept of perception with a particular focus
on teachers’ and learners’ perceptions. In the researcher’s view, teachers’ and
learners’ perceptions play a vital role in the success or failure of any teaching
approach, including any learning and teaching innovations tailor-made for them.
Specifically, this section firstly discusses origin and theoretical assumptions of
perception to provide a broad perspective of this concept. Then, the operational
definition of the term “perception” which was built on the reviewed theoretical
assumptions is presented. Next, the influence of teachers’ perceptions on their
teaching practice and learners’ learning approaches is discussed. After that, the
influence of learners’ perceptions on their learning is reviewed. Finally, given that this
study aims to investigate Thai EFL learners’and teachers’ perceptions toward ICC,

previous studies on teachers’ and learners’ perceptions toward an intercultural
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approach to language teaching, which aims at ICC promotion, are presented and

discussed.

2.2.1 Origin and Theoretical Assumptions of Perception

Lewis (2001) reported that the term “perception” has its origin in French and
Latin languages, and this term was originally conceived of as the gathering of
information of the world or of something through a use of senses. Also, scholars in
various disciplines of studies (e.g., Lewis, 2001; Démuth, 2013; Galotti, 2014)
consistently agree that a study of perception has begun in the fields of philosophy and
psychology (especially cognitive psychology). As for the evolution of perception
study, Démuth explained that:

while at the beginning, the theories of perception used to be mainly the

domain of philosophers trying to explain their own knowledge, today the

center of research is shifting away from a purely human dimension, ... and

they are becoming more and more a scientifically-technological utilitarian

matter which involves various scientific approaches and methodologies of

study. (Démuth, 2013, p. 19)

Presently, numerous definitions have been proposed to explain the term
“perception”. For instance, Galotti (2014, p. 60) defined perception as “a process by
which we attach meaning to sensory information we receive” while Démuth (2013,
p. 7) stated that “perception after all is one of the basic ways of meeting reality and
for many it actually is the reality.” In addition, in the eyes of constructivist theorists,
perception is “the end product of the interaction between stimulus and internal
hypotheses, expectations and knowledge of the observer, while motivation and
emotions play an important role in this process” (Démuth, 2013, p. 31). As for a
teacher education researcher, Lewis (2001, p. 274) viewed that perception is “an
understanding of the world constructed from information obtained by means of
senses.” Additionally, Brown (2006, p. 19) in his doctoral research exploring
students’ and teachers’ perceptions of effective teaching in the foreign language
classroom defined perception as “participants’ psychologically held, subjective beliefs

on ideal teaching practices.”
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What is apparent from the above four definitions is that the term “perception”
is differently defined by each definer. The differences among these definitions may be
attributed to the different theoretical assumptions that each definer has assigned to this
term (Galotti, 2014). Nevertheless, despite the differences among these definitions, all
these definitions, to a greater or lesser extent, illustrate basic elements of perception.
For the issue of perception’s elements, Lewis (2001, p. 275) succinctly explained that
perception has four fundamental elements, namely perceiver; things being perceived
(i.e., object of perception or stimulus); context or situation where the things are
perceived; and “the process nature of perception starting with the experiencing of
multiple stimuli by the senses and ending with the formation of percepts.” The term
“percepts” as used by Lewis can be understood as “the meaningful interpretation of
incoming information” (Galotti, 2014, p. 418). It is this last element (i.e., information
processing) that psychologists use to categorize the study of perception as theory into
two basic groups (Démuth, 2013; Galotti, 2014). These two groups of theories of
perception are bottom-up process and top-down process theories of perception
(Démuth, 2013; Galotti, 2014).

In bottom-up process theories of perception which are also known as data-
driven processing perception theories, “the content and quality of sensory input play a
determinative role in influencing the final percepts” (Démuth, 2013, p. 24). Similarly,
Galotti (2014, p. 45) explained that in the bottom-up process theories of perception,
“the perceiver starts with small bits of information from the environment and
combines them in various ways to form a percept.” Put simply, according to the
bottom-up process theories of perception, human beings’ perception is determined by
sensory input or being led by stimulus.

Démuth (2013) stated that Gibson’s theory of direct perception is a typical
prototype for explaining the bottom-up process theories. According to Gibson’s
theory of direct perception, “our perception is based on information volume of
sensory inputs, which we further process only via revealing and explaining the
available information” (Démuth, 2013, p. 27). In other words, Gibson viewed that in
perceiving anything, “the perceiver does very little work, mainly because the world
offers so much information, leaving little need to construct representations and draw

inferences” and “perception consists of the direct acquisition of information from the
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environment” (Galotti, 2014, p. 58). What is implied by Gibson’s theory of direct
perception is that the perceiver plays a passive role in the process of perception
forming, and the perceiver’s mind is like a blank sheet of paper that anything can be
imprinted on easily. Additionally, under Gibson’s theory of direct perception,
learning, prior knowledge and experience play no role at all in the data processing for
percept formation. Also, people perceive any objects directly as the way they really
are (Démuth, 2013). Nevertheless, because of 1) its strong argument that perception is
directly shaped by sensory input whereby prior knowledge and experiences of
perceivers play no or little role in percept forming; and 2) its limitation in explaining
how perceivers “make meaning” out of the sensory input they perceived (Galotti,
2014), Gibson’s theory of direct perception has been subject to a lot of criticism by
constructivist theorists who proposed top-down process theories of perception to
explain how perception is made.

Pursuant to the top-down process theories of perception which are also
referred to as conceptually-driven theories, “perception is possible only by means of
mental representation, computation or creating a picture of a given reality. Sensory
data must be organized and captured by cognitive apparatus and then interpreted on
the basis of available knowledge” (Démuth, 2013, pp. 30-31). The above statements
mean that under the top-down process theories of perception, “the perceiver’s
expectation, theories, or concepts guide the selection and combination of information
in the pattern-recognition process” (Galotti, 2014, p. 45) whereby a pattern-
recognition process refers to an act of categorizing a perceived object into a category.
Based on the above two explanations of the core arguments of the top-down process
theories by Démuth and Galotti, it is apparent that what makes the top-down process
theories differ from the bottom-up process theories is the participative role of the
perceiver’s prior knowledge or experiences, and the perceiver’s role in processing
incoming data (i.e., stimulus) to form percepts. Put simply, while the bottom-up
process theories gives no or little credit to the perceivers and their prior knowledge
and experiences, the top-down process theories view that the perceivers’ prior
knowledge and experiences greatly influence what the perceivers perceive on the
grounds that prior knowledge and experiences serve as a frame of reference for

interpretation and meaning construction of the perceived object or stimulus (Démuth,
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2013). Also, according to the top-down process theories of perception, in perceiving
an object, the perceiver does not accept that object as it is but organizes such
perceived object “according to hypotheses that should describe it” (Démuth, 2013,
p. 33).

Among various top-down process theories of perception, Gregory’s theory of
perception is often cited as a notable example of this group of theories. Contrary to
Gibson’s theory of direct perception, the main argument of Gregory’s theory is that
“sensory data found on receptors are just some sort of energy samples, but they are of
no great importance themselves. Their importance is based on our previous
experience” (Démuth, 2013, p. 32). What is explicit from this argument is that under
Gregory’s theory, previous experience has greater value than sensory data.
Additionally, in parallel with the great value placed on the perceiver’s previous
knowledge and experiences, Gregory boldly posits that “our perception is determined
by attitudes, emotions and expectation” which can certainly be considered individual
factors influencing perception (Démuth, 2013, p. 35).

With the recognition of the participative roles of the perceivers’ prior
knowledge and experiences in influencing their perceptions including the proposition
that perception can be influenced by perceivers’ attitudes, emotions and expectations,
the top-down process theories of perception can be used to explain why and how
perceptual errors (e.g., illusion) occur. Additionally, the definitions of perception
under the top-down theories are consistent with the scholarly work in the field of
second language acquisition and foreign language teaching that are grounded in
constructivist theories (e.g., Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development and Piaget’s
theory of development) which posit that learning is a social process. Given the fact
that CLT and the intercultural approach to language teaching (i.e., two main
conceptual frameworks of the study) are rooted in constructivist theories, it is deemed
appropriate to define the term “perception”, to be used in this study, in accordance
with the definition of this term provided by the top-down process theories of
perception. As such, the operational definition of “perception” as used in this study is
“how Thai EFL learners and teachers think about ICC in terms of its role in

contributing to their English language learning and teaching, respectively, including
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its role in learners’ English communicative competence based on their previous
knowledge and experiences thereof.”

This section provides a broad overview of the concept of perception. It
touches upon the origin and various definitions, which have been provided for this
term, including two basic groups of perception theories, and the operational definition
of perception as used in this study. The following section specifically focuses on the

influence of teachers’ and learners’ perceptions on their teaching and learning.

2.2.2 Influence of Teachers’ Perceptions on Teaching Practice and
Learners’ Learning Approaches

This section discusses two main issues: 1) reasons why teachers’ perceptions
are worth exploring; and 2) relationships between teachers’ perceptions and their
teaching practices including learners’ learning approaches. From a review of literature
concerning teachers’ perceptions toward teaching approaches as well as teaching
innovations in the language classroom, two primary reasons have been provided for
studying teachers’ perceptions. First, knowing teachers’ perceptions can help unveil
‘what is missing’ in an educational setting, and this knowledge can help inform
relevant stakeholders to take relevant actions to deal with any shortcomings (Srakang
& Jansem, 2012). This reason is consistent with Jia’s (2004) report that since the
1990s, the main focus of research into teachers’ perceptions and beliefs has been
expanded to include an exploration of the voices of teachers, the real practitioners of
teaching and learning theories.

The second reason for exploring teachers’ perceptions is that knowing
teachers’ perceptions can inform us of what teachers are likely to do in classroom;
that is, their teaching practice or behaviors. The knowledge of teaching behaviors or
teaching practice can be used for the purposes of designing and preparing teacher
training program (Jia, 2004). This second reason sheds light on what several scholars
(e.g., Prosser & Trigwell, 1999; Biggs, 1999; Williams & Burden, 1997) have found;
that is, an association between teachers’ perceptions and their teaching practices.

Based on their review of relevant studies concerning the significance of
teachers’ perceptions in language classrooms, Srakang and Jansem (2012, p. 49)

concluded that “teachers’ perceptions influence teachers’ practice, judgment and
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decision-making.” Likewise, Williams and Burden (1997, pp. 48-49) posited that “one
of the many facets that teachers bring to the teaching-learning process is a view of
what education is all about, and this belief, whether implicit or explicit, will influence
their actions in the classroom.”

To illustrate how teachers’ perceptions relate to and influence their teaching
practice, Prosser and Trigwell (1999) explicated that if teachers perceive learning as a
way of accumulating information, this perception tends to influence these teachers to
adopt a teacher-centered approach in which they transmit or pass on information to
their learners, and their assessment tends to test learners’ rote-learning. However, if
teachers perceive learning as a process for conceptual change, the teachers tend to
adopt a learner-centered approach in their teaching, and they are likely to encourage
their learners to learn through discussion, questioning and debate, rather than
memorizing things without understanding (Prosser & Trigwell, 1999). Also,
independent learning is strongly promoted by the latter group of teachers. What is
implied by this explication is that whether any teaching approach will be integrated
into the classroom depends on teachers’ perceptions and beliefs toward such
approach. Additionally, in case that the teachers are forced to adopt or accept any
new approach to teaching, it is their perceptions and beliefs toward such approach that
will determine the extent to which and how the approach will be integrated. In case of
the intercultural approach to language teaching, and based on the above explication of
how teachers’ perceptions influence teaching practice, it is possible to argue that
teachers adopting a learner-centered approach are more likely to integrate the
intercultural approach to language teaching into their classrooms than teachers
adopting a teacher-centered approach.

Apart from influencing teaching practice, teachers’ perceptions have been
found to be related to learners’ approaches to learning or learning techniques. Based
on Prosser and Trigwell’s (1999) above explication of the association between
teachers’ perceptions and teaching practices, it is possible to further argue that the
knowledge transmission method employed by teachers is likely to drive learners to
memorize everything without questioning the information presented. This teaching
method definitely leads to the learners labeled as passive learners. Conversely, the

teachers perceiving learning as a process for conceptual change tend to encourage
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their students to think, express their opinions toward, and question the information
presented. This way of teaching produces active learners. This argument corresponds
to Trigwell, Prosser and Waterhouse’s (1999) suggestion that “students’ awareness Of
their learning environment is related to the approach to learning they adopt” (p. 58).
The learning environment in the above suggestion definitely encompasses the
teaching approach which is: 1) employed by their teachers; and 2) driven by their

teachers’ perceptions of what learning is.

2.2.3 Influence of Learners’ Perceptions on their Learning

While teachers’ perceptions are worth exploring because they influence what
teachers do in class (i.e., their teaching practice) and how learners manage their
learning (i.e., learners’ learning approaches) as earlier discussed, learners’ perceptions
are worth studying as well. According to Brown (2006, p. 22), a thorough
understanding of students’ beliefs and perceptions plays an equal role in “improving
teaching, students learning and student achievement.” Additionally, several scholars
in the field of second language acquisition (e.g., Abraham & Vann, 1987; Horwitz,
1999; Wenden, 1986) hold a similar view that learners’ perceptions toward language
learning can, to a greater or lesser extent, affect their learning approaches. Tse (2000,
p. 69) particularly contended that learners’ perceptions toward their foreign language
learning classroom experiences “have been theorized as having an effect on linguistic
outcomes.” All these views provide a solid and valid ground for exploring learners’
perceptions.

As for English language learning, certain scholars (e.g., Brown, 1980; Gardner
& Lambert, 1972) were of the opinion that learners’ perceptions toward English
language learning, by and large, affect their success in learning English. Consistent
with this opinion, Ellis (1994) reported that perceptions that learners hold toward
learning English can influence their success in English language learning and,
accordingly, their English language proficiency. Building from these views, it is
possible to make a general conclusion that learners’ perceptions toward what they
learn, among other factors, play a vital role in their learning success.

Aside from influencing learners’ learning success, learners’ perceptions have

been widely studied on the grounds that the perceptions held by learners and teachers



67

toward the same object are not necessarily the same (Brown, 2006), and mismatches
between learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward effective ways of language
learning and teaching “can lead to a lack of student confidence in and satisfaction
with the language class” (Horwitz, 1990, p. 25). What is implied by Brown’s (2006)
and Horwitz’s (1990) above statements is that knowing any mismatches between
learners’ and teachers’ perceptions can help prevent any undesirable or unpleasant
consequences for learners.

In the researcher’s view, what Brown said above is very true. In other words,
teachers’ and learners’ perceptions toward the same object are not always the same.
Worse than that, these perceptions often turn out to be contradictory to one another.
From the researcher’s EFL teaching experience in tertiary education, some activities
that the researcher viewed as being able to deeply engage learners or arouse their
interest often turn out to be boring for them. However, the activities which the
researcher viewed as boring are often viewed as fun or interesting to learners. This
kind of mismatch is very common and can be caused by various factors such as
different interests, ages and worldviews between the researcher and her learners. This
anecdotal evidence would support the notion that it is important to know both
teachers’ and learners’ perceptions toward classroom conduct, teaching approach,
class activities or tasks that can affect both parties. Knowledge of both teachers’ and
learners’ perceptions can unveil the mismatches between both parties’ perceptions and
can be used to enhance the language teaching and learning practice to satisfy the
needs and accomplish the goals of both parties.

The previous two sections (Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3) discuss the influence of
and reasons for exploring teachers’ and learners’ perceptions. In light of the aforesaid
influence, quite a few studies (e.g., Genc & Bada, 2005; Doganay &Yergaliyeva,
2013; Young & Sachdev, 2011; Karabinar & Guler, 2013; Derin, Zeynep, Pinar,
Ozlem, & Gokge, 2009) were conducted to explore the teachers’ and learners’
perceptions toward the intercultural approach to language teaching or an integration
of cultural and intercultural dimensions into language teaching. These studies are

presented in the following sections.
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2.2.4 Teachers’ Perceptions toward Cultural and Intercultural
Dimensions in Language Teaching

A review of literature on the perceptions of teachers and learners toward
cultural and intercultural dimensions in language classrooms shows that the studies
exploring teachers’ perceptions toward these issues are greater in number than those
relating to learners’ perceptions. It was found that the perceptions toward the cultural
and intercultural dimensions in language teaching of teachers from various contexts
were similar.

Young and Sachdev (2011) conducted an empirical study to explore English
language teachers’ beliefs and practices in relation to the intercultural approach to
language teaching. This study revealed that the teachers recognized the significance
and feasibility of this approach in a language classroom, but they were reluctant to
apply this approach to their language classrooms. This reluctance was mainly derived
from students’ lack of interest in cultural issues, insufficient curricular support and
suitable course materials, a lack of appropriate assessment, including the teachers’
fear of getting involved in controversy arising from different cultures.

Similar to the foregoing study, Alyan (2011) investigated Palestinian
university instructors’ perceptions on culture and intercultural communicative
competence, and the impacts of their perceptions on their classroom teaching. Using
interviews, observation and document examination as methods to collect data from
ten faculty members at one large Palestinian university, Alyan (2011, pp. vii-ix) found
that the participating instructors perceived culture as a way of life and it is deeply
related to language, while intercultural communicative competence in this EFL
university context was conceived of as “the ability to communicate with people from
other cultures through gaining cultural knowledge about English/American culture
and promoting personality traits.” Nevertheless, despite these perceptions which
imply teachers’ recognition of the value of integrating intercultural dimensions into
language classrooms, the promotion or teaching of ICC in the English classroom in
this context was missing and to some extent, ICC is considered the same as
communicative competence.

Another study concerning teachers’ perceptions of the intercultural approach

to language teaching was Karabinar and Guler’s (2013) study. This study revealed
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that six EFL teachers had a firm grasp of what culture is and recognized the
interrelationship between language and culture. Recognizing the importance of culture
teaching, these teachers believed that culture teaching had a place in a language
course; that is, culture provides context for communication and serves as a means for
students to acquire a wider perspective. Nevertheless, the main impediment for
incorporating the intercultural dimensions in a language course was time constraints.

Derin et al. (2009) also conducted a large-scale study to explore 200 Turkish
EFL teachers’ opinion on the intercultural approach in foreign language education
through a use of a questionnaire. According to this study, although teachers
recognized the importance of culture teaching, they put more emphasis on teaching
the language for practical purposes, and the teaching of culture “mainly serves the
purpose of helping students understand their own culture better, rather than getting to
know the target or foreign cultures better” (Derin et al., p. 1615). Similar to the
findings of Karabinar and Guler’s (2013) study, teachers in this study sparingly
employed culture-related activities in their teaching.

In relation to factors affecting teachers’ adoption and quality of the
intercultural approach in language teaching, Gébel and Helmke (2010) found that the
teachers’ intercultural experience and type of instructional directives for teaching
culture had major effect on the teachers’ adoption of the approach and their teaching
quality. It was reported that the more intercultural experience the teachers have, the
more likely and effectively they can incorporate culture or use culture-based activities
in their teaching. This finding is consistent with what Karabinar and Guler (2013)
found in their study. It was also found that the more precise the instructional
directives for culture teaching are, the less problems teachers will have in
implementing the intercultural approach (Gébel & Helmke, 2010).

Based on the above reviewed studies concerning teachers’ perceptions toward
cultural and intercultural approach to language teaching, it is possible to conclude that
the teachers in these studies recognized the significant roles of culture in their
language teaching; that is, culture can provide context for language use and help
students to better understand their own culture. Nevertheless, despite this recognition,
these teachers did not fully integrate the cultural and intercultural dimensions into

their teaching due to both individual and course-related factors such as a lack of
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intercultural experience and time constraints, including the factors presented earlier in
Section 2.1.2.5.

2.2.5 Learners’ Perceptions toward Cultural and Intercultural
Dimensions in Language Teaching

As stated earlier, presently, the studies exploring learners’ perceptions toward
the issue of cultural and intercultural dimensions in language teaching are still fewer
in number than those relating to the teachers’ perceptions about this issue. One of the
studies relating to learners’ perceptions toward cultural and intercultural dimensions
in language classroom was Genc and Bada’s (2005) study. In this study, Genc and
Bada used a questionnaire to explore Turkish ELT students’ perceptions of the culture
course they had previously attended. This culture course was designed to supplement
their language teaching course. The study disclosed that most students perceived that
the culture course helped improve their language skills, especially speaking skill,
raised their awareness about and changed their attitude toward the target language’s
culture. Also, the students found the cultural course interesting and believed that it
had a positive contribution to their teaching profession in terms of teaching of
grammar and expanding vocabulary among other aspects. In brief, the students had
positive perceptions toward the culture course.

Similarly, Doganay and Yergaliyeva (2013) explored the attitudes of adult
learners in Kazakhsatan toward English language teaching which was conducted
through the use of culture-based activities that were designed and implemented
according to the intercultural approach. The researchers also investigated the effects
of these activities on learners’ English communication. At the end of this study in
which a questionnaire was used as a tool for data collection, Doganay and
Yergaliyeva (2013) reported that these learners had a positive attitude toward the
culture-based activities in the English classroom, and they enjoyed doing these
activities. Additionally, the learners believed that the culture-based activities
effectively prompted them to interact with each other and use the language more
efficiently. The leaners in this study also believed that the culture-based activities
improved their speaking ability most, and these activities provided a real world

context for them to use the four basic language skills in a meaningful way.
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Liaw (2006) conducted an empirical study to investigate the efficacy of e-
learning in terms of fostering intercultural competence in EFL students in Taiwan. In
this study, sixteen participants were assigned to read English texts written about their
own culture and exchanged their views about the texts with the U.S. students. At the
end of the study, the researcher reported that all the participants had better
communication skills in English and developed certain aspects of intercultural
competence. Also, the participants in the study viewed that their participation in this
project was “very interesting and rewarding” (Liaw, 2006, p. 56).

It can be concluded from the above studies that the intercultural approach was
welcomed by EFL learners and has certain benefits in a foreign language classroom.
Among these benefits are that the intercultural approach can provide context for use
of the target language, motivate learners to learn, as well as improve their

communication skills in the target language.

2.2.6 Summary

With a main focus on teachers’ and learners’ perceptions, Section 2.2
discusses the origin as well as how the term “perception” has been theoretically
explained so far, including how teachers’ and learners’ perceptions on language
teaching and learning can affect their respective teaching and learning practices. The
last two parts of this section present several studies concerning teachers’ and learners’
perceptions toward the cultural and intercultural approach to language teaching, the

subject of investigation in this study.

2.3 Chapter Summary

This chapter reviews and discusses two conceptual frameworks on which this
study is based, including previous studies relating to each framework. The first
conceptual framework is second or foreign language teaching approaches in general
or the communicative language teaching (CLT) and the intercultural approach to
language teaching in particular. The second conceptual framework relates to teachers’
and learners’ perceptions. A broad overview of this chapter including all sub-topics

under each conceptual framework is presented in the Figure 2.2 on the next page.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

As stated earlier, the primary objective of the present study is to explore the
perceptions of Thai EFL learners and teachers toward ICC, which is the ultimate goal
of the intercultural approach to language teaching, and which is believed to better
prepare language learners for global communication in the present era. To accomplish
this objective, the following research questions were formulated to guide this study:

1) How do Thai EFL learners perceive the role of intercultural
communicative competence in their English language learning and in contributing to
their English communicative competence?

2) How do Thai EFL teachers perceive the role of intercultural
communicative competence in their English language teaching and in contributing to
learners’ English communicative competence?

3) To what extent do the learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward
intercultural communicative competence concur?

This chapter presents the information on how the study was carried out to
answer the above research questions. It consists of seven sections: guiding
philosophical worldviews and research design; population and sample selection;
instrumentation; validity and reliability tests of data collection instruments; data

collection procedure; data analysis; and conceptual frameworks for data analysis.

3.1 Guiding Philosophical Worldviews and Research Design

As implied by its heading, this section explicates the philosophical worldviews
guiding the conduct of this study, including the research design of this study.
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3.1.1 Guiding Philosophical Worldviews

Two philosophical worldviews, namely social constructivism and pragmatism,
were adopted to guide this study, especially for the part of qualitative data analysis.
Historically, the social constructivist worldview emerged in the second half of the 19"
century from 1) “a fundamental difference in subject matter between the natural
sciences and the social sciences” (Dilthey, as cited in Greene, 2007, p. 34); and 2) the
difficulties in applying the methods of postpositivism to the subject of study in the
social science field (Greene, 2007). This worldview was adopted to guide this study
on the grounds that its underlying assumption, whose details are provided below, suits
the study’s primary objective of investigating Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’
perceptions toward ICC.

Individuals seek understanding of the world in which they live and work.

Individuals develop subjective meanings of their experiences — meanings

directed toward certain objects or things. ... The goal of the research is to rely

as much as possible on the participants’ views of the situation being studied.

(Creswell, 2014, p. 8)

The above assumption implies that reality does not exist out there where
anyone can go and explore or study about it. Instead, “reality is socially constructed”
and “there is no single, observable reality” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 9).
Additionally, according to Creswell (2014), the researchers adopting this
philosophical worldview intend to “make sense of (or interpret) the meanings others
have about the world” (p. 8). This intention of the social constructivist researchers
was congruent with the researcher’s intention to understand how Thai EFL learners
and teachers perceive ICC and its role based on their day-to-day practices.

Apart from social constructivism, pragmatism was adopted to guide this study.
As for its origin, pragmatism can be traced back to the writings of three American
influential philosophers, namely Charles Sanders Pierce, William James, and John
Dewey (Creswell, 2014; Greene, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Morgan,
2007). Lying at the heart of pragmatism is that it “recognizes the existence and
importance of the natural or physical world as well as the emergent social and

psychological world that includes language, culture, human institutions and subjective
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thoughts” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 18). In other words, pragmatism does
not heavily focus on the dichotomy between two dominant research paradigms (i.e.,
qualitative and quantitative); instead, it accepts both “realist and constructivist strands
of knowledge” (Greene, 2007, p. 84).

In addition to the above key tenet, pragmatism promotes pluralism in terms of
methodology. That is, pragmatism allows researchers to use various approaches to
understand and find the answer to the problem under investigation (Creswell, 2014;
Greene, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) based on the assumption that use of
multiple approaches can provide “the best understanding of a research problem”
(Creswell, 2014, p. 11). The use of multiple research approaches, at the same time,
implies that the data used in the research can be a mixture between qualitative and
quantitative data (Creswell, 2014).

The strong support for use of multiple approaches and various types of data
sheds light on another key tenet of pragmatism: outcome-oriented. To explain this
tenet, Creswell (2014, p. 10) explained that “pragmatism as a worldview arises out of
actions, situations and consequences rather than antecedent conditions (as in
postpositivism)”, and pragmatist researchers place more emphasis on research
problems, rather than methods, and “uses all approaches available to understand the
problem.” Put simply, because their primary focus is on the answers to the research
problems, the pragmatist researchers are free to employ any method which they
consider appropriate to carry out their research. In the same vein, Greene (2007, p. 85)
articulated that “a pragmatic paradigm signals attention to transactions and
interactions; to the consequential, contextual, and dynamic nature of character of
knowledge; to knowledge as action; to the intertwinement of values with inquiry; and
so forth.”

Apart from the above key tenets, pragmatism can be characterized by its
conceptualization of “knowledge” and “truth”. Under the pragmatic worldview,
“knowledge” is both constructed and based on reality (Greene, 2007; Johnson &
Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This conceptualization of knowledge shows that pragmatism
acknowledges the core tenets of both qualitative and quantitative research
worldviews. As for “truth”, pragmatist researchers view that what is regarded as truth

currently is tentative and can be changed over time (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).
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Also, truth with a capital “T” (i.e., “Truth”) is likely to exist at the end of history
(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

With the aforesaid key tenets, pragmatism is often associated with and used as
a guiding philosophical worldview for the conduct of mixed methods research whose
fundamental aim is to combine, not to compare and contrast, strengths of the
qualitative and quantitative research worldviews so as to provide the most
comprehensive answers to, or explanations of the subjects of inquiry (Creswell, 2014;
Greene, 2007; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Morgan, 2007). Based on these key
tenets, the pragmatic worldview was adopted in this study, resulting in mixed methods

research.

3.1.2 Research Design

This study was designed as mixed methods research, using both quantitative
and qualitative data. Creswell (2009, p. 4) eloquently explains mixed methods
research as:

an approach to inquiry involving collecting both quantitative and qualitative

data, integrating the two forms of data, and using distinct designs that may

involve philosophical assumptions and theoretical frameworks. The core

assumption of this form of inquiry is that the combination of qualitative and

quantitative approaches provides a more complete understanding of a research

problem than either approach alone.

As for its origin, the emergence of mixed methods research as a new research
approach can be traced back to around the late 1980s and early 1990s (Creswell,
2014). Also, according to Greene (2007), there are three main factors contributing to
the existence of mixed methods research as a new research approach. The first factor
is the tradition of triangulation in social science study. This tradition refers to the
social scientists’ normal practice of triangulating data in order to enhance the validity
of their research’s results. The second factor paving the way for the emergence of
mixed methods research is “its clear, unequivocal demonstration of insights and
inferences that were attained from the mix of methods and that would not have been

attained with only one type of method” (Greene, 2007, pp. 44-45). This second factor
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is similar to Creswell’s (2014, p. 20) contention that “A mixed methods design is
useful when the quantitative or qualitative approach, each by itself, is inadequate to
best understand a research problem and the strengths of both quantitative and
qualitative research (and its data) can provide the best understanding.” The final
factor giving rise to the mixed methods research is its significant trait of “using one
kind of method to help develop the other method” (Greene, 2007, p. 45) which is not
possible in the qualitative or quantitative research approaches.

The rationale for designing this study as mixed methods research was twofold.
First, this research design was chosen in recognition of the fact that both qualitative
and quantitative approaches have their own benefits and drawbacks. With this
recognition, the researcher viewed that a use of mixed methods design can help
overcome the limitation of a single design and can provide comprehensive findings to
answer the study’s research questions. Second, the mixed methods design allows
researchers to “use one approach to better understand, explain or build on the results
from the other approach” (Creswell, 2009, p. 205). This second reason is elaborated
below.

Pursuant to Creswell’s (2014, p. 224) list of mixed methods designs, this study
fits with the design called “explanatory sequential mixed methods”. This two-phase
mixed methods research design is characterized by the research procedure in which
“the researcher collects quantitative data in the first phrase, analyzes the results, and
then uses the results to plan (or build on to) the second, qualitative phase.” A diagram
showing the procedure in the explanatory sequential mixed methods design is

depicted below.

Quantitative Qualitative )
Data Collection Data Collection Interpretation
and Analysis (QUAN) and Analysis (qual)

Figure 3.1 Explanatory Sequential Mixed Methods Design
Source: Creswell, 2014, p. 220.
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This design perfectly matches the researcher’s plan for conducting the present
study. That is, initially, the researcher planned to collect quantitative data through a
use of questionnaires. After the quantitative data from the questionnaires were
collected, these data would be analyzed and used as a base for development of
interview protocols which were to be used in follow-up interviews (i.e., qualitative
data). Also, at the end of the data collection, all data would be analyzed based on the
conceptual frameworks of foreign language teaching discussed in Chapter 2 as well as
interpreted together so as to provide comprehensive answers to the study’s research

questions.

3.2 Population and Sample Selection

The population of this study was divided into two groups: Thai EFL learners
and teachers at a private university in Thailand (i.e., context of the study). In the year
2015 when this study was conducted, a total of 28,380 undergraduate students
enrolled at the context of the study (Jumpanoi, 2015). These students formed the first
group of population of this study (i.e., Thai EFL learners). In the same year, sixteen
Thai EFL teachers worked for English Language Institute of the context of the study,
and these teachers formed the second group of population of this study (i.e., Thai EFL
teachers). These Thai EFL learners and teachers were the population to which the
findings of this study can be directly generalized. The samples of these two groups of

populations were drawn according to the sampling methods described below.

3.2.1 Sampling Method for Thai EFL Learners

A purposive sampling method was employed to select Thai EFL learners to
participate in this study. To form the learner sample group, the researcher purposively
selected the learners who were taking the Intermediate English Listening and
Speaking course (henceforth referred to as “ENL122”) at the context of the study.
The reasons for selecting these learners as the study’s learner sample were threefold
as explicated below.

First, the researcher deemed it appropriate to explore the perceptions of

learners taking ENL 122 course on the grounds that one learning objective of ENL122
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(i.e., to expose students to cultural knowledge required for intercultural
communication) closely matches the notion of ICC and the intercultural approach to
language teaching. This objective was manifested through one compulsory learning
activity of this course: interview a foreigner. As previously discussed in Chapter 2,
this activity was recommended by Byram et al. (2002) as one effective way to expose
learners to ICC and to foster ICC in learners.

The second reason for exploring the perceptions of learners taking ENL 122
relates to the fact that ENL122 is a course that has prerequisites. In order to take this
course, learners are required to complete at least one of the following foundation
English courses: Communicative English 1 (ENL111); English Listening and
Speaking (ENL112); or English for Study Skills (ENL114). Accordingly, it is clear
that students taking ENL122 had a fair amount of English learning experience in this
context. In the researcher’s view, to explore the learners’ perceptions, it is more
fruitful to explore the perceptions of learners who had already experienced the
learning and teaching practices in this educational context for a certain period of time
than those of freshmen who may still be in the process of adjusting themselves to a
new environment. The researcher viewed that with longer learning experience in this
context, the learners taking ENL 122 can reflect deeper and have more extensive
views toward their experiences of English language learning as well as the English
language teaching practices at this university.

Finally, the researcher purposively selected the learners taking ENL 122
courses to be learner participants of this study because most learners taking this
course were non-English-majored learners. To the researcher, perceptions of non-
English-majored learners on ICC are worth exploring based on the fact that these
learners might not be intrinsically motivated to learn English in the same way as
English-majored learners; as such, they may perceive ICC in different ways from
those of English-majored learners who were research participants in many previous
studies. With these views, the learner sample of this study was purposively drawn
from those taking ENL 122 course.

At the time when this study was conducted (Term 2 of Academic Year 2015),
the total number of learners taking the ENL 122 course were 180. Given that this total

number was a workable number, all these 180 learners were initially selected as the



80

learner participants of this study, and they were given questionnaires to fill in during
the data collection procedure. Nevertheless, out of the 180 questionnaires completed
by these learner participants, 30 had to be excluded for two main reasons.

The first reason pertained to the learner participants’ response that they had so
far studied only one foundation English course (i.e., ENL122 which they were taking
at the time of questionnaire completion). This response, provided by ten learner
participants, was not consistent with the researcher’s intention to investigate the
perceptions of learners who had so far studied at least two foundation English courses.
This response may be derived from the fact that these learner participants were
exempted from taking a non-prerequisite foundation English course as they passed a
non-standardized test administered by the English Language Institute. As such, these
ten learner participants were excluded from being the learner participants of this
study.

The second reason was that 20 learner participants did not complete all
sections of the questionnaire, resulting in that their completed questionnaires become
invalid or inappropriate for data analysis. Due to the above two reasons, the final
number of the learner participants of this study was one hundred fifty (n=150)
(henceforth called “learner participants™). Also, because the researcher did not teach
ENL122 in Term 2/2015, these 150 learner participants did not know nor were they
familiar with the researcher. The learner participants’ unfamiliarity with the
researcher was believed to be conducive to the data collection because it can
encourage the learner participants to give real answers and not be concerned about

whether or not their answers would please the researcher.

3.2.2 Sampling Method for Thai EFL Teachers

Similar to the learner sample, a non-probability sampling method was
employed to select Thai EFL teachers to participate in this study. Specifically, Thai
ELF teachers were purposively drawn from the EFL teachers working for English
Language Institute at the context of the study. At the time when this study was
conducted, there were eighteen EFL teachers working as full-time lecturers for this
English Language Institute whereby sixteen of them were Thai EFL teachers and two

of them were native English speakers (American and Australian nationals). Apart
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from these full-time lecturers, this English Language Institute also employed
approximately 20-40 EFL teachers as part-time lecturers on a term-time basis. The
number of part-time lecturers varied from term to term, depending on the number of
students taking foundation English courses in each term. While most of these part-
time lecturers were Thais, a few of them were Filipino and American nationals.

For this study, the sixteen full-time Thai EFL teachers were selected as the
teacher sample of this study on the grounds that these teachers taught English as a
foreign language to undergraduate students. Obviously, their teaching experience in
this context enabled them to be the right informants or appropriate source of data that
can efficiently serve one of the key objectives of this study: to explore the perceptions
of Thai EFL teachers toward ICC.

3.3 Instrumentation

To carry out this study, two types of data (i.e., quantitative and qualitative
data) were collected via four instruments. These four instruments were a learner
perception questionnaire, a teacher perception questionnaire, a focus group interview

and a semi-structured interview.

3.3.1 Learner Perception Questionnaire

The learner perception questionnaire (henceforth called “LPQ”) was used to
collect quantitative data from the learner participants. Specifically, the LPQ, which
was designed in the form of alternative selection, rating scale, and open-ended
question, was used to obtain the learner participants’ general perceptions toward ICC
and other related issues in order to answer the first and third research questions of this
study.

The rationale for using a questionnaire to collect data from the learner
participants was fourfold. The first reason was that questionnaire data were believed
to present an overview of the learner participants’ perceptions toward culture learning
in an English course and ICC. This overview would then be used as a platform for
development of an interview protocol to be used during the focus group interview in

the second phase of the data collection. The second reason for using a questionnaire
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with the learner participants pertains to the power relation between the researcher (as
a teacher) and the learner participants. In the researcher’s view, the anonymity
associated with questionnaire can, by and large, encourage the learner participants to
express their true views toward ICC and other related issues such as current teaching
practices in this context. The third reason for using a questionnaire with the learner
participants was that a questionnaire can be used to collect the desired data at a
relatively low cost. The last reason was that a questionnaire is something that the
learner participants are familiar with, and the researcher believed that the learner
participants can handle the questionnaire with ease.

The LPQ was developed from the theoretical propositions concerning culture
teaching in foreign language courses and ICC which have been proposed by several
scholars (Byram, 1997, 2009; Byram et al., 2002; Aguilar, 2007; Corbett, 2003).
Also, it was adapted from previous work by Alyan (2011), Cheng (2007), Tian (2013)
and Zhou (2011) who had elicited respondents’ experience of culture learning in
English language courses. The LPQ was also based on Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC
Model.

To facilitate the learner participants’ completion and to ensure that they have
correct understanding of the questionnaire’s content, the LPQ was prepared in Thai
which is the learner participants’ mother tongue (see Appendix A). However, for the
purpose of this study which was required to be presented in English, the researcher
translated the original Thai LPQ into English. To ensure that the LPQ’s English
translation is accurate, the researcher asked a Thai EFL teacher at another university,
who is also a free-lance English-Thai and Thai-English translator, to translate the
English translation of the LPQ back into Thai, a process known as “back translation”.
The back translation revealed that the English translation of the LPQ, as performed by
the researcher and as shown in Appendix A, completely and accurately mirrored the
contents contained in the original Thai LPQ.

Basically, the LPQ consisted of five sections. Section 1 of the LPQ was
designed in the form of alternative selection to collect the learner participants’
demographic data. These demographic data included age range, gender, length of
study at this university (the study’s context), and foundation English course(s) that

they had completed so far, including their self-judgment of their own English
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competence. The aforesaid demographic data were believed to exhibit the learner
participants’ personal background relevant to this study.

Section 2 of the LPQ was designed to obtain the learner participants’
perceptions of culture and their experiences of learning culture in English courses at
the study’s context. This section consisted of seven questions in the form of
alternative selection with space provided for other responses. Also, it was deeply
rooted in the explication of the intercultural dimension to language teaching as
proposed by Byram et al. (2002) and Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model (henceforth
called “ICC framework™). The questions in this section were adapted from the work
by Alyan (2011), Cheng (2007), Tian (2013), and Zhou (2011).

Section 3 of the LPQ consisted of two questions which were posed to elicit
responses pertaining to the learner participants’ knowledge or awareness of ICC. This
section was grounded in the ICC framework, and its questions were adapted from the
work by Alyan (2011).

Section 4 of the LPQ was designed to investigate the extent to which the
learner participants had been exposed to ICC while studying English at the study’s
context. It consisted of only one question in the form of a rating scale and was
grounded in the ICC framework. The only question in this section was adapted from
the work by Tian (2013) and Zhou (2011).

Section 5 of the LPQ consisted of only one question to explore how the learner
participants perceive the role of ICC in contributing to their English communicative
competence. Similar to Section 4, this section was grounded in the ICC framework
and its question was adapted from the work by Tian (2013).

To conclude, the LPQ was made up of five sections. The questions in these
sections were designed based on the ICC framework to answer the first research
question. Also, the findings from the LPQ, especially those from Sections 2 to 5
would be compared with those of the teacher perception questionnaire to answer the
third research question. The conceptual frameworks underpinning each question on
the LPQ, including its source of adaptation were presented in a summary table at the

end of Appendix 1.
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3.3.2 Teacher Perception Questionnaire

The teacher perception questionnaire (henceforth called “TPQ”) was designed
to collect the quantitative data pertaining to the teacher participants’ perceptions
toward ICC as well as other related issues. Principally, this instrument was used to
answer the second and third research questions of this study.

The rationale for using the questionnaire to collect data concerning the teacher
participants’ perceptions was twofold. First, a questionnaire can be viewed as one
effective way for drawing the teacher participants’ attention to the main subject of
investigation of this study (i.e., ICC) which may be new to the teacher participants.
As earlier discussed in Chapter 2, ICC and the intercultural approach to language
teaching were not as popular as communicative competence and CLT in EFL contexts
although they had been proposed for over two decades. Second, findings from the
questionnaire were believed to exhibit a broad overview of the teacher participants’
perceptions toward ICC. This broad overview would then be used as a springboard
for development of an interview protocol to be used during the semi-structured
interviews in the second phase of the data collection.

The TPQ was prepared in Thai language in light of the fact that Thai is the
teacher participants’ mother tongue. The researcher believed that the questionnaire in
their mother tongue can help the teacher participants to complete the questionnaire
accurately, and can prevent any misunderstanding caused by misinterpretation.
Additionally, the preparation of this questionnaire in Thai language was congruent
with the researcher’s intention to conduct the follow-up semi-structured interviews in
Thai with the teacher participants.

Nevertheless, based on the researcher’s informal talks and discussions on a
daily basis with these teacher participants, the researcher noticed that the teacher
participants usually use certain key terms in ELT (e.g., grammar-translation method,
pair work, group work and role-play activity) in English, rather than Thai. In
recognition of this, the English translations of these terms were provided along with
the Thai terms in the questionnaire.

Also, in the same way as the LPQ, the researcher translated the original Thai
TPQ into English to fulfill the requirement that this study be reported in English. To

ensure that the TPQ’s English translation is accurate, the researcher asked the same
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translator to do the back translation of the TPQ’s English translation into Thai. This
back translation showed that the English translation of the TPQ, as performed by the
researcher and as shown in Appendix B, completely and accurately corresponded with
the information contained in the original Thai TPQ.

The TPQ was developed from a combination of two theoretical propositions:
1) CLT (e.g., Richards & Rogers, 2001; Rogers, 2006; Hedge, 2000; Hadley, 2001);
and 2) intercultural approach to language teaching including ICC (e.g. Byram, 1997,
2009; Byram et al., 2002; Aguilar, 2007; Corbett, 2003). Also, it was adapted from
previous work by Alyan (2011), Zhou (2011), Tian (2013) and Cheng (2007) which
also focused on Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model. In the end, the TPQ consisted of
six sections (see Appendix B). Details of each section are provided below.

Section 1 of the TPQ aimed to elicit the teacher participants’ background
information. In particular, this section was designed in the form of alternative
selection to collect the teacher participants’ demographic data consisting of age range,
gender, length of teaching experience in the study’s context, and foundation English
courses that they had taught previously. The questions in this section were adapted
from the studies by Tian (2013) and Zhou (2011).

Section 2 of the TPQ was designed in form of alternative selection with space
provided for other responses. This section was based on the theoretical propositions of
CLT and communicative competence as proposed by Hadley (2001), Hedge (2000),
Richards and Rogers (2001) and Rogers (2006). The main aim of this section was to
obtain the data concerning the teacher participants’ current teaching practices. These
data were broken down into their teaching approaches, teaching objectives, classroom
activities, learning materials, language of instruction, assessment and their views
toward their own teaching.

Apart from revealing the current teaching practices, these data from section 2
of the TPQ were believed to implicitly demonstrate the extent to which the teacher
participants’ current teaching practices conform to CLT (the teaching approach
adopted for English language teaching at the study’s context) and the intercultural
approach to language teaching.

Section 3 of the TPQ was designed in the form of alternative selection with

space provided for other responses, and a rating scale. Section 3 was rooted in the
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CLT and ICC frameworks. This section’s aim was to obtain the teacher participants’
perceptions toward culture and their experiences of teaching culture in their
classrooms. This section, consisting of eight questions, was included in the TPQ in
recognition of the fact that ICC was extended or developed from culture teaching. In
other words, given that culture teaching is deeply related to ICC, it is impossible to
explore ICC without paying attention to the issue of culture teaching. The questions
in this section were adapted from the work by Alyan (2011), Cheng (2007), Tian
(2013) and Zhou (2011). Also, the findings from this section would be qualitatively
compared with those available from section 2 of the LPQ.

Section 4 of the TPQ, which was grounded in the ICC framework, aimed to
explore the teacher participants’ awareness and knowledge of ICC. It consisted of two
questions. The first question was in form of alternative selection, and the second
question was an open-ended question. The first question was intended to introduce
the teacher participants to the notion of ICC. The second question, which was adapted
from the work by Alyan (2011), aimed to obtain the teacher participants’
understanding of ICC. The second question was designed in the form of open-ended
question because the researcher wanted to provide the teacher participants’ with
absolute freedom in expressing their views and understanding of this notion.
Additionally, the findings from this section would be later qualitatively compared
with those available from section 3 of the LPQ. The findings from this section would
also be served as a springboard for the development of the interview protocol for the
semi-structured interviews which were to be conducted later.

Section 5 of the TPQ aimed to unveil the teacher participants’ emphasis on
ICC and their perceptions toward the possibility of integrating ICC into their English
language teaching. To achieve this aim, two questions in the form of rating scale were
provided. The first question requested the teacher participants to indicate their level of
emphasis (great, moderate, little or none) on ten fundamental components of ICC.
Similarly, the second question requested them to indicate the level of possibility
(greatly, moderately, slightly or impossible) of integrating the same ten components
into their English language teaching. Like section 4, this section was grounded in the
ICC framework. Also, the findings from this section would be compared with those

available from section 4 of the LPQ and used for development of the interview
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protocol. The two questions in this section were adapted from the previous work by
Tian (2013) and Zhou (2011).

Section 6 consisted of one question which was in the form of a rating scale.
This question was included to obtain the teacher participants’ perceptions toward the
extent to which ICC contributes to learners’ English communicative competence.
This question was based on the ICC framework and was adapted from the previous
work by Tian (2013). Additionally, the findings from this section would then be
compared with those available from section 5 of the LPQ.

To sum up, the TPQ consisted of six sections; each of which was included to
answer the second and third research questions of this study. The questions included
in the TPQ were based on CLT and ICC conceptual frameworks and were adapted
from previous work on ICC by other scholars. The findings from the TPQ would
subsequently be compared with those available from the LPQ as well as used for
development of the interview protocol for the follow-up semi-structured interviews.
The conceptual frameworks underpinning each question on the TPQ, including its
source of adaptation were presented in a summary table at the end of Appendix 2.

3.3.3 Focus Group Interview

The focus group interview was used to gain further insights into the learner
participants’ perceptions toward the issues of culture learning in English courses and
ICC. At the same time, this instrument was used to substantiate, supplement or clarify
some unclear issues emerging from the LPQ’s findings.

According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), “a focus group interview is an
interview on a topic with a group of people who have knowledge of the topic”
(p. 114). In the researcher’s view, the focus group interview was appropriate for
gaining deeper insights from the learner participants for two main reasons. The first
reason pertained to the following explanation: “During the group discussion
participants share their views, hear the views of others, and perhaps refine their own
views in light of what they have heard” (Hennink, 2014, pp. 2-3, as cited in Merriam
& Tisdell, 2016, p. 114). Put another way, a focus group interview is more likely to
allow researchers to get deeper, richer or more diverse data on any particular topics

than the one-on-one interview in which the participant just shares his or her
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viewpoints, and is not exposed to other people’s viewpoints which he or she may
overlook.

The second reason for using the focus group interview with the learner
participants was triggered by the researcher’s experience of having small talks with
learners in the study’s context both inside and outside the classroom. The researcher
noticed that whenever she had a one-on-one talk with a learner, the learner seemed to
feel nervous and tried to end the talk as soon as possible despite the fact that the talk
had nothing to do with a lesson at all. However, when the researcher talked to these
students in group, they felt more relaxed and talked a lot. Thanks to this experience
and the focus group’s underlying trait explicated above, the researcher viewed that the
focus group interview was more appropriate for the learner participants than a one-on-
one interview.

Four focus group interviews were performed after the data collection from the
LPQ was completed. These four interviews, whose details were provided in the data
collection section, were guided by an interview protocol which had been developed
from the LPQ’s findings. The learner interview protocol (see Appendix C) consisted
mainly of open-ended, hypothetical and devil’s advocate questions which are deemed
as effective in eliciting the respondents’ opinions and feelings (Merriam & Tisdell,
2016). The protocol had been piloted with pilot learners to ensure its validity and
reliability. All the focus group interviews were conducted in Thai language (i.e., the
learner participants’ mother tongue) so as to prevent any constraints on opinions and
expression caused by means of communication. Moreover, for the purposes of

transcription and analysis, all of the focus group interviews were audio-recorded.

3.3.4 Semi-Structured Interview

Similar to the focus group interview which was performed with the learner
participants, a semi-structured interview was used to gain further insights into the
teacher participants’ perceptions of culture teaching and ICC, including their views on
how ICC can be integrated into their English language teaching.

According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016, pp. 110-111), a semi-structured
interview is an interview that is guided by “a list of questions or issues to be explored,

and neither the exact wording nor the order of the questions is determined ahead of
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time.” The semi-structured interview was considered a relevant tool to obtain further
details of the teacher participants’ perceptions concerning the above issues thanks to
its open and flexible nature. Also, it provides the researcher with opportunity to probe
into each teacher participant’s views and ideas on practical ways of integrating ICC
into their teaching. At the same time, the semi-structured interview provides
opportunity for data, which might be overlooked during the question preparation
phrase, to emerge (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).

Additionally, the researcher believed that a one-on-one semi-structured
interview was more relevant for the teacher participants than a focus group interview.
This was thanks to the fact that the teacher participants are adults, and they are more
confident in expressing their viewpoints to the researcher who was their colleague,
rather than the learner participants who may feel awkward or uncomfortable in doing
the same thing. Also, based on the researcher’s experience of having both group and
individual discussions with these teacher participants, the one-on-one semi-structured
interview was more effective in enabling each participant to provide richer and more
extensive views than the focus group interview in which one member of the group
may intentionally or unintentionally dominate others in the group.

The one-on-one semi-structured interviews were conducted after the data
collection via the TPQ was completed, and they were guided by an interview protocol
which was developed from the TPQ’s findings. Similar to the interview protocol for
the learner participants, the interview protocol for the teacher participants was made
up of open-ended, hypothetical and devil’s advocate questions to yield the descriptive
data in the form of opinions and feelings from the teacher participants (see Appendix
D). After being tried out with the pilot teachers to ensure its validity and reliability, it
was used with 13 teacher participants who agreed to participate in the interviews.
Also, similar to the focus group interviews performed with the learner participants,
the semi-structured interviews were conducted in the Thai language which was
believed to better encourage the teacher participants to express their views without
being constrained by second language problems. The semi-structured interview was

audio recorded for later transcription and analysis.
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3.3.5 Conclusion

In conclusion, four instruments were used to collect the data of the present
study. First, the LPQ was employed to collect the quantitative data concerning Thai
EFL learners’ demographic data, general perceptions toward ICC, and the extent to
which they view that ICC can contribute to their English communicative competence.
Second, the TPQ was used to collect the quantitative data concerning Thai EFL
teachers’ demographic data, general perceptions toward ICC, including ICC’s role in
their teaching and in contributing to learners’ English communicative competence.
The data collected via these two instruments were used to answer the study’s three
research questions. Nevertheless, to ensure that the study’s research questions were
answered comprehensively, the findings from these two instruments were
substantiated by the qualitative findings available from the focus group and semi-
structured interviews. These interviews were guided by interview protocols that were

prepared based on the quantitative data from the LPQ and TPQ.

3.4 Validity and Reliability Tests of Data Collection Instruments

This section delineates several actions taken by the researcher to ensure

validity and reliability of the study’s data collection instruments.

3.4.1 Validity

To ensure that all questions in the LPQ and TPQ are valid, a panel of five
experts in the field of English language teaching performed an item-objective
congruency (IOC) test of each question item on both questionnaires. These five
experts are university professors holding doctoral degrees in Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL), and they have been teaching both
undergraduates and graduates at different universities in Thailand. In this regard, a
score of item acceptance was established at 0.5 or above in accordance with the
recommendation made by Rovinellin and Hambelton (1997, as cited in Turner &
Carlson, 2003).

The 10C tests of the LPQ and TPQ revealed that all questions on these two

questionnaires were rated from 0.6 to 1. This meant that all questions were valid (i.e.,
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measure what they intend to measure). The 10C test results of each item on the LPQ
and TPQ were presented in Appendices G and H, respectively. As for the validity of
the interview protocols used in the focus group and semi-structured interviews, it was
tested through a pilot study, rather than IOC test, on the grounds that both focus group
and semi-structured interviews as used in this study were not totally rigid so as to
allow any information that may be overlooked to emerge. As such, the 10C test of the
interview protocols might not serve the above purpose well, and a pilot study could be
a better choice. Details of the pilot study were elaborated below.

3.4.2 Reliability

To ensure that the data collection instruments are reliable, a pilot study was
conducted to measure internal consistency reliability in the type of Cronbach’s Alpha
of the LPQ and TPQ. In addition to the aforesaid purpose, the pilot study was
performed to ensure the comprehensibility of the language used in the LPQ, TPQ, and
the two interview protocols (one for focus group interviews with the learner
participants and the other for semi-structured interviews with the teacher participants),
including to measure the reliability and validity of the two interview protocols; that is,
whether the questions in these two protocols can successfully yield the intended
answers.

The pilot study was performed in December 2015 with thirty undergraduates
who had so far studied two foundation English courses (henceforth called “pilot
learners”) and five EFL teachers who were part-time lecturers of the English
Language Institute (henceforth called “pilot teachers”) in the context of this study.
These two pilot groups were purposively selected on the grounds that they possessed
comparable traits and were subject to the same teaching context as the learner and
teacher participants of this study. Findings from the pilot study were summarized and
presented below.

3.4.2.1 LPQ’s Internal Consistency Reliability

Thirty copies of the LPQ were given to the pilot learner for completion.
Then, the data from these LPQs were run through the PASW.21 statistical package to
test the LPQ’s internal consistency reliability in the type of Cronbach’s Alpha. The

reliability test showed that all rating scale items of the LPQ were reliable because the
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Cronbach’s Alpha of these items ranged from 0.842 to 0.879 which were above
Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) suggested rate of .70.

Apart from the internal consistency reliability, the pilot study revealed
that the LPQ can effectively elicit the data required to answer the first research
question. Essentially, it was found that most pilot learners believed that ICC can help
them to communicate effectively in English as shown by the findings from Section
5.1 of the LPQ. Additionally, findings from other sections in the questionnaire
supported and corresponded to the above finding. That is, most pilot learners (73.4%)
reported that they liked learning culture in English courses (Question 2.3) and nearly
all of them (96.7%) viewed that it is necessary to include culture in English courses
(Question 2.5). Nevertheless, their reasons for an inclusion of culture (Questions 2.4)
and their perceptions of ICC (Question 3.2) were diverse.

In terms of the language use in the questionnaire, the pilot learners did
not report any difficulty in understanding the questionnaire. Also, from their overall
feedback, the LPQ was clear and easy to complete, except for Question 3.2 (i.e., what
is ICC?) which they need some time to consider and answer.

3.4.2.2 TPQ’s Internal Consistency Reliability

Five copies of the TPQ were given to the pilot teachers for completion.
After these five TPQs were completed and returned, a reliability test was performed
through the PASW.21 statistical package. Similar to the reliability test of the LPQ, it
was found that all rating scale items of the TPQ were reliable; that is, the Cronbach’s
Alpha of these items ranged from 0.882 to 0.953 which were above .70 as suggested
by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994).

Aside from the internal consistency reliability, the pilot study revealed
that the TPQ, to a great extent, can be used to collect data that are sought to answer
the second research question. Based on the pilot study, the pilot teachers were found
to have positive perceptions toward culture teaching and ICC which, in their views,
was very possible for integration into English language teaching. Additionally, they
viewed that ICC can contribute to learners’ English communicative competence.
These findings were mainly derived from the data from sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the
TPQ. In terms of the language use in the questionnaire, all pilot teachers said that

they had no difficulty understanding and completing the questionnaire.
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3.4.2.3 Reliability and Validity of Interview Protocols

As a part of the pilot study, the researcher conducted mock interviews
with the pilot learners and teachers to ensure that the interview protocols, which were
prepared after the LPQ’s and TPQ’s were analyzed, were comprehensible and yielded
descriptive data as intended. Also, these mock interviews were conducted to inform
the researcher of the approximate time required for the focus group and semi-
structured interviews with the learner and teacher participants, respectively.
Additionally, they provided the researcher with opportunities to practice interviewing,
and to revise the questions that may be unclear or confusing to the interview
respondents.

The mock interviews with the pilot learners showed that at least 25
minutes were required for a focus group interview, and approximately 40 minutes
were needed for a one-on-one semi-structured interview with each teacher participant.
Also, most questions in both interview protocols, especially those requiring objective
answers, could yield answers that were based on facts, and the answers to these
questions were not totally diverse from one another. On the other hand, the questions
seeking subjective answers successfully yielded answers showing the perceptions and
beliefs of the pilot learners and teachers toward specific issues (e.g., types of culture
preferred to learn and teach and reasons for enjoyment in culture learning). These
answers illustrated that the questions in both interview protocols were generally valid
and reliable. Additionally, the researcher learned from these mock interviews that
some questions needed rephrasing or rewording to improve their clarity. For instance,
the question of “Which aspect do you emphasize when grading students’ in-class
assignments?” was revised to “Which aspect do you emphasize when grading

listening-speaking and reading-writing tasks?”

3.4.3 Conclusion

Several actions (i.e., I0OC, reliability test in the type of Cronbach’s Alpha, and
mock interviews) were performed to ensure that the data collection instruments of this
study were valid and reliable. After these instruments were validated and yielded
satisfactory results, they were employed to collect data from the learner and teacher

participants.
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3.5 Data Collection Procedure

Subsequent to the sample selection, validation and reliability tests of the data
collection instruments, the data collection was started in February 2016. Basically, the
data collection of this study can be divided into two phases for each group of
participants. The first phrase involved quantitative data collection through
questionnaires while the second phrase involved the qualitative data collection via
interviews. Altogether, the data collection procedure consisted of nine stages as
explicated below.

First, the researcher had a meeting with the teacher participants to inform them
of the objectives of and request their cooperation in participating in the study. The
researcher also took this opportunity to request the teacher participants teaching
ENL122 courses in Term 2/2015 to inform their students of the same information
accordingly.

Second, the researcher distributed 180 copies of the LPQ to all students taking
ENL122 course in Term 2/2015 (i.e., the learner participants), and 16 copies of the
TPQ to the 16 Thai EFL teachers of the English Language Institute (i.e., the teacher
participants) for completion. Given that the researcher distributed the LPQs by herself
and waited for the learner participants to complete them at the same time, all 180
completed LPQs (100%) were returned. As for the TPQs, the researcher let the
teacher participants complete and return them to her within two weeks in light of their
heavy workload and to prevent them from feeling pressured by time. Nevertheless, all
the 16 TPQs (100%) were completely returned to the researcher in June 2016.

Third, the researcher analyzed the data from the LPQs by using the descriptive
statistics in type of frequency, percentage, standard deviation and mean. After that,
the researcher reviewed the LPQ’s findings and selected 17 learner participants to
participate in four focus group interviews. The selection of the learner participants to
participate in the focus groups interviews was based on two criteria. The first criterion
was their answers on the LPQs which need further clarification. These answers
pertained to their feelings toward learning culture in English course, their awareness
of ICC, and their perceptions toward the extent to which ICC can help them to

communicate effectively in English. Specifically, these answers could be categorized
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into four groups of the following themes: 1) learners feeling neutral about learning
culture in English courses; 2) learners having heard of ICC before; 3) learners
perceiving that ICC is helpful for communicating in English; and 4) learners
perceiving that ICC is not helpful for communicating in English.

The second criterion was the learner participants’ faculties or major subjects.
That is, after considering their answers as explicated above, the researcher
purposively selected the learner participants who gave similar or same answers and
studied in the same faculties or majors. This second criterion was employed in order
to help create a relaxing atmosphere during the focus group interviews. As earlier
explained, from the researcher’s experience of dealing with Thai EFL learners, these
learners tend to feel more relaxed in expressing their opinions when they are with
their friends, rather than someone they are not familiar with. Table 3.1 presents details

of the learner participants participating in the focus group interviews.

Table 3.1 Learner Participants Participating in Focus Group Interviews

Group Member

Group Group’s Theme Lezflr.ner Gender Faculty
Participant
A | feel neutral toward L1 Female Liberal Arts (Japanese major)
learning culture in English L2 Female Liberal Arts (Japanese major)
COUrses. L3 Female Liberal Arts (Japanese major)
L4 Female Accountancy
L5 Female Accountancy
L6 Female Accountancy
L7 Female Accountancy
L8 Female Accountancy
B I had heard of ICC before. L9 Male Architecture
L10 Male Architecture
L11 Male Architecture
C I think ICC is helpful for L12 Male Business Administration
communicating in English. L13 Female Business Administration
L14 Female Business Administration
D I think ICC is not helpful L15 Male ICT
for communicating in L16 Male ICT
English. L17 Male ICT

It was obvious from Table 3.1 group A is the largest group which reflects the

researcher’s observation that more than half of the learner participants (i.e., 53.3%)
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indicated that they feel neutral about learning culture in English courses. Because of
this finding, the researcher deemed it appropriate to invite a larger number of these
learners to participate in the interview so as to pave the way for more diverse answers
or clarifications on this theme to emerge.

Subsequent to the selection of learner participants for the focus group
interviews, the researcher developed an interview protocol for each group.
Fundamentally, the four interview protocols were similar with some different details
to reflect the theme of each group. As mentioned earlier, the interview protocols had
been tried out with the pilot learners prior to being used with the 17 learner
participants selected for the focus group interviews.

Fourth, the researcher conducted four focus group interviews with the 17
learner participants.

Fifth, the researcher transcribed and analyzed the data from the interviews,
then performed a comparative analysis of the findings from the LPQ and the
interviews in a bid to answer the first research question.

Sixth, after all the TPQs were completed and returned in June 2016, the
researcher analyzed the data from the TPQs by using the descriptive statistics in type
of frequency, percentage, standard deviation and mean. After that, the researcher
reviewed the TPQ’s findings and developed an interview protocol for the semi-
structured interview. The interview protocol had been piloted prior to being used with
the teacher participants willing to participate in the semi-structured interview.

Seventh, the researcher conducted 13 semi-structured interviews with the 13
teacher participants agreeing to take part in the interview.

Eighth, the researcher transcribed and analyzed the data from the interviews,
then performed a comparative analysis the findings from the TPQ and the interviews
in order to answer the second research question.

Finally, the researcher qualitatively analyzed and compared the answers of the
first and second research questions in order to answer the third research question of

the study. Figure 3.2 shows a summary of the data collection procedure.
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*Learner and teacher participants were informed of the study.

*Learner and teacher participants were given LPQs and TPQs,

2016 respectively, for completion.

March-Aoril Data from LPQs were analyzed with descriptive statistics.
2016 P +17 learner participants were selected for focus group interviews.
« Interview protocols for focus group interviews were developed.

22-27 April «Four focus group interviews were conducted with 17 learner
2016 participants.

«Focus group interview data were transcribed and analyzed.

+Data from the LPQs and interviews were analyzed together to
answer the first research question.

May-June 2016

+Data from TPQs were analyzed with descriptive statistics.

June-July 2016 « Interview protocol for semi-structured interviews was developed.

« Thirteen semi-structured interviews were conducted with 13

August 2016 teacher participants.

»Semi-structured interview data were transcribed and analyzed.

*Data from TPQs and interviews were analyzed together to answer
the second research question.

September-
October 2016

» Answers of the first and second research quesitons were
qualitatively analyzed and compared to answer the third research
guestion.

November-

December 2016

Figure 3.2 Summary of Data Collection Procedure

3.6 Data Analysis

After the data collection procedure, the data analysis was performed through a
use of: 1) descriptive statistics available from the PASW.21 statistical package; and 2)
a constant comparative analysis which is commonly used in all types of qualitative
research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Below is an explanation of how the collected

data were analyzed to answer each research question.
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3.6.1 How do Thai EFL Learners Perceive the Role of Intercultural
Communicative Competence in their English Language Learning
and in Contributing to their English Communicative Competence?

To answer the first research question, descriptive statistics (i.e., frequency,
percentage, standard deviation and mean) were used to analyze the quantitative data
from the LPQs. As for the qualitative data from the focus group interviews, these data
were analyzed through a constant comparative method. According to Merriam and
Tisdell (2016, p. 32), “the constant comparative method involves comparing one
segment of data with another to determine similarities and differences. Data are
grouped together on a similar dimension. The dimension is tentatively given a name;
it then becomes a category.” Put simply, the data from the focus group interview were
analyzed into smaller topics or issues and sorted out into categories according to the
recurring themes.

To ensure that the qualitative data from the focus group interviews were
objectively analyzed and interpreted, member-checking was used. According to
Houghton, Casey, Shaw, and Murphy (2013), member-checking refers to a process in
which the researchers let their research participants (e.g., interview respondents) read
and check whether the data collected from them (e.g., interview scripts) were
correctly recorded or interpreted in the way that corresponded to the research
participants’ intentions. In applying the member-checking to the data analysis of this
study, the researcher presented a summary of the interview data interpretation in Thai
language to the learner participants taking part in the focus group interviews and
asked them to examine whether the summary accurately mirrored their perceptions
and opinions, including other information, expressed and provided during the focus
group interviews. After these learner participants verified the summary, the researcher
translated the summary into English. Then, the English translation of the summary
was given to the same translator who did back translation of the LPQ and TPQ for
back translation of the summary into Thai. All these steps of back translation were
taken to ensure a correction translation of the summary.

Then, the findings from both LPQs and focus group interviews were
triangulated together through a methodological triangulation technique which refers to

a use of at least two different data collection methods to collect data from the same
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source of data with the primary purposes of “cross-checking” and “providing
confirmation and completeness” of findings (Yeasmin & Rahman, 2012, p. 157). In
this study, the methodological triangulation was employed 1) to ascertain if there was
any similarity or difference between the quantitative and qualitative findings so as to
obtain the most comprehensive answers to the first research question; and 2) to

enhance the validity and reliability of the data analysis.

3.6.2 How do Thai EFL Teachers Perceive the Role of Intercultural
Communicative Competence in their English Language Teaching
and in Contributing to Learners’ English Communicative
Competence?

Similar to the first research question, descriptive statistics (i.e., frequency,
percentage, standard deviation and mean) were used to analyze the quantitative data
from the TPQs, and the constant comparative method was employed to analyze the
qualitative data from the semi-structured interviews.

In the same way as the first research question, member-checking was used to
ensure that the qualitative data from the semi-structured interviews were objectively
analyzed and interpreted. That is, a summary of interview data interpretation in Thai
language was presented to each teacher participant participating in the semi-structured
interviews so as to let them verify that the summary correctly reflected their
perceptions, experiences and other relevant information provided during the
interviews. Also, after the member-checking was completed, the researcher translated
each summary into English and gave the English translation of each summary to the
same translator for back translation of the summary into Thai. All these steps of back
translation were taken to ensure a correction translation of the summary.

Then, the findings from both TPQs and semi-structured interviews were
triangulated side by side through the methodological triangulation technique for two
purposes: 1) to find out whether any similarity or difference exists between them in
order to provide the most comprehensive answers to the second research question; and

2) to ensure that the data analysis was valid and reliable.
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3.6.3 To What Extent do the Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions

toward Intercultural Communicative Competence Concur?

To answer the third research question, the findings from the first two research
questions were qualitatively analyzed and compared through a data triangulation
technique which refers to “the collection of data from different types of people,
including individuals, groups, families, and communities, to gain multiple
perspectives and validation of data” (Carter, Bryan-Lukosius, DiCenso, Blythe, &
Nevelle, 2014, p. 545). The data triangulation was performed to reveal any similarity
or difference in the perceptions of the two groups of participants. In particular, the
findings pertaining to the following topics of the two groups of participants would be
analyzed concurrently: understanding of culture; experiences of learning and teaching
culture in English courses; enjoyment of learning and teaching culture; reasons for
and against inclusion of culture in English courses; culture to be emphasized in
English courses; perceptions of ICC, emphasis of ICC in English language course;

and the role of ICC in contributing to learners’ English communicative competence.

3.7 Conceptual Frameworks for Data Analysis

This study relies on two conceptual frameworks concerning foreign language
teaching. These two frameworks were CLT and ICC which lie at the center of the
intercultural approach to language teaching.

The CLT framework was drawn from Richards and Rogers (2001), Richards
(2006), Hedge (2000) and Hadley (2001) including the communicative competence
models proposed by Canale and Swain (1980), Canale (1983) and Celce-Murcia
(2007). This framework was adopted to develop questions in Section 2 of the TPQ in
order to unveil the teaching practice that is prevailing in the context of this study. The
data collected from this section were analyzed based on this conceptual framework.
This conceptual framework fitted this study in light of the fact that CLT was declared
as the teaching approach adopted in the context of this study (see Chapter 1).

The ICC framework, as used in this study, was based on Byram et al.’s (2002)
explication of the intercultural dimensions in the foreign language classrooms, and
Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model as outlined in Chapter 2. This framework was
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adopted because it fitted the subject of investigation of this study (i.e., ICC). The ICC
framework was used to develop the questions in various sections of the LPQ and TPQ
in order to reveal the following information about the learner and teacher participants:
their perceptions toward and experiences of learning and teaching culture in their
English language classroom; their awareness and knowledge of ICC; their perceptions
toward teachers’ emphasis on, and possibility of integrating ICC into English
language teaching; and their perceptions toward the extent to which ICC contributes
to learners’ English communicative competence. The findings concerning the above
information were analyzed and interpreted based on the ICC framework.

Apart from the CLT and ICC frameworks, the findings of this study were
analyzed and discussed in comparison with the previous research conducted to
explore teachers’ and learners’ perceptions toward ICC in other EFL contexts (e.g.,
Alyan, 2011; Tian, 2013; Zhou, 2011) in order to ascertain if there was any similarity

or difference. Table 3.2 presents a summary of the data analysis of this study.



Table 3.2 Data Analysis Summary
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X
X
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Constant Comparative Analysis
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Constant Comparative Analysis
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

This Chapter presents the findings from the data analysis to answer the study’s
three research questions. As explained in Chapter 3, the data collection of this study
was divided into two phrases as per Creswell’s (2014) explanatory sequential mixed
methods design. That is, the quantitative data were collected during the first phrase
through the use of questionnaires. These quantitative data were then analyzed through
descriptive statistics in order to identify overall trends of learners’ and teachers’
perceptions toward ICC. Then, the qualitative data were collected during the second
phrase through the use of focus group interviews, with learner participants, and semi-
structured interviews, with teacher participants, in order to obtain more personalized
viewpoints toward ICC of both groups of participants, as well as to gain deeper
insights that help clarify or substantiate the questionnaires’ findings. Both quantitative
and qualitative data were collected and analyzed to answer the following research
questions:

1) How do Thai EFL learners perceive the role of intercultural
communicative competence in their English language learning and in contributing to
their English communicative competence?

2) How do Thai EFL teachers perceive the role of intercultural
communicative competence in their English language teaching and in contributing to
learners’ English communicative competence?

3) To what extent do the learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward
intercultural communicative competence concur?

To answer these research questions, the findings from both quantitative and
qualitative data analysis were presented in the above order of the research questions.
For the first two research questions, the findings from the questionnaires were

presented first and followed by the findings from the interviews. Then, the findings



104

from both questionnaires and interviews were compared to ascertain if they were
consistent or contrary to each other. For the last research question, the findings from
the first two research questions were qualitatively compared to find out any
similarities or differences in the perceptions toward ICC of these two groups of

participants.

4.1 How Do Thai EFL Learners Perceive the Role of Intercultural
Communicative Competence in Their English Language Learning and

in Contributing to Their English Communicative Competence?

To answer the first research question (RQ1), the learner perception
questionnaire (LPQ) and four focus group interviews as per details provided in
Chapter 3 were employed to collect the data from the learner participants. The data
sought by the LPQ included 1) the learner participants’ demographic data; 2) their
perceptions of culture and experiences of learning culture in English courses; 3) their
awareness and knowledge of ICC; 4) their exposure to ICC in English courses; and 5)
their perceptions toward the extent to which ICC contributes to their English
communicative competence. These data were believed to exhibit the learner
participants’ overall perceptions toward the role of ICC in their English language
learning and in contributing to their English communicative competence. The LPQ
findings were then substantiated by findings from the focus group interviews. Set out
below is a report of the LPQ and interview findings to answer RQ1.

4.1.1 Learner Participants’ Demographic Data

The learner participants (n=150) were comprised of 67 males, 81 females and
two participants who identified themselves as having other genders. In terms of age,
94 learner participants stated that their age were in the range between 18-20 years old
while the remaining learner participants indicated that their ages were in other ranges
listed on the questionnaire. With regard to their length of study at this university, 71
learner participants indicated that they had been studying here for 1-2 years while 47
reported that they had been studying here for more than two years, and 32 of them for
a period of six months to one year. As for their academic disciplines, the learner
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participants were from 11 faculties but those from the faculties of Business
Administration, Accountancy as well as Information and Communication Technology
(ICT) constituted the majority of the learner participants, representing 44%, 31% and
31% thereof, respectively.

With regard to the number of foundation English courses which the learner
participants had taken so far, 144 of them (96%) reported that they had studied at least
three foundation English courses whereby ENL122 and ENL111 were the courses
taken by most of them (100% and 94%, respectively). Nevertheless, when being
asked to do a self-judgment of their own English communicative competence, 76.6%
of the learner participants indicated that they can communicate in English a little
while 17.3% reported that they can communicate in English well and 0.7% of them
very well. Table 4.1 presents a summary of the learner participants’ demographic

information.
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Table 4.1 Learner Participants’ Demographic Data

Demographics Stratum Learner Participants %
(n =150)

Gender Male 67 44.7
Female 81 54
Others 2 1.3

Age Less than 18 1 0.7
18-20 94 62.7
21-22 44 29.3
More than 22 11 7.3

Length of study 6 months-1 year 32 21.3
1-2 years 71 47.3
More than 2 years 47 31.3

Faculties Business Administration 44 29.3
Accountancy 31 20.7
ICT 31 20.7
Architecture 19 12.7
Liberal Arts 18 12
Pharmacy 2 1.3
Tourism and Hospitality 1 0.7
Science 1 0.7
Aviation 1 0.7
Social Innovation 1 0.7
Digital Art 1 0.7

No. of English courses

taken so far 2 courses 6 4
3 courses 64 42.67
4 courses 77 51.33
5 courses 3 2

No. of learners studying

each course ENL111 141 94
ENL112 117 78
ENL113 24 16
ENL114 45 30
ENL121 49 32.7
ENL122 150 100
ENL123 0 0

Self-judgment of their

own English competence  Nothing at all 7 4.7
A little 115 76.6
Well 26 17.3
Very well 1 0.7
Missing 1 0.7

The above demographic data reveals that the learner participants had diverse
educational backgrounds. Also, the findings concerning their length of study at this
university and the number of foundation English courses taken by them made it
possible to say that the learner participants were rather familiar with the English
language teaching practice at this university. This familiarity was believed to be

favorable to the present study on the grounds that it matched the researcher’s intention
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to investigate the perceptions of learners who were acquainted with the English
language teaching practice at this university. Additionally, this familiarity was
believed to help the learner participants to reflect upon, and provide insightful
information in relation to the extent to which English language teaching at this

university touched upon the issues of culture and ICC.

4.1.2 Learner Participants’ Perceptions of Culture and Their
Experiences of Learning Culture in English Courses
4.1.2.1 Perceptions of Culture

1) LPQ Findings

Question 2.1 in the LPQ inquired of the learner participants
what culture is. Among the four suggested definitions of the term “culture,” 74.7% of
the learner participants perceived culture as shared norms, values and identities.
Additionally, over 50% of the learner participants regarded culture as behaviors or
expressions (59.3%), a way of life (57.3%), and anything that has been passed on
from generation to generation (54.7%). Interestingly, two learner participants (1.3%)
provided additional definitions of culture which were consistent with the suggested
definitions. According to these two learner participants, culture is “language and
custom” and ‘““anything that has been created by human beings such as language and
way of life.”

2) Interview Findings

The four focus group interviews revealed that the learner
participants’ perceptions of culture mirrored those found in the LPQ. Additionally,
two aspects of culture were echoed in all interview groups. These two aspects were 1)
culture is something that has been passed on from generation to generation; and 2)
culture can show differences between countries or groups of people. For instance, L4
stated, “Culture is what we have to do and pass on to the next generations. It is a
righteous thing that should be continued and can be used to show what our country is
like.” Similarly, L13 remarked, “It is anything created by people. Culture of this
country is like this and culture of that country is like that.”

Apart from the above perceptions of culture, L15 provided an

interesting definition of culture as follows: “Culture is anything surrounding people,
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the environment where they were born and brought up. It affects the way people
behave and makes each group of people different from other groups.” This definition
strongly highlights two aspects of culture that have been heavily discussed in the
reviewed literature. These two aspects are 1) culture has influence over people’s
behaviors and worldviews; and 2) culture can be used to distinguish one group of
people from others (See section 2.1.2.1).

3) Summary

Based on the above findings, it was obvious that the learner
participants’ perceptions of the term “culture” provided in the LPQ and during the
interviews were consistent with each other. These perceptions were also in line with
those found in the reviewed literature. However, what is worth noting was that the
learner participants’ responses during the interviews highlight one aspect of culture
that was not explicitly discussed in the reviewed literature. This aspect was that
culture is or can be passed on from generation to generation. Put simply, while this
aspect was not heavily emphasized in the reviewed literature, it was a salient aspect of
culture for the learner participants in this study.

4.1.2.2 Experiences of Learning Culture in English Courses

1) LPQ Findings

Question 2.2 in the LPQ asked the learner participants whether
they had ever studied any cultural content in their English courses at this university.
For this question, 43.3% of the learner participants reported that they had studied
cultural content while 30.7% of them indicated that they were not sure, and 26% of
them replied that they had never studied any cultural content in their English courses.

2) Interview Findings

During the interviews, the researcher asked the learner
participants to give examples of any cultural content they had studied in their English
courses. It turned out that most learner participants managed to give both general and
specific examples of cultural content (details of which were presented in the next
section). However, three learner participants in Group A couldn’t provide any
example of cultural content they studied in English courses. Nevertheless, when the

researcher prompted them with the question, “Do you think greeting is a part of
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culture?,” these students fell silent for a while before admitting that cultural content
was superficially and implicitly covered in the English courses.

Apart from asking the learner participants to give examples of
cultural content they had studied in English courses, the researcher asked them to
roughly estimate the amount of cultural content that had been covered in English
courses. As expected, the learner participants provided different answers to this
question. According to the learner participants, cultural content had been covered in
the English courses in a range between 5% and 60% of the course’s total content.

3) Summary

Based on the above data, it was clear that the findings from the
LPQ and interview were not consistent with each other. While over 50% of the LPQ
respondents indicated that they were not sure and they had never studied culture in
English courses at this university, the interview findings exhibited that the learner
participants had studied culture in English courses but to different degrees. In the
researcher’s view, these different degrees may be caused by two factors: learner-
related and external factors. The learner-related factors consist of learners’ attention
to, personal interest in and feeling toward English courses, including their perceptions
toward the term “culture”. The external factors refer to different English courses that
learners had taken so far and different teachers they had studied with. The external
factors were supported by the remark of L6 that a Filipino teacher taught more
cultural content than Thai teachers.

Also, based on the researcher’s observation during the
interviews and analysis of the interview scripts, one major difference between the
learner participants stating that they had experience of culture learning and those who
did not was the time they spent before answering this question. All learner
participants who could give examples spent some time before coming up with the
answers while those who could not give example responded immediately after hearing

the question.
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4.1.2.3 Enjoyment of Learning Culture in English Courses

1) LPQ Findings

In Question 2.3, the learner participants were asked if they like
learning culture in English courses. A majority of the learner participants (53.3%)
replied that they were neutral about learning culture in English courses. On the other
hand, 46% of the learner participants indicated that they liked learning about culture,
and only one learner participant (0.7%) stated that she did not like learning culture in
English courses.

2) Interview Findings

For this question, the answers provided by the learner
participants from Group A were of particular focus because these learner participants
indicated in their LPQs that they were neutral about learning culture in English
courses. In order to know these learner participants’ reasons for their neutral feeling,
the researcher asked them, “What do you think if cultural content is increased in
English courses here?”

For the above question, L1 said, “It’s okay to increase the
cultural content in English courses because we need to know how they [English
speaking people] live their lives.” Similarly, L3 remarked, “That’s a good idea
because cultural content can inform us of their ways of life.” Likewise, L4 stated, “I
think it’s okay because cultural content can help us to better understand people of that
culture, for example, why they do this thing that way. Also, this content can help us
to live or stay in that country easier.”

Apart from Group A, this question was posed to other groups
and it yielded similar answers. For instance, L14 from Group C replied, “It’s good
because it will help us to know more about other cultures. Also, when we go to the
country of that culture, we know what we have to do or how to act appropriately in
that country.” In the same way, L15 from Group D remarked:

| think we need to increase the cultural content. It is like the Thai language.
When we speak, we need to know how to use the language appropriately to
the situation. I mean language levels. From my learning experience, the
cultural content was rarely discussed in class. If we have more of this content,

it should be good.



111

3) Summary

For this issue, it can be concluded that the LPQ and interview
findings were similar; that is, the learner participants felt neutral about learning
culture in English courses. Based on the interview findings, it is difficult to confirm if
the learner participants enjoyed learning culture in English courses because they used
the terms “okay” and “good” which simply show their agreement with but not
necessarily their enjoyment of studying culture in English courses. As shown by the
above excerpts of the interview responses, most learner participants perceived that
cultural content can help them to know more about how to behave appropriately in
another culture, especially when travelling or staying in the country with that culture.

4.1.2.4 Experiences of Learning Suggested Cultural Topics in English

Courses

1) LPQ Findings

Question 2.4 in the LPQ asked the learner participants to
indicate whether they had studied the ten suggested cultural topics which are normally
included in English textbooks and used in the questionnaires and surveys of the
previous studies (e.g., Tian, 2013; Zhou, 2011). It was found that “daily life and
routines” was the topic that most learner participants (82%) replied that they had
studied in English courses while “political conditions” was the topic that half of them
(50.7%) indicated that they had never studied. Table 4.2 illustrates the learner

participants’ responses to this question.
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Table 4.2 Cultural Topics Studied by Learner Participants

Cultural Topics No. of Learner Participants (n=150)
(%)
Yes, IPmnot No,I’ve Missing
DPve sure if never

studied DI’veever studied
this studied this

topic this topic
topic
1. Daily life and routines (e.g., jobs, food, drink, 123 21 5 1
lifestyle) (82%) (14%) (3.3%) (0.7%)
2. Tradition, folklore, tourist attractions, festival 107 23 20 -
(71.3%) (15.3%) (13.3%)
3. Values, beliefs and social etiquette 92 37 21 -
(61.3%) (24.7%) (14%)
4. Entertainment products (e.g., music, film, 85 37 27 1
advertisements) (56.7%)  (24.7%) (18%) (0.7%)
5. Differences between cultures 72 42 36 -
(48%) (28%) (24%)
6. Technological development 58 55 37 -
(38.7%) (36.7%)  (24.7%)
7. Educational systems 56 56 38 -
(37.3%) (37.3%) (25.3%)
8. History and geography 54 43 52 1
(36%) (28.7%)  (34.7%)  (0.7%)
9. Religious beliefs and practices 37 51 62 -
(24.7%) (34%) (41.3%)
10. Political conditions 35 38 76 1

(23.3%) (253%)  (50.7)  (0.7%)

2) Interview Findings
As earlier reported, most learner participants could give both
general and specific examples of cultural content when being asked to do so. For
instance, L6 from Group A gave a general example of cultural content she had studied
in an English course taught by a Filipino teacher:
The Filipino teacher often talked about her culture and compared her culture
with Thai culture. She said that Thais and Filipinos are different from each
other in many ways such as daily life and students’ learning behaviors. She
also explained how Thais’ way of English speaking is different from that of

Filipinos.
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As for examples of specific cultural topics, three learner
participants from Group B shared the same experience of studying English through
the topics of New Year and Christmas in English courses. Also, L12 from Group C
recalled that he studied something about the origin of a plaid shirt (i.e., a shirt with
tartan pattern which Thai people called Scott shirt) in one English course, and L15
from Group D mentioned that he remembered reading some articles about European
or expensive food served at expensive hotels in western countries.

3) Summary

Based on the above findings, it was conclusive that the
findings from both LPQ and interview reinforce each other. That is, daily life, routine
and festivals were cultural topics that the learner participants were most familiar with.
One possible explanation for these findings was that these cultural topics can
generally be found in most (if not all) English language textbooks. As for the topic of
political condition which ranked as the least studied cultural topic, it was possible to
assume that in the eyes of the learner participants, this topic was too distant from them
or they might not consider it as a part of culture.

4.1.2.5 Perceptions toward Necessity for Inclusion of Cultural Content
in English Courses

1) LPQ Findings

The learner participants’ responses to Question 2.5 in the LPQ
exhibited that a majority of them (92%) viewed it necessary to include cultural
content in English courses while only 8% of them had the opposite view.
Additionally, based on a constant comparative analysis of the responses provided by
the learner participants in their LPQs, their reasons for including cultural content in

English courses could be categorized into seven groups as shown in Figure 4.1 below.
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Figure 4.1 Learner Participants’ Reasons for Inclusion of Cultural Content in
English Course

Note: Percentages in this Figure were calculated from the total number of learner

participants (n=150). The responses of some learner participants fit into more

than one group

As shown in Figure 4.1, over one-third of the learner
participants (38.66%) believed that cultural content should be included in English
courses because it is useful knowledge that can be used to serve various purposes.
These purposes could be divided into four categories: 1) for self-adaptation to new
cultural surroundings; 2) for better, effective or appropriate communication with
foreigners; 3) for travelling, studying or living abroad; and 4) for better understanding
of foreigners including their languages and cultures. Overall, this reason of being
useful knowledge was the most popular reason to include cultural content in English
courses according to the learner participants.

The learner participants’ second most popular reason for
including cultural content in English courses was that cultural content could be
additional or extra knowledge for them. This reason was provided by 30.66% of the

learner participants. Following this reason was the reason pertaining to the fact that
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there are differences between cultures. This was the third most popular reason as it
was given by 9.33% of the learner participants.

With regard to the fourth most popular reason (i.e., English is
a global lingua franca), the learner participants giving this reason stated that the
present status of English as a global lingua franca made it possible to include cultural
content in English courses, and this content can be useful for English language
learners. This reason was given by 4% of the learner participants.

For the reason relating to ASEAN, the learner participants
stated that as a result of the official launch of ASEAN in 2015, it was necessary to
include cultural content of ASEAN member countries in English courses so that
learners were equipped with general information about these countries. This reason
was provided by 2.66% of the learner participants. In addition, another 2.66% of the
learner participants viewed that it is necessary to include cultural content in English
courses due to the interrelationships between language, culture and communication.

With regard to “Others” which were provided by 8.66% of the
learner participants, this group consisted of a variety of responses that do not fit into
the previously-mentioned groups. Specifically, the “Others” group was made up of 1)
the responses that were supported by incomprehensible reasons (3.33%); 2) the
responses that were not supported by any reasons (3.33%); and 3) the responses that
cultural content can make English lessons more interesting (2%).

On the other hand, 8% of the learner participants disagreed
with the idea of including cultural content in English courses. Their reasons were that:
1) cultural content should be treated as a separate course; 2) the inclusion of cultural
content may confuse learners; 3) culture has a huge amount of content; 4) culture is
not a major point for English language learning; 5) culture is not interesting; 6)
learners will gradually absorb the culture of the language learned if they are interested
in the language; and 7) it is better to improve learners’ communicative skills before
introducing learners to complex cultural content.

2) Interview Findings

In order to obtain more details regarding the learner
participants’ views toward the necessity for the inclusion of cultural content in

English courses, during the interviews, the researcher asked the learner participants to
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express their views toward the saying, “When studying any foreign language, learners
should study the culture of that language as well.” For this saying, L10 from Group B
responded, “It is good and sounds reasonable. There is nothing wrong about that. As
we are learning their language, if we learn about culture of people speaking that
language at the same time, I think it’s good.” Additionally, for the same saying, all
respondents from Group C perceived that culture and language were two compatible
things that can be taught concurrently. Similarly, L15 from Group D provided a rich
view which clearly illustrated why it is necessary to include cultural content in
English courses. According to L15,

| think that is a correct concept. Let me give you some simple examples. We

are Thai. When we meet each other, we say “Sawasdee” and give a “wai” to

each other, right? For Japanese people, when they meet, they bow to each

other. 1 think these [cultural practices] are important things that language

learners need to know.

3) Summary
It was possible to conclude from the LPQ and interview

findings that a majority of the learner participants recognized the necessity of
including cultural content in English courses although some of them held the opposite
view. Also, the learner participants’ reasons for the inclusion, as provided in the LPQ
and interview, supported each other. What is interesting here was that there was a
connection between the reasons given by the two groups of learner participants
holding opposite views (i.e., the “for” and “against” groups). While the “for” group
viewed it necessary to include cultural content because cultural content can be
additional knowledge for learners, the “against” group viewed that the culture should
be treated as a separate course. There is one thing in common between the reasons of
these groups; both groups regarded ““cultural content” as knowledge that can be taught
and learned. This commonality inevitably matches the knowledge element of
Byram’s ICC Model elaborated in the previous chapter.
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4.1.2.6 Types of Culture Preferred by and Exposed to Learner

Participants in English Courses

1) LPQ Findings

Questions 2.6 and 2.7 in the LPQ inquired the learner
participants about the types of culture they preferred to learn and the ones that they
had been exposed to in English courses at this university. For these issues, it was
found that the culture that they preferred to learn was different from that being
exposed to them. That is, 53.3% of the learner participants indicated that they
preferred to learn any type of culture in English courses. Nevertheless, when being
asked about the type of culture they had studied or had been exposed to in English
courses, 50.7% of them reported that they had been exposed to only native English
speakers’ cultures (henceforth called “NES cultures”). Figure 4.2 shows the findings

concerning the types of culture preferred and learned by the learner participants.
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included in English Courses
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Figure 4.2 Types of Culture Preferred and Learned by Learners in English Courses

2) Interview Findings

Similar to the LPQ findings, the focus group interviews
revealed that most learner participants preferred to learn any type of culture in English
courses. Nevertheless, the consensus among all the interview groups was that NES
cultures should be included in English courses thanks mainly to the learner

participants’ perception that native English speakers were the owner of the language
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learned. As for the choice of NES and Thai cultures, L10 from Group B remarked,
“As I am Thai, I want English courses to talk more about Thai culture. This can also
help preserve Thai culture.” Additionally, L16 from Group D mentioned:
I think NES and Thai cultures should be included in English course so that we
know how our culture is different from NES cultures. With this knowledge,
we can adapt ourselves to their culture and it can help us not to do anything

that is inappropriate in, or offensive to NES cultures.

For the last choice which also includes any cultures other than
NES and Thai cultures, L8 from Group A stated that “Cultures of AEC member
countries should be included in English courses because AEC is fully operated now
and we should know more about them.” In addition, L12 from Group C emphasized,
“I want English courses to add something like local or regional cultures. These
cultures can be extra knowledge for learners. To me, they are more interesting than
mainstream or national cultures which can be easily searched.”

3) Summary

One interesting finding from the LPQ was that the cultures
that the learner participants preferred to learn and the ones they actually learned were
different as reported above. In the researcher’s view, the type of culture which is
learned by or exposed to the learner participants depends on various factors, but the
course materials currently used and the teachers themselves play a pivotal role in this
regard. If the course materials are heavily based in NES cultures, it is very unlikely
that other cultures can be covered in such course. As for the teachers, if they have
first-hand communication experiences with non-native English speakers, or know
cultures of countries other than those of native English speakers and Thais, they can
talk about or include these other cultures easily. However, if they have limited or no
knowledge or experience of communicating with non-native speakers of English, it
can be burdensome for them to talk about cultures of other countries in addition to
those of native English speakers as well as their own.

Another point worth noting here was that the learner
participants’ main reasons for including any type of culture in English courses were

that cultural knowledge is useful for their self-adaption to new cultural surroundings
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and it could be additional to knowledge for them. These two main reasons were
definitely consistent with the findings of the previous section (i.e., reasons why it is

necessary to include cultural content in English courses).

4.1.3 Awareness and Knowledge of Intercultural Communicative
Competence
4.1.3.1 Awareness of Intercultural Communicative Competence

1) LPQ Findings

Question 3.1 in LPQ inquired of the learner participants
whether they have heard of the term “intercultural communicative competence” (ICC)
before. According to the responses to this question, 44.7% of the learner participants
indicated that they were not sure, 30% stated that they had not heard of it before, and
only 24.7% reported that they had heard of this term.

2) Interview Findings

Only the learner participants from Group B (i.e., L9, L10 and
L11) were interviewed concerning this issue because they indicated in their LPQs that
they had heard of ICC before. In order to know when, where or how they had heard of
this term, the researchers reminded them of the questionnaire that they completed
three weeks ago and briefly explained the main objectives of the present study. Then,
the researcher showed them their completed questionnaires and drew their attention to
their answers to Question 3.1. After that, the researcher told them that she was
surprised at their answers because ICC was quite a new concept. Then, the researcher
asked each of them to give more details about when, where, from whom or how they
had heard of ICC.

At this point, L9 stated that he had heard of ICC from his
grandfather. To elicit more data, the researcher asked L9 to explain in detail when,
how or why his grandfather told him about ICC. According to L9, his grandfather
talked about ICC when the grandfather recounted how his living experiences in Japan
and the US were. Similarly, L10 stated that he heard of ICC from his aunt who
graduated with a degree in English and was his English personal tutor. On the other

hand, L11 stated that he could not remember when, where or how he had heard ICC.
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3) Summary

To the researcher, the LPQ findings of “not sure” and “no”
responses were not very surprising because ICC had recently gained more public
attention as a result of the increased globalization. The interview findings, on the
other hand, were interesting because they showed that two learner participants,
namely L9 and L10, were exposed to ICC by their relatives, rather than by their
formal education or in an English language classroom. What is also interesting was
that the relatives of these learner participants, to a greater or lesser extent, had direct
intercultural experiences with foreigners. These direct experiences may be so
powerful to them that they deemed it appropriate to share these experiences with the
learner participants. As for L11’s response that he could not remember, this response
illustrated one general drawback of using questionnaire to collect the data; that is,
questionnaire respondents might not be attentive enough when completing the
questionnaire or they might not give genuine answers.

4.1.3.2 Perceptions of Intercultural Communicative Competence

1) LPQ Findings

Question 3.2 of the LPQ asked the learner participants to
provide their own definition of “ICC” regardless of whether they have heard of this
term before or not. A constant comparative analysis of the answers provided by the
learner participants showed that their perceptions of this term could be categorized

into six groups as shown in Table 4.3 below.
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Table 4.3 Learner Participants’ Perceptions of Intercultural Communicative

Competence
Perceptions of ICC Stratum Learner %
Participants
(n =150)
1. Ability To communicate with foreigners or those 28 18.67

speaking different languages or having

different cultures

To effectively and appropriately communicate 16 10.67
with others with knowledge and understanding

of others’ culture

To speak or communicate in many languages 11 7.33

To learn, communicate and understand other 10 6.67

cultures

To adjust oneself to other cultures 7 4.66

To get your message across 6 4

Total 78 52
2. Communication Communication with foreigners or people 26 17.33

who are linguistically or culturally different
from oneself

Communication about culture and cultural 15 10

exchange

Communications that do not involve only 4 2.67

verbal messages

Communication through technology 3 2

Communication through international 2 1.33

language (e.g., English)

Communication with cultures as means of 2 1.33

communication

Total 52 34.66
3. Expression of our culture 3 2
4. Understanding and learning about each other 3 2
5. No answer 4 2.67
6. Others 27 18

Note: Percentages in Table 4.3 were calculated from the total number of learner
participants (n=150). The responses of some learner participants fit into more
than one group

Based on Table 4.3, it was possible to conclude that the
learner participants had diverse perceptions toward ICC with 52% of them perceiving
ICC as a kind of ability while 34.66% of them perceived it as communication. While
these findings may be deemed as representing the overall perceptions of the learner
participants toward ICC, the findings of “no answer” and “others” cannot be

overlooked on the grounds that their combined percentages (i.e., 20.67%) represent
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one-fifth of the learner participants. The “no answer” finding referred to the fact that
four learner participants did not provide any answer to this question in their LPQs.
Also, the “others” findings were comprised of the answers that were too broad, vague
or did not match the question. Furthermore, some answers in “others” implied that
some learner participants did not understand ICC at all as they just provided answers
based on the literal Thai meaning of ICC. These findings of “no answer” and “others”
made it possible to conclude that one-fifth of the learner participants were new to the
concept of ICC.

2) Interview Findings

Similar to the LPQ findings, the learner participants had
diverse perceptions toward ICC. However, a constant comparative analysis of their
responses revealed that there were three themes emerging from the interview
responses, and these themes were similar to the emerging themes of the LPQ findings.

The first theme from the focus group interviews was that ICC
was an ability to communicate with foreigners. This theme was derived from the
following responses of L2, L3 and L6, respectively: “ICC is an ability to
communicate with foreigners or anyone having a different culture from us”; “It means
that we can communicate with foreigners”; and “ICC is an ability to communicate
with foreigners; that is, when foreigners say something, we can answer them correctly
[i.e., right to the point].”

The second theme, which was very similar to the first theme,
was that ICC was an ability to communicate with foreigners with knowledge and
understanding of their culture. This theme was drawn from the responses of L12 and
L9. According to L12, “Well, I guess that it means to communicate with someone
with knowledge of their cultures.” For L9, he expressed his perception of ICC by
referring to his grandfather’s overseas experiences and recounting how his
grandfather introduced him to this term as follows:

My grandpa told me when you are abroad and communicate with anyone
there, you need to know what to say and how to say it. Also, you have to
imitate the way they speak so that you don’t become a black sheep. When

speaking, you need to have a clear accent and pronunciation so that you don’t
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have any communication problems. Otherwise, you will find it hard to live

there.

The final theme emerging from the interview responses was
that ICC is an exchange of cultures. This theme was derived from the responses of
L10 and L4. According to L10, when he was requested to explain what ICC is, his
immediate response was “Isn’t it the same as a cultural exchange?” As for L4, she
viewed that “ICC involves communication with foreigners. It is like an exchange of
opinions about cultures.”

Apart from the above three themes, L14’s and L1’s responses
were also worth mentioning. According to L14, ICC was “communication without
cultural conflict. It is like a communication on neutral ground.” As for L1, “ICC
happens when we understand others and ourselves. It can help us to better understand
and communicate with other people. For example, we understand how the way we
talk is different from the way others talk.”

To the researcher, the above interview findings reflected two
significant aspects of ICC as perceived by the learner participants: unilateral and
reciprocal ICC. Unilateral ICC referred to ICC that is performed by one party in the
communication while reciprocal ICC referred to the ICC that is performed by both
parties when communicating. In this regard, the first two emerging themes can be
regarded as unilateral ICC whereas the third emerging theme and L14’s and L1’s
responses can be considered reciprocal ICC.

3) Summary

It was obvious that the LPQ and interview findings concerning
the learner participants’ perceptions of ICC were similar to each other. According to
the LPQ findings, most learner participants perceived ICC as ability and
communication; each of which was further divided into several subgroups based on
the details given to elaborate it. As for the interview findings, they reflected two
significant aspects of ICC: unilateral and reciprocal aspects. Additionally, the LPQ
finding that one-fifth of the learner participants did not know ICC was consistent with
the findings that most of them were not sure and had never heard of ICC before which

had been reported in the previous section.
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4.1.4 Learner Participants’ Exposure to Intercultural Communicative

Competence in English Courses

4.1.4.1 LPQ Findings

Question 4.1 of the LPQ asked the learner participants to rate the degree
of their English language teachers’ emphasis on the knowledge, abilities and attitudes
which were postulated by Byram (1997, 2009) as key components of ICC. For this
question, the learner participants had to rate the aforesaid knowledge, abilities and
attitudes (henceforth collectively referred to as “ICC components™) on a 4-point rating
scale: great emphasis, moderate emphasis, little emphasis, and no emphasis. Table 4.4

shows the findings of this question.

Table 4.4 Learner Participants’ Perceptions of Teachers’ Emphasis on ICC

Components

Teachers’ Emphasis on Mean S.D.
Knowledge of learners' own cultures and social practices 3.22 .633
Ability to listen to and observe other people during conversation 3.21 .708
Curiosity to understand and respect foreign cultures 3.14 173
Ability to realize impacts of cultures and sociocultural context on people’s  3.09 .802
interactions
Ability to adapt to new cultural environments or different communication style 3.08 671
Ability to suspend learners’ own beliefs or judgment of other people and be  3.07 127
open to other people’s viewpoints
Ability to understand foreigners' worldviews, situations and feelings 3.03 755
Knowledge of foreigners' cultures and social practices 3.01 .665
Ability to compare and contrast Thai and foreign cultures 3.00 .676
Ability to critically evaluate perspectives, practices or products of Thai and  2.81 .708

foreigners based on explicit criteria

Note: 1 = no emphasis, 2 = little emphasis, 3 = moderate emphasis, 4 = great

emphasis
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Based on Table 4.4, the three ICC components which the learner
participants perceived that their English teachers heavily emphasized were the
knowledge of learners’ own cultural and social practices (mean = 3.22), an ability to
listen to and observe other people during conversation and interaction (mean = 3.21),
and curiosity to understand and respect foreign cultures (mean = 3.14). On the other
hand, an ability to critically evaluate the perspectives, practices or products of Thai
and foreigners based on explicit criteria (henceforth referred to as “critical evaluation
component”) was perceived by the learner participants as being little to moderately
emphasized by their teachers (mean = 2.81).

4.1.4.2 Interview Findings

In order to obtain more information relating to Question 4.1 in the LPQ,
the researcher provided each learner participant with a blank LPQ. Then, the
researcher asked them to read Question 4.1 again and select only one component
under Question 4.1 which they perceived that their English teachers emphasized most.
Unlike the LPQ findings, six learner participants (35.29% of the total learners
participating in the focus group interviews) reported that their English teachers
emphasized an ability to adapt to new cultural environments or different
communication styles most. Additionally, four learner participants (23.52% of total
learners participating in the focus group interviews) stated that their English teachers
strongly emphasized an ability to listen to and observe other people during
conversation and interaction. An ability to understand foreigners’ worldviews,
situations and feelings, and an ability to suspend students’ own beliefs or judgment of
other people and be open to other people’s viewpoints were also selected by two
learner participants. In conclusion, during the interviews, all learner participants
reported that their English teachers greatly emphasized the ICC components
concerning abilities whereas those relating to knowledge and attitudes were not
mentioned at all.

4.1.4.3 Summary

One similarity and three differences can be found between the LPQ and
interview findings concerning the issue of learners’ perceptions of their teachers’
emphasis on the ICC components. With regard to similarity, it was obvious that an

ability to listen to and observe other people during conversation and interaction was
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perceived by the learners completing the LPQ and participating in the interviews as
being heavily emphasized by their English language teachers. This ability ranked
second among the ten ICC components in LPQ and the focus group interviews.

On the other hand, the first difference between the LPQ and interview
findings was that the knowledge of students’ own cultural and social practices which
the learner participants perceived as heavily emphasized by their teachers in the LPQ
(mean = 3.22) was not mentioned at all by any learner participants during the
interviews. The second difference was very similar to the first one; curiosity to
understand and respect foreign cultures whose mean ranked third in the ten ICC
components in the LPQ was not raised by any learner participants during the
interviews, either. The third difference was that an ability to adapt to new cultural
environments or different communication styles whose mean ranked fifth in the ten
ICC components in the LPQ was the component that most learner participants, during
the interviews, viewed as being heavily emphasized by their English teachers. All
these differences help affirm that human beings are dynamic, and their perceptions are
not static, but can be changed due to several factors, both internally and externally.
Nonetheless, despite the aforesaid fact, the researcher viewed that the first difference
was so enthralling that it deserved further investigation in order to know why and how
this difference emerged.

As such, after obtaining the learner participants’ answers relating to the
ICC components which they thought that their teachers heavily emphasized, the
researcher let the learners participating in the focus group interviews know the LPQ
finding; most learner participants perceived that their English teachers emphasized the
knowledge of students’ own cultural and social practices most. As expected, all these
learner participants were amazed by this LPQ finding.

In order to know how and why this finding emerged, the researcher
requested the learner participants to clarify this finding. After pondering on this ICC
component, the learner participants came up with three reasons that can be used to
explain why the mean value of this ICC component ranked highest in the LPQ.

The first reason was that the learner participants who rated “great
emphasis” for this component had studied with foreign teachers who shared their

personal experiences of living in Thailand to explain their experiences dealing with



127

Thai culture and social practice in Thailand. This reason was provided by L6 as
shown below.
My Filipino teacher once talked about Thai culture that surprised her when
she first arrived here. For example, she did not know that it was unusual for a
teacher to give students a “wai” first, and she was amazed to see all people at

a BTS station suddenly stood up when they heard the national anthem.

The second reason was that while completing the LPQ, the learners did
not carefully read this component and they may have selected this component
immediately after seeing the words “greeting” and “eating” without reading until the
end (See Appendix A for complete LPQ). For this reason, L12 from Group C
explained that some questionnaire respondents might have just quickly read and
completed the questionnaire without paying enough attention. Additionally, L14 from
the same group remarked that most questionnaire respondents usually ticked the first
column when they had to do ratings.

The third reason was that the learners had experiences of studying
English with teachers who wanted them to be able to introduce or explain Thai culture
to foreigners. This reason was drawn from L9 and L11 from Group B who referred to
one role-play assignment in which they had to take the role of Thai and foreign
students talking together about what Thai people usually do during Songkran festival.
L9 recalled:

As far as | can recall, this teacher assigned us to do this assignment because
she wanted us to be able to introduce or explain our culture to foreigners,
especially when we converse with them or go to their countries. This can help
foreigners know what they should and should not do when they are in
Thailand.

To conclude, because of the differences between the LPQ and interview
findings, together with the diverse reasons provided by the learners taking part in the
interviews to support the LPQ findings, it is hard to indicate which ICC component
was greatly emphasized by English language teachers at this university. Nevertheless,

one conclusion that can be drawn from the LPQ and interview findings was that most
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learner participants perceived that their English teachers emphasized the ability to

listen to and observe other people during conversation and interaction.

4.1.5 Learner Participants’ Perceptions toward Extent to Which ICC

Contributes to Their English Communicative Competence

4.15.1 LPQ Findings

Similar to the previous question, Question 5.1 of the LPQ asked the
learner participants to express their views on how the ICC components, as shown in
Question 4.1, can help them to effectively communicate in English. Specifically, the
learner participants were requested to rate the ICC components on a 4-point rating
scale: very helpful, helpful, somewhat helpful, and not helpful. Table 4.5 shows the
findings of this question.

Table 4.5 Learner Participants’ Perceptions toward the Extent to Which ICC Can

Help Them to Effectively Communicate in English

Helpfulness of Mean S.D.
Ability to listen to and observe other people during conversation and interaction 3.28 725
Ability to adapt to new cultural environment or different communication styles 3.19 .662
Knowledge of learners' own cultural and social practices 3.18 742
Curiosity to understand and respect foreign cultures 3.13 749
Knowledge of foreigners' cultural and social practices 3.13 71
Ability to understand foreigners' worldviews , situations and feelings 3.00 751
Ability to suspend learners’ own beliefs or judgment of other people and be open  2.96 704
to other people’s viewpoint
Ability to compare and contrast social and cultural practices of Thai and 2.93 .783
foreigners
Ability to realize impacts of cultures and sociocultural context on people’s  2.93 787
interaction
Ability to critically evaluate perspectives, practices or products of Thai and 2.86 .760

foreigners based on explicit criteria

Note: 1 = not helpful, 2 = somewhat helpful, 3 = helpful, 4 = very helpful
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Table 4.5 exhibits learner participants’ overall perception that all the ten
ICC components were helpful to their English communicative competence as
evidenced by the mean range between 2.86 and 3.28 out of 4 (whereby 4 = very
helpful and 1 = not helpful). Nevertheless, among these ICC components, the learner
participants viewed that the ability to listen to and observe other people during
conversation and interaction can help them to communicate in English most, followed
by the ability to adapt to new cultural environments or different communication styles
and the knowledge of leaners’ own cultural and social practices. With regard to the
critical evaluation component, the learner participants viewed this component as least
helpful. This finding of the critical evaluation component can be considered consistent
with that of Question 4.1.
4.1.5.2 Interview Findings
Similar to the LPQ findings, all leaner participants, even those in Group
D who indicated in their LPQs that ICC was not helpful, viewed that these ICC
components can help them to better communicate in English. Nevertheless, they had
their own explanations toward the reasons why and the extent to which these ICC
components can enhance their English communicative competence.
In terms of reasons why the ten ICC components can enhance English
communicative competence, L2 elaborated:
| think the knowledge, abilities and attitudes can help because they help us
know what we should do in a foreign culture. When we know that, we can
follow that way of behaving and they can help us know real objectives of the

other party.

Similarly, L1 viewed that “if we know others’ cultures and others know
our cultures, during communication, we can understand each other more easily and
conveniently. At least, it is better than knowing nothing of each other.” Also,
according to L6, “If we know their cultures and they know our cultures, we can
communicate without offending each other.” Likewise, L4 indicated that these
knowledge, abilities and attitudes can help us avoid asking the other party any

inappropriate questions. Additionally, L13 commented, “If we know others’ cultures,
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we will know what we should do when we visit their country and this knowledge can
help us survive there.”

Based on the above responses, it was possible to conclude that the
learner participants perceived these ten ICC components as cultural knowledge, and
this knowledge can help them to better understand other people’s cultures which can,
accordingly, lead to better understanding, communication and self-adaptation during
communication and interaction.

As for the extent to which these ICC components can enhance an
individual’s English communicative competence, L4 and L15 provided interesting
remarks. L4 viewed that these ICC components can help us to have better
communication in English with foreigners, but it was not a magic key that will make
us marvelously fluent in English. To clarify her point, L4 explained:

I’s like foreigners who know Thai cultures but they can’t speak Thai. With
these ten components, they know what they can do and say with Thai people
and what they should not do and say. But it doesn’t mean that knowing Thai
culture will enable them to be good at Thai or to speak Thai fluently.

Similarly, L15 affirmed:
| think these ten components can somewhat contribute to our English
communicative competence. In my opinion, they can just help us know and
understand foreigners’ cultures and how to behave in various situations.
However, to make us excel in English for intercultural communication, | think
it’s your own courage. If you’re courageous enough to communicate and

interact with them, that can help you more.

4.1.5.3 Summary

The LPQ and interview findings concerning the learner participants’
perceptions toward why and the extent to which ICC contributes to their English
communicative competence reinforced each other. Most learner participants perceived
that ICC was helpful to their English communicative competence. In this regard, the
interview findings showed that the learner participants had such perception because

they regarded ICC as cultural knowledge that can inform them of what they should
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and should not do while interacting and communicating with foreigners. This
perception, by and large, was consistent with two learner participants’ comments that
ICC can just supplement or facilitate intercultural communication, but it cannot

substantially help learners to have better English language skills.

4.1.6 Other Findings from Focus Group Interviews

Apart from obtaining additional information that helps clarify the LPQ
findings, during the focus group interviews, the researcher asked two additional
questions relating to the subject of inquiry of this study. These two questions were 1)
“What do you think about the saying, ‘English language learners should be able to use
English in the same way as native English speakers?’”’; and 2) “In your opinion, what
is the most important factor that can help you to excel in or have better English
communication?”” The findings relating to these two questions are presented below.

4.1.6.1 Perceptions toward Native-Like English Communication

This question was asked in order to know the learner participants’
perceptions toward this issue. Also, it was asked to gauge the extent to which their
perceptions were consistent with the concept of English as a lingua franca and how
much they were aware of this concept.

The interview responses for this issue can be divided into three groups:
agreement, disagreement and no comment. Among the 17 learners taking part in the
interview, two agreed, seven disagreed, and eight did not express any opinion toward
the aforesaid concept.

Two participants agreeing with the concept were L1 and L6, but they
agreed for different reasons. According to L1, if English language learners can use
English in the same way as the native English speakers, it will be easier for both
native and non-native speakers of English to understand and communicate together in
English. L1’s reason seemed to be consistent with one CLT goal that encourages
learners to communicate in the same way as native speakers of the language learned
as discussed in Chapter 2. Also, it did not reflect the current status of English as a
global lingua franca at all. As for L6, she agreed with the concept by stating, “If we
learn anything, we should acquire and master them, shouldn’t we? If we don’t

acquire or master them, what’s the point of learning?” Like L1, L6’s reason did not
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reflect that she was aware of the present status of English as a lingua franca. L6’s
reason did not touch upon the issue of native speakers as the role model for foreign
language learners, either.

On the contrary, seven learner participants disagreed with the concept
by stating that it is difficult or even impossible to use English in the same way as
native English speakers. Listed out below were some excerpts of the learner
participants’ answers to this question:

We don’t need to use English as perfectly as native English speakers because
it is difficult to do so. There are differences between Thai and English sounds.
Because of this, it’s difficult for Thais to pronounce some English sounds in

the same way as the native English speakers. (L3)

If I have to speak English in the same way as its native speakers, | think that is
impossible. | think | can speak and write English in the way that is
communicable, but I can’t use it as fluently and naturally as its native

speakers. (L7)

| think Thai people now are learning English for communication, not for
competing or being compared with native English speakers. In my opinion, if
we can use English to successfully communicate together, that’s enough. So |
think that it might be wrong to think in that way. People are so different from
one another. To force one group of people to do exactly the same as the other

group, I think it’s impossible. (L4)

| think that is really difficult. Personally, |1 want to be able to use English in
exactly the same way as its native speakers, but that is really hard. It depends

on practice. (L12)

The answers and reasons provided by those disagreeing with the
concept revealed that these participants were aware of differences between languages.
In other words, these participants were aware that each language is unique, has its

own traits, and there are no two languages that are comparable with each other in
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every aspect. Also, these participants’ answers touch upon the fact that most people
nowadays use English mainly for practical and communicative purposes, not for
communicating like native speakers of English. This fact, to a certain extent, touches
upon the present status of English as a global lingua franca that is mainly used as a
tool for global and intercultural communications between people of diverse lingual
and cultural backgrounds (Crystal, 2012; Seargeant & Swann, 2012).

For the remaining eight participants, they did not express any opinion
about the concept despite the researcher’s effort to encourage them to say something
about it.

In conclusion, while a few learner participants perceived that native-like
English communication was the only accepted model for English language learners
and half of them expressed no opinion, nearly half of them disagreed with this idea.
This disagreement, to a certain extent, reflected the concept of English as a lingua
franca, and the current trend required for English language teaching.

4.1.6.2 Keys to Effective English Communication

“In your opinion, what is the most important factor that can help you to
excel in or have better English communication?” was the last question in the focus
group interview. For this question, the learner participants gave diverse answers
which can be divided into two groups: language-related factors and non-language-
related factors.

As for language-related factors, L2 said, “We need to know a lot of
vocabulary” and L3 stated, “I think it is accent. We must have an accent that is close
to the native speakers’ accents.” Another language-related factor was syntax as
provided by L16: “To me, to excel in English, we should have good understanding of
English syntax so that we know how to arrange the words to form sentences for
communication with others.”

On the other hand, the non-language-related factors that can lead to
success in English communication included courage, learning by doing and self-
determination. The courage factor was demonstrated by L1’s response, “You need to
have courage to speak and don’t be afraid to make mistakes.” In addition to L1, L15
provided a similar response, “In my opinion, it is being courageous to communicate

and interact with foreigners. This is the key.”
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With regard to learning by doing factor, this factor was drawn from
L12’s and L14’s responses as shown below.
| think if you have native English speaker friends and you interact with them
or live in their countries, that can help you to communicate well in English.
For example, if your boyfriend or girlfriend is a native English speaker and
you interact with him/her every day, | guarantee that your English will

improve a lot within 3 or 6 six months. (L12)

To me, it is to use English in our daily life. This can help us to excel in
English. (L14)

For the self-determination factor, this factor was given by L13 who
stated, “You need to have self-determination and self-initiation. You have to motivate
yourself all the time to learn.”

To conclude, the learner participants viewed that both language-related
and non-language-related factors play crucial roles in an individual’s ability to
communicate well in English. In the eyes of the learners who mentioned language-
related factors, these learners may perceive that a solid background in English
language (e.g., vocabulary, grammar and native-like pronunciation) can help them to
communicate well in English. This perception was, by and large, consistent with the
traditional approach to language teaching which places strong emphasis on language
form/input, rather than language use. On the other hand, the responses concerning
non-language-related factors can be regarded as corresponding to the CLT and the
intercultural approach to language teaching which encourage learners to use language

for meaningful communication.

4.1.7 Summary of Answers to RQ1

For RQ1, the learner participants in general had a positive perception toward
ICC although they felt neutral about learning culture in English courses. This positive
perception can be drawn from the finding that most of them viewed it necessary to
include and increase cultural content in English courses. According to the LPQ and

interview findings, the learner participants perceived that cultural content, which is
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inextricably linked to ICC, should be included in English courses because they can
use the content to serve several purposes, and it can be additional knowledge for
them. These practical and intellectual reasons, by and large, imply that they were open
to culture learning and ICC fostering in English language classrooms.

Additionally, most learner participants reported that they preferred to study
any type of culture in English courses. This preference was definitely conducive to
ICC which does not restrict itself to any particular culture. In other words, ICC and
the intercultural approach to language teaching strongly promote an integration of
various cultures in a language class. In the case of English language learning, the
preference for any culture (i.e., not restricted to only NES cultures) is believed to be
helpful to learners because it can expose learners to various cultures of non-native
English speakers who use English for intercultural communication.

Finally, the LPQ and interview findings revealed that the learner participants
perceived ICC as an ability that can help them to better communicate in English.
However, as explicitly stated by two learner participants, ICC was believed to have
positive contribution to their English communication to a certain extent only. Also,
the fact that no learner participants mentioned any of the ICC components when being
asked about the key to effective English communication can, by and large,
substantiate the view that ICC can help them to effectively communicate in English to

a certain extent.

4.2 How Do Thai EFL Teachers Perceive the Role of Intercultural
Communicative Competence in Their English Language Teaching and

in Contributing to Learners’ English Communicative Competence?

Sixteen teacher perception questionnaires (TPQ) and thirteen semi-structured
interviews were used to collect the data from the teacher participants in order to
answer the above research question. The data sought by the TPQ included 1) the
teacher participants’ demographic data; 2) their current teaching practice; 3) their
perceptions toward the term “culture” and their experiences of teaching culture in
classrooms; 4) their awareness and knowledge of ICC; 5) their emphasis on ICC as
well as their perceived possibility of integrating ICC into their teaching; and 6) their
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perceptions toward the extent to which ICC contributes to learners’ English
communicative competence. Findings from the TPQ were believed to show the
teacher participants’ general perceptions toward the role of ICC in their teaching and
in contributing to learners’ English communicative competence. After being analyzed
through descriptive statistics, the TPQ findings were then substantiated by the
findings from the semi-structured interviews. Set out below is a report of the TPQ and

interview findings to answer the second research question (RQ?2).

4.2.1 Teacher Participants’ Demographic Information

The teacher participants (n=16) consisted of five males and eleven females.
These teacher participants were made up of individuals from different ages which can
be broadly divided into two groups: those above and younger than 40 years of age.
Specifically, nine teacher participants (56.25%) stated that they were older than 40
while seven of them (43.75%) indicated that they were 40 or younger than that.

With regard to their length of teaching at the university where this study was
conducted, six teacher participants (37.5%) indicated that they had been teaching here
for 0-5 years while the rest (62.5%) reported that they had been teaching for more
than five years. As for the foundation English courses that they had taught so far, all
teacher participants reported that they had taught ENL111 and ENL112 while
ENL113 and ENL114 had been taught by 14 and 15 teacher participants, respectively.
For the other three courses (i.e., ENL121, ENL122 and ENL123), these courses had
been taught by 9, 4 and 2 teacher participants, respectively. Table 4.6 presents a

summary of the teacher participants’ demographic data.
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Table 4.6 Teacher Participants’ Demographic Data

Demographics Stratum Teacher Participants %
(n=16)
Gender Male 5 31.25
Female 11 68.75
Age 25-30 2 12.5
31-35 2 12.5
36-40 3 18.75
41-45 2 12.5
46-50 4 25
More than 50 3 18.75
Length of teaching 0-5 years 6 375
6-10 years 2 125
11-15 years 1 6.25
16-20 years 1 6.25
21-25 years 3 18.75
More than 25 years 3 18.75
English courses taught so far ENL111 16 100
ENL112 16 100
ENL113 14 87.5
ENL114 15 93.75
ENL121 9 56.25
ENL122 4 25
ENL123 2 12.5

Table 4.6 shows that the teacher participants’ ages and lengths of teaching
experience were diverse. This diversity was deemed favorable to this study because
the researcher was interested in knowing whether there was any issue that the teacher
participants with a variety of backgrounds perceived similarly and differently.

Concerning the foundation English courses which the teacher participants had
taught so far, Table 4.6 shows that most teacher participants had taught the non-
prerequisite courses (ENL111, 112, 113 and 114). This finding could be explained by
the fact that these courses had no prerequisite, and most learners viewed them as
easier to register in and pass than the other three prerequisite courses. To meet the
learners’ demand for these courses, it was not surprising that all teacher participants
had often been assigned to teach them.

One thing worth clarifying here was that although the teacher participants
consisted of 16 teachers, three teacher participants (i.e., T4, T15 and T16) were not
available to take part in the interview process. In other words, only 13 teachers
(81.25% of the total teacher participants) took part in the one-on-one semi-structured

interviews.
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4.2.2 Current Teaching Practices
To obtain the data concerning the teacher participants’ current teaching
practices, many questions were used to inquire the teacher participants about their
teaching approaches, teaching objectives, classroom activities and learning materials
used, language of instruction, assessment criteria, including their views toward their
own teaching. Findings concerning the above issues are presented below.
4.2.2.1 Teaching Approaches

1) TPQ Findings

Question 2.1 in the TPQ asked the teacher participants to
select the teaching approaches that can be used to describe their teaching. Among the
six suggested approaches, all teacher participants (100%) indicated that their teaching
can be described as communication-based or communicative language teaching
(CLT). This approach was followed by learner-centered and task-based approaches;
each of which was selected by 13 teacher participants (81.3%). Additionally, teacher-
centered, grammar-translation based and lecture-based approaches were selected by
nine, seven and four teacher participants, respectively.

Even though the above findings were pretty straightforward,
during the data analysis, the researcher noticed that some teacher participants selected
the approaches that theoretically contradict each other. For instance, T6 selected both
teacher-centered and learner-centered approaches. This prompted the researcher to
find out more information to explain this phenomenon during the semi-structured
interviews.

2) Interview Findings

The semi-structured interviews revealed that a variety of
approaches were mentioned by the teacher participants as their teaching approaches.
These approaches can be categorized into four main approaches: learner-centered,
flexible, mixed and teacher-centered approaches. In this regard, the learner-centered
approach was reported by most teacher participants (5 out of 13), followed by
flexible, mixed and teacher-centered approaches. For the learner-centered approach,
T10 explained as follows:

| use a learner-centered approach. Normally, | start teaching by giving input

and discussing it with students. Then, | encourage them to express their
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opinions on the input. If there is anything they don’t understand or have
questions, I will let them find the answer by themselves first. But after trying,
if they still can’t find the answer or find only some, I will supply them with

the complete answers.

Similarly, T12 said, “I always encourage students to study
everything by themselves and | provide them with lots of opportunities to practice
using language. | think for a language class, it is not enough just to pass on knowledge
to students.”

As for the flexible approach, the four teacher participants
adopting this approach explained that they did not have any specific or fixed approach
for teaching. Instead, the approach they would use depended largely on the learners’
English ability and the course to teach. The following answers of T8 and T14
illustrated this approach well.

My teaching is based on learners’ English ability. If they have strong English,
I will use a communicative approach by teaching less grammar, letting them
do more activities and making assignments more challenging. But if they have
poor English, | will switch to a teacher-centered approach because these
learners can’t do activities by themselves. | will also focus more on grammar

to make them have a better English foundation. (T8)

I will look at the course’s content or focused skills of the course first. If it is a
listening-speaking course, | will use a communicative approach by trying to
make students think and solve problems. But if it is a reading-writing course, |
will use a traditional or grammar-translation approach. Generally, it depends

on the course and also the learners. (T14)

With regard to the mixed approach which was indicated by
three teacher participants, this approach helped clarify the researcher’s notice that
some teacher participants selected contradictory approaches in the TPQ. For this
approach, T5 explained that she used both grammar-translation and CLT when

teaching because in her opinion, CLT alone did not work well for Thai learners who
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lack opportunities to use English outside the classroom. Also, she used a grammar-
translation approach in a bid to provide learners with more vocabulary and grammar
which, according to her, were basic tools for developing the four basic language
skills. In the same way, T3 and T6 reported that they used both teacher-centered and
learner-centered approaches in each class for different purposes. That is, the teacher-
centered approach was used to explain the lesson’s content or grammatical point
while learner-centered approach was used to create a relaxing or fun atmosphere in
the classroom.

3) Summary

It was obvious that the TPQ and interview findings were fairly
consistent with each other; most teacher participants reported that they adopted the
CLT and learner-centered approaches for their teaching. In fact, these two approaches
are closely related and conducive to each other. Also, other approaches which were
found in the TPQs were mentioned during the interviews as a part of the flexible or
mixed approaches. The only difference that existed between the TPQ and interview
findings was that while a task-based approach was selected by 81.3% of the teacher
participants in their TPQs, this approach was not mentioned at all during the
interviews.

4) Additional Findings Concerning CLT

Given the fact that CLT was pronounced as the main teaching
approach of the context of this study and all teacher participants indicated it as their
teaching approach in the TPQs, the researcher deemed it appropriate to ask the teacher
participants during the interviews to provide further insights into this approach. In this
regard, the researcher asked them to explain what CLT is and whether or not CLT is
appropriate for English language teaching in Thailand.

(1) Understanding of CLT
To know how the teacher participants understand CLT, the

researcher asked them to define this teaching approach. According to eight teacher
participants, CLT was an approach that focuses on communication. For instance, T8
stated, “Communicative language teaching is the approach that heavily focuses on
communication without paying attention to grammatical correctness. As long as your

interlocutors understand what you want, you are successful in such communication.”
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Consistent with the above definition, T12 and T13 viewed that CLT is a way of
teaching and learning language for meaningful or real-life communication.

Apart from the above answers, the other five teacher
participants perceived CLT as an approach that tries to make students speak (T1),
involves interactions (T9, T14), focuses on fluency rather than accuracy (T11) and
focuses on product rather than process (T2).

(2) CLT and English Language Teaching in Thailand

The interview data showed that the teacher participants
had three different views toward the appropriateness of CLT for English language
teaching in Thailand. The first view, given by six teacher participants, was that CLT
was appropriate. Conversely, the second view, given by two teacher participants, was
that this approach was not appropriate. The other view, provided by five teacher
participants, was “it depends”; that is, whether CLT is appropriate depends on
learners, courses, and expected learning outcomes. Set out below is a summary of

these views including their respective supporting reasons.

Table 4.7 Teacher Participants’ Interview Responses to Appropriateness of CLT for

English Language Teaching in Thailand

Views Supporting Reasons Teacher
Participants
CLTis 1) CLT encourages learners to learn by using language for T1,T7
appropriate. communication.

2) CLT focuses on communication rather than accuracy, and thisis T11, T12
necessary in real-life communication. Also, this approach is
appropriate for Thai learners who study English as a foreign
language, not a second language; as such, it is not necessary for
them to have 100% perfect English.

3) CLT is universal and can be applied to any kind of context. T13

4) CLT is appropriate thanks to technological advance which T14
allows learners to learn anything outside the classroom.

Learners are no longer required to acquire knowledge only from
teachers like in the past.

CLT is not 1) CLT alone did not work well for Thai learners who lack T5, T8
appropriate. opportunities to use English outside the classroom. The
environment in Thailand does not encourage learners to practice
or use English all the time.
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Table 4.7 (Continued)

Views

Supporting Reasons

Teacher
Participants

It depends on
learners.

It depends on
courses.

It depends on
expected
learning
outcome.

1)

2)

CLT is good for advanced learners, but does not work at all for
passive learners who always wait for teachers to spoon-feed them.
CLT is appropriate for beginner or intermediate learners because
it can help boost their confidence in using English. But it is not
suitable for advanced learners whose foundation is solid. Teaching
in CLT style may be too easy for them. Advanced learners need
something more challenging.

CLT is highly recommended for listening-speaking courses
because it provides a good learning environment that encourages
learners to use English for real communication. The more they
listen to and speak English, the more they can acquire and get
familiar with English. But for a grammar or writing course where
you need to explain grammar rules for accuracy, CLT does not
work at all.

CLT is suitable if your goal is to help learners to use English for
basic communication at work. However, if you aim to prepare
them for further studies or professional communication at work,
CLT is not enough. You need to provide learners with more
linguistic inputs or knowledge.

T2, T10

T3

T6

T9

(3) Summary of Additional Findings Concerning CLT

The teacher participants’ understanding of CLT was

consistent with those commonly discussed in the literature concerning this approach.

This was evidenced by the teacher participants’ interview responses which touched

upon key traits of this approach as previously discussed in Chapter 2. As such, it was

possible to conclude that these teacher participants had a firm grasp of CLT.

With regard to the teacher participants’ views toward

appropriateness of CLT for English language teaching in Thailand, a majority of them

viewed that CLT was appropriate while some of them held different views. In the

researcher’s opinion, the teacher participants’ different views toward the CLT’s

appropriateness can be attributed to various factors, including but not limited to their

first-hand experiences in implementing this approach.
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4.2.2.2 Teaching Objectives

1) TPQ Findings

Question 2.2 in the TPQ inquired the teacher participants
about their teaching objectives at the university where this study was conducted. For
this question, the teacher participants were allowed to select more than one objective.
The TPQ data analysis revealed that “To develop learners’ communicative skills in
English” and “To enable learners to effectively use English for communicative
purpose” were the objectives that all teacher participants selected while “To assist
learners in developing a better understanding of their own identities and culture” was
the least popular objective. Table 4.8 illustrates the teacher participants’ responses to

this question.

Table 4.8 TPQ Findings Concerning Teaching Objectives

Teaching Objectives No. of Teacher %

Participants
To develop learners’ communicative skills in English 16 100
To enable learners to effectively use English for communicative purpose 16 100
To promote learners’ autonomy 14 87.5
To increase learners’ interest in learning English 14 87.5
To enable learners to effectively use English for academic purpose 11 68.8
To expose learners to foreign cultures 10 62.5
To help learners pass their exams and complete their bachelor degrees 10 62.5
To assist learners in developing a better understanding of their own identities 3 18.8
and culture

2) Interview Findings

To obtain the data concerning the teacher participants’
teaching objectives, during the semi-structured interviews, each teacher participant
was asked, “As an English teacher, what do you hope to see in your learners after they

have studied with you?” Table 4.9 shows their answers to this question.
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Table 4.9 Interview Findings Concerning Teaching Objectives

I hope that the learners will Teacher Participants %
achieve some progress or improvement in English T2,T7,T8,T11,T13, T14 46.15
continue developing/practicing/using English outside T3,T6,T9, T12 30.76
classroom or after completing the course
stop being afraid of and have more confidence in speaking T1,T2,T10 23.07
English
know why they have to learn English and how English is T5,T7,T14 23.07

important for their lives

3) Summary

Based on the above findings, it was evident that the TPQ and
interview findings closely matched in several aspects. For instance, the
communication-related objectives which ranked first in Table 4.8 corresponded to the
interview finding that nearly half of the teacher participants wanted their learners to
achieve some progress or improvement in English. Although the teacher participants
did not clearly state during the interviews what kind of progress or improvement they
wanted their learners to achieve, it was possible to infer that they wanted their
learners to have communicative skill improvement because CLT was the core
teaching approach of the context of this study.

In addition, the TPQ finding that 87.5% of the teacher
participants selected “to promote learner autonomy” objective was in line with the
interview finding that four teacher participants (30.76%) wanted their learners to
continue developing, practicing or using English outside the classroom or after
completing the course. Moreover, the TPQ finding that 87.5% of the teacher
participants aimed to increase learners’ interest in learning English was consistent
with the interview finding that three teacher participants wanted their learners to know
why they have to learn English.

Additionally, the interview finding that three teacher
participants wanted their learners to stop being afraid of and have more confidence in
speaking English, by and large, supported the TPQ finding relating to the objective of

developing learners’ communicative skills in English. As such, it was possible to
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conclude that both TPQ and interview findings concerning teaching objectives were
remarkably consistent.
4.2.2.3 Teaching Activities and Learning Materials Used

1) TPQ Findings

Question 2.3 in the TPQ was designed to elicit data
concerning teaching activities used by the teacher participants. The TPQ data revealed
that pair work and role-play activities were the most popular activities while jigsaw
reading was the least popular activity for the teacher participants. Table 4.10 presents

a summary of the teaching activities reported to be used by the teacher participants.

Table 4.10 TPQ Findings Concerning Teaching Activities Used in Class

Teaching Activities No. of Teacher Participants %
Pair work 16 100
Role-play 16 100
Group work 15 95.8
Quiz 14 87.5
Drill 13 81.3
Whole class chorus 13 81.3
Whole class discussion 8 50
Information gap 5 31.3
Jigsaw reading 2 125
Other activities (i.e. language games) 1 6.3

In connection with the teaching activities, Question 2.4 in the
TPQ inquired the teacher participants about the learning materials they used to
support their teaching. It was found that all teacher participants used commercial
textbooks and publishers’ materials available online. This finding was not surprising
because these two materials were required by the syllabus of each course.
Nevertheless, what was interesting was that 15 teacher participants reported that they
used authentic materials in their teaching. T2 and T9 also supplied additional
information concerning their use of supplementary handouts, worksheets, the iTunes
U application, and the ‘Second Life’ program in support of their teaching. These

findings informed the researcher as to the materials used by the teacher participants,
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but not the topics, skills or language points these materials were used to support.
Thus, these kinds of data were sought out during the interviews.

2) Interview Findings

To obtain more details about learning materials, during the
interviews, the researcher asked the teacher participants the following questions:
“What kinds of learning material do you use to support your teaching?”’; “How do you
use these materials?”’; and “What are the topics, skills or language points that you use
these materials to support?”. Set out below are the teacher participants’ responses to
the questions.

(1) Learning Materials Used

The interview data showed that the learning materials used
by the teacher participants were rather diverse and can be broadly categorized into
two groups: online and conventional materials. On the one hand, online materials (i.e.,
materials that are available through the Internet) consisted of online practices and
exercises from language learning websites, YouTube, Facebook, Google, and
educational applications (e.g. iTunes U, Google Drive, Google Doc, Google Form and
Kahoot). On the other hand, conventional materials included newspapers, language
games (e.g., word card, grammar quizzes and mime games), and supplementary
worksheets.

In addition, it was found that online materials were used
by all teacher participants while conventional materials were used by seven of them
(T1, T5, T6, T7, T9, T10 and T11). In this regard, the online material used by most
teacher participants (12 out of 13) was YouTube. This was followed by online
practices and exercises from language learning websites and educational applications
which were indicated by four and three teacher participants, respectively. The teacher
participants’ main reasons for using online materials were that online materials were
paperless and more convenient to use than conventional materials. Also, online
materials better showed how English is actually used (i.e., authenticity) and suited the
learning behaviors of the learners.

(2) How Learning Materials Are Used

With regard to how the online and conventional materials

were used, the online materials were used in two ways. First, they were actually used
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in the classroom setting. For example, T8 and T10 said that they had learners do
online exercises available from language learning websites in class. Second, the
online materials were not actually used, but simply introduced to learners so that the
learners know how to access and make use of these materials by themselves outside
the classroom (i.e., self-study). For the conventional materials, they were primarily
used in classroom as supplementary exercises for grammar drills.

Apart from using and introducing in the classroom, T2 and
T13 added that they used online materials in other ways. According to T2, she used
Facebook and YouTube as a channel to assign homework to her learners or to let
learners submit homework. In T2’s view, the learners these days were keen on social
media so she used these media to suit their interests. As for T13, he found that many
applications (e.g., Google Doc and Google Drive) were useful in following up
learners’ learning progress, collaborative learning and in reaching them. These two
innovative ways of using online materials illustrated how the teachers attempted to
personalize the lessons or their teaching to match learning behaviors of the learners in
this digital era.

In addition, three teacher participants (T5, T6 and T13)
reported that they sometimes used YouTube to warm up the class, to lead the learners
to the lesson or to brighten up the class atmosphere.

(3) Topics, Skills and Language Points for which

Learning Materials Were Used to Support

The interview data revealed that the online and

conventional materials were used to support the teaching of various topics, skills and

language points. Figure 4.3 illustrates these topics, skills and language points.
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Figure 4.3 Topics, Skills and Language Points for which Learning Materials Were

Used to Support

Based on Figure 4.3, listening and speaking were the skills
that over 50% of the teacher participants used online and conventional materials to
support their teaching. This finding was, by and large, consistent with the previous
finding that YouTube, which is audiovisual by its nature, was widely used by the
teacher participants.

The interview data additionally exhibited the frequency
that the teacher participants used the online and conventional materials to support
their teaching. Specifically, except for T13, all teacher participants explained that
they did not use these learning materials very often due to substantial content of each
course. More importantly, they found that the learners did not really enjoy learning
English using these materials. For instance, T2 lamented,

| seldom played any video clips from YouTube in the classroom because most
students don’t understand and I have to waste time explaining the clip to them.
| remembered | used to search for the movie scenes in which characters used
present perfect tense to show them when to use this tense. But students didn’t

really care, so | stopped doing that.
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3) Summary

For this topic, the interview findings can be considered an
expansion of the TPQ findings. That is, in addition to textbooks and publishers’
materials available online, online and conventional materials were used to support
teaching on various topics, skills and language points, especially listening and
speaking skills. The interview findings also showed that online materials were more
popular among the teacher participants than conventional materials. Nevertheless, the
online and convention materials were not often used by most teacher participants due
to voluminous content of the course and learners’ negative reactions toward learning
through these materials. As explained by some teacher participants (T2, T5 and T6),
the learners’ negative reactions may result from a big gap between their English
ability and the English used in the materials, especially those in YouTube, movies and
songs which are spoken at natural speed and use a wide range of vocabulary.

4.2.2.4 Language of Instruction

1) TPQ Findings

Question 2.5 in the TPQ requested the teacher participants to
indicate the language of instruction they used when teaching. Nearly all teacher
participants reported that they used two languages (English and Thai) when teaching.
Table 4.11 presents the TPQ findings in this regard.

Table 4.11 TPQ Findings Concerning Language of Instruction

Language of Instruction No. of Teacher Participants %

English only (100% English) 1 6.25
80% Thai + 20% English 3 18.75
80% English + 20% Thai 6 375
50% English + 50% Thai 6 375

It was evident from Table 4.11 that most teacher participants
used both English and Thai in their teaching but at different proportions. These
different proportions motivated the researcher to find out more about factors causing
the differences as well as the teacher participants’ reasons for using Thai while

teaching.
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2) Interview Findings

During the interviews, the researcher posed the following
question, “What language of instruction do you use when teaching?” to each teacher
participant. Similar to the TPQ findings, all the teacher participants replied that they
used both English and Thai when teaching, but at different proportions between the
two languages. Table 4.12 shows the interview findings concerning the language of

instruction.

Table 4.12 Interview Findings Concerning Language of Instruction

Language of Instruction Teacher Participants™*
95% English + 5% Thai T13,T14
80% English + 20% Thai T1,T12,T9,T14
50% English + 50% Thai T2,T3,T5,T10, T12, T13, T14
40% English + 60% Thai T6, T11
30% English + 70% Thai T7
20% English + 80% Thai T2,T8,T12

Note: * Given that this interview question was open-ended, some respondents

provided more than one answer

Table 4.12 shows that 50% English + 50% Thai was the most
common proportion as it was stated by seven teacher participants. Following the
aforesaid proportion were 80% English + 20% Thai and 20% English + 80% Thai
which came as the second and third most common proportions, respectively. These
findings mirrored the TPQ finding.

Apart from showing different proportions of English and Thai
as languages of instruction, the interview data showed that two factors played a vital
role in helping the teacher participants to decide how much English and Thai they
should use when teaching. These two factors were the type of course and learners’
English ability. If the learners are at intermediate or advanced level or it is a listening-

speaking course, English will be used at a greater proportion than Thai. However, if



151

learners are at beginner level or the course is a four-integrated skills type with a lot of
grammar to explain, English will be used at the same or smaller proportion than Thai.
Another interesting finding from the interview was that the
teacher participants’ main reason for using Thai when teaching was that most learners
in class could not understand English-only instruction. This reason was clearly
illustrated by T5’s following remark:
Whenever | explain details of an assignment by using 100% English, most
students look blank and confused. This is despite the fact that | speak slowly
and show PowerPoint slides containing the assignment’s details along with
my explanation. For students who are brave enough, they raised their hand,
stated frankly they don’t understand and asked me to explain in Thai. For
those who are shy, they come to ask me at the end of the class. All this let me
know that they do not understand at all when | speak English to them. So |
decided to use both English and Thai when teaching and assigning activities to

make sure that they understand the lessons and what | want them to do. (T5)

In addition to the above reason, there were other reasons for

using Thai when teaching. For example, T11 stated that “I used 40% English and 60%

Thai for two reasons. First, I am not 100% sure of my English speaking skill. Second,

although I speak English, I can’t help translating into Thai because students look

confused.” Moreover, T8 commented that she used Thai to avoid demotivating
learners.

If I teach in English all the time, a small group of students in a class may

enjoy that, but the rest, which is usually the majority of the class, will get lost

and get nothing on that day. If the next day I do the same thing, these majority

students will get lost again and may eventually lose their motivation to learn

because they don’t understanding anything at all. As I don’t want to

demotivate them by speaking English all the time in class, | decided to use

Thai more than English when teaching because | want my students to get or

learn something from me. (T8)
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3) Summary

It was apparent that the TPQ and interview findings
concerning language of instructions were very similar; that is, nearly all the teacher
participants used both English and Thai when teaching, with 50-50 and 80% English
and 20% Thai as the most common. In addition, the interview data revealed that the
type of course and learners’ English ability were key factors helping the teachers in
this context to decide the degree to which they should use English and Thai in their
classes. Another finding from the interview was the reasons why these teachers used
Thai in their classes as explicated above. The findings on this issue were intriguing as
they showed that 100% English use in classroom was not always a good choice for an
EFL context where most learners have limited English ability. In other words,
although 100% English instruction is theoretically sound because it helps expose
learners to English, it can discourage learners with limited English ability from
learning. This, by and large, debunks the myth that native speaker teachers are
superior to non-native speaker teachers.

4.2.2.5 Assessment Criteria for Learners’ Performance

1) TPQ Findings

The data concerning the assessment criteria for learners’
performance were elicited from Question 2.6 in the TPQ. Among the five options
provided, comprehensibility and creative content were indicated by all teacher
participants. The next popular criterion was completeness of assignment as it was
indicated by 14 teacher participants. In addition, context relevance and grammatical
correction were selected by 13 and 12 teacher participants, respectively. Also, one
teacher participant (T7) provided an additional comment that she set punctuality as a
part of her assessment criteria.

2) Interview Findings

To obtain data about assessment criteria, the researcher asked
the teacher participants to give details of the criteria they used when assessing
learners’ productive skill performance. The researcher’s reason for exclusively
focusing on productive skills (i.e., speaking and writing) was that these skills were
normally assessed in classroom. Also, they are easier to assess than receptive skills

which are more subtle and usually assessed through written examination. In this
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regard, the researcher simply asked the teacher participants to state the criteria they
used when assessing learners’ speaking and writing tasks. The findings in this part
are presented below.

(1) Speaking Task Assessment Criteria

According to the interview data, a number of criteria were
reported as being used by the teacher participants when they assessed learners’

speaking tasks. These criteria are summarized and presented in Figure 4.4.

Completeness of task
Use of nonverbal language
Effort

'g Preparation
T Comprehensibility
8 Grammar
é Creativity
2 Fluency
ﬁ Punctuality

Correct use of language point taught

Content/topic relevance
Pronuncition. | e ]

No. of Teacher Participants

Figure 4.4 Speaking Task Assessment Criteria

As illustrated by Figure 4.4, pronunciation was the
criterion that over 50% of the teacher participants reported to use when evaluating
learners’ speaking tasks. In this regard, T2 explicated this criterion by stating that
“Pronunciation means clear and correct pronunciation, not accent which is another
thing. | always tell my students that there is no need to imitate or have the same
accent as native speakers.”

Following pronunciation were content or topic relevance,
correct use of language point taught and punctuality; each of which was mentioned by

six teacher participants. Content or topic relevance referred to whether or not learners’
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tasks matched or related to the assigned topic (T1, T5, T9, T10, T13, T14). For
example, if learners are assigned to do a shopping role-play, they should talk about
buying something, not going to see the doctor or planning holiday trips. For the
criterion of correct use of language point taught, this criterion referred to the extent to
which learners can correctly apply what they learned in class to the task (T2, T3, T5,
T8, T11, T14). Often, these language points were expressions or vocabulary items
commonly used in certain situations and were to be used in the tasks assigned. For
punctuality, this meant whether or not learners can present the tasks at the agreed due
date and time (T2, T5, T6, T10, T11, T13). According to T10 who treated this
criterion as a top priority, “If students are punctual in presenting their tasks, half of
the task’s total point will be awarded to them, no matter how bad their performance
(i.e., speaking) is.”

The next criteria commonly indicated by the teacher
participants were fluency and creativity; each of which was indicated by five teacher
participants. In this regard, fluency meant how fluent and natural learners are when
using English for communication. As for creativity, it referred to whether learners
directly copy model conversation from textbooks or they add something else to make
their tasks more interesting and unique (T8, T11).

Comprehensibility, effort, preparation and grammar were
the fourth most common assessment criteria indicated by the teacher participants. As
defined by T1, T6, T11 and T12, comprehensibility meant the extent to which the
learners’ speaking tasks are understandable, communicable and meaningful. As for
effort and preparation, T3 and T6 stated that these two criteria were deeply connected
and can be easily seen from learners’ readiness to present the tasks, their fluency and
fulfillment of all requirements set for the tasks. For grammar, T2 explained that if the
learners fail to apply the grammatical structure which has already been emphasized in
class (e.g., would you mind followed by gerund), the learners will not get full points.

The fifth most common assessment criteria were use of
nonverbal language and completion of task. According to T10 and T12, use of
nonverbal language referred to whether learners use any kind of nonverbal language
to support their verbal communication. As for completion of task, this criterion meant

the extent to which learners fulfilled or completed all the requirements set for the task.
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For instance, if it is required that the conversation has 20 turns but only 10 turns are
included in the conversation, a deduction to their score will apply.

(2) Writing Task Assessment Criteria

Similar to the speaking tasks, the teacher participants
stated that they used several criteria when assessing learners’ writing tasks. These
criteria, in order of being most commonly reported by the teacher participants, were
grammatical correctness, content or topic relevance, creativity or originality,
punctuality, and other criteria. Details of each criterion are elaborated below.

Grammatical correctness was the most common criterion
as it was indicated by all teacher participants. For this criterion, the teacher
participants similarly stated that grammar was unavoidable when assessing writing
tasks. Also, according to T14, given that the courses provided by the English
Language Institute are foundation courses, basic writing grammar (e.g. subject-verb
agreement, correct use of capitalization and spelling) were more emphasized than
advanced writing grammar like word choice and text unity.

Content or topic relevance in writing task assessment was
the same as that discussed in speaking task assessment. That is, the writing task must
relate to the assigned topics or have relevant content. T7 treated this criterion as the
first priority as shown by the following remark: “In case that the total point of the task
is 5, if students write on the assigned topic, they’ll be guaranteed one point.”

Creativity/originality was the third most commonly
reported criterion. For this criterion, T9 stated, “For me, high points will be awarded
when students include original ideas as well as use a variety of sentence structures and
word choices in their writing.” Quite similar to T9, T14 interestingly remarked that
he counted learners’ honesty in doing the writing task. “Based on my teaching
experience, most learners plagiarized by copying their friend’s work and submitting
such writings as theirs. Also, oftentimes, they used a computer program or application
to do the writing for them.” Because of this, he included honesty as one element of his
assessment criteria.

For punctuality, it basically referred to whether the

learners managed to submit the writing task on time as used for the assessment of
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speaking tasks. As for other criteria, these criteria included other relevant issues to be
considered when assessing writing tasks, for instance, legibility and word count.

In conclusion, the interview findings exhibited that a
number of criteria were reported to be used by the teacher participants while they
assess the learners’ speaking and writing tasks. Nonetheless, the main criteria reported
by them were not beyond expectation. That is, for a speaking task assessment, the
teacher participants stated that they focused heavily on learners’ pronunciation and
fluency, the two common criteria for this kind of task. For a writing task assessment,
grammatical correctness and content or topic relevance were highly emphasized by
the teacher participants. These two criteria are generally among the common criteria
for writing tasks.

3) Summary

The TPQ and interview findings of the assessment criteria for
learners’ performance did not closely resemble each other. While comprehensibility
and creative or interesting content were indicated in all TPQs, these two criteria were
indicated by just one-third of the teacher participants during the interviews for both
speaking and writing tasks. Nevertheless, although there was a discrepancy, the
interview findings can be viewed as helping to clarify the TPQ findings. Also, some
intriguing findings were available from the interviews. For example, effort and
preparation which were non-linguistic elements played a part in performance
assessment. This finding made it possible to state that the English language
assessment in this context was not purely performance-based. Instead, the teacher
participants assess learners by taking into consideration non-linguistic factors (e.g.,
responsibility and dedication) which the learners need to have for their future career.

4.2.2.6 Self-Judgment of Their Own Teaching

1) TPQ Findings

Question 2.7 in the TPQ requested the teacher participants to
indicate the extent to which they think their teaching is successful in helping learners
to effectively communicate in English. The TPQ data revealed that half of the teacher
participants rated themselves as somewhat successful while the other half rated

themselves as successful (one even rated her teaching as very successful).
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2) Interview Findings

In order to know why the teacher participants rated their
teaching success as indicated in their TPQs, during the interviews, the researcher
asked them the following question, “To what extent do you think you can help your
students to communicate in English?”. The responses to this question could be
categorized into three groups with details as presented below.

The first response was “I think I can help them to improve
their English to a certain extent.” This response was provided by eight teacher
participants (T3, T5, T6, T7, T8, T11, T12, T13). These teacher participants held such
view because of two reasons. First, they perceived that whether learners can
communicate in English largely depended on themselves, especially their motivation
to practice and use English after they completed an English course. The other reason
was that learners just wanted to pass the relevant exam, and did not really care about
whether they can really communicate or not.

The second response was “I’m not sure” or “I can’t really say
exactly.” This response was given by T2, T10 and T14. According to these teacher
participants, they were not able to quantify how they could help learners to
communicate in English because they did not see how learners actually use or
communicate in English in a real situation with foreigners. In this connection, T14
added that communication in classroom was not real so it was hard to tell.

The last response was “I can help learners to improve their
English communication quite a lot.” This response was given by T1 and T9. T1
provided this response because she noticed that the learners can speak English without
using any notes while T9 stated that the learners seemed to be more confident when
speaking English.

3) Summary

The TPQ and interview findings concerning teachers’ self-
judgment of their own teaching success were quite different. While the TPQ findings
showed only two kinds of response (i.e., somewhat successful and successful), the
interview findings revealed three kinds of response (i.e., somewhat successful, not
sure or don’t know, and successful). This difference can be attributed to the TPQ’s

limitation which did not include the option of “not sure” or “don’t know”.
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Nevertheless, the follow-up interviews allowed this overlooked option to emerge and
showed that over 50% of the teacher participants perceived that an ability to

communicate in English primarily depended on learners, not teachers.

4.2.3 Teachers’ Perceptions toward and Experiences of Teaching
Culture in English Courses
Given that one aim of this study is to find out how English language teachers
perceive ICC and because ICC is inextricably linked with culture teaching, the
researcher deemed it appropriate to obtain the data concerning the teacher
participants’ perceptions of culture as well as their experiences of teaching culture in
English courses. To obtain the aforesaid data, several questions were posed to the
teacher participants. The answers to these questions are summarized and presented
below.
4.2.3.1 Perceptions of Culture

1) TPQ Findings

Question 3.1 in the TPQ requested the teacher participants to
select the provided definitions of culture. For this question, the teacher participants
can select as many definitions as they see fit, and they can also provide their own
definitions of this term. According to the TPQ data, 14 teacher participants (87.5%)
perceived culture as shared norms, values and identities, 12 of them (75%) perceived
it as any behaviors or expressions which make one group or community different
from others, and 11 of them (68.8%) perceived it as ways of life. Only 5 teacher
participants (31.3%) perceived culture as anything that has been passed down from
generation to generation.

2) Interview Findings

To know whether the teacher participants have any other
perceptions toward culture, the researcher asked the teacher participants to explain
what culture is during the interviews. The interview data showed that most teacher
participants perceived culture as 1) social or cultural norms; and 2) anything that
people have been doing for a long time, and passed on to the next generations. Table

4.13 shows a summary of the teacher participants’ responses to this question.
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Table 4.13 Interview Findings Concerning Perceptions of Culture

Cultureis Teacher Participants

social or cultural norms T3,T5,T7, T8, T12, T14
anything that people have been doing for a long time and passed T1,T8,T9, T10, T14

down to the next generations

anything making one group of people differ from other groups T2,T3,T6, T13

ways of life T5,T6, T8, T13

everything in life T9,T11

any beliefs or feelings shared by a group of people T5,T9

others T2,T3,T5,T13
3) Summary

Overall, the TPQ and interview findings concerning the
teachers’ perceptions of culture closely resembled each other. That is, most teacher
participants perceived culture as social or cultural norms. Most of them also perceived
culture as anything which can make one group distinct from other groups. In this
regard, the interview findings also revealed other perceptions of culture held by the
interview respondents. These perceptions, which were categorized under the “others”
in Table 4.13, were that culture was sensitive, naturally attached to individuals, must
be learned and respected, changeable and indicative of civilization.

4.2.3.2 Experiences and Frequency of Culture Teaching in Classroom

1) TPQ Findings

Question 3.2 in the TPQ inquired of the teacher participants
whether they have taught or mentioned cultural topics in their English classes before.
The replies to this question showed that all the teacher participants had done so. With
this finding, the researcher decided to find out more, during the interviews, on how
often the teacher participants talked about the cultural topics in their teaching.

2) Interview Findings

During the interviews, the researcher asked the teacher
participants how often they taught or talked about cultural content while teaching.
Surprisingly, 10 out of 13 teacher participants similarly replied that the frequency in

talking about culture in their classes was heavily dependent on whether a lesson’s
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content relates to culture. For instance, T8 remarked, “To teach any cultural topic in
class, a lesson’s content must relate to it. I can’t just talk about it out of the blue. If the
lesson’s content has nothing to do with culture, I don’t talk about it.” On the other
hand, the other three teacher participants replied that they often talked about culture in
their classes because they loved to share their overseas cultural experiences with
learners, and to these teacher participants, culture is closely related to language.

3) Summary

It was apparent from the TPQ data that all teacher participants
reported that they have taught or mentioned cultural topics in their English classes
before. However, when it came to the frequency in teaching culture, it was obvious
from the interview data that the frequency depended largely on the lesson’s content.
This finding is fairly consistent with Tian’s (2013) finding from his study that
“culture entered the classroom mainly as extended factual knowledge from the
textbook or teachers’ improvisation” (p. 117). Also, most teacher participants did not
feel comfortable to talk about cultural content when the lesson’s content does not
allow.

4.2.3.3 Enjoyment of Teaching Culture in English Courses

1) TPQ Findings

Question 3.3 in the TPQ inquired of the teacher participants
whether they enjoy teaching or talking about culture in their classes. The answers to
this question revealed that 12 of them (75%) stated that they enjoyed teaching it while
4 of them (25%) indicated that they felt neutral when talking about cultural content in
their classes.

2) Interview Findings

Similar to Question 3.3 in the TPQ, the researcher asked each
teacher participant how they feel when teaching or talking about cultural content in
their classes. The teacher participants’ answers to this question could be categorized
into three types of response. The first response, which was supplied by seven teacher
participants, was “I enjoy teaching culture in my class.” The second response was
“Well, I can integrate it into my teaching.” In the researcher’s opinion, the second

response, which was given by four teacher participants, was comparable to neutral in
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the TPQ. The last response, which was provided by two teacher participants, was “I
don’t quite like teaching culture.”

Apart from asking the teacher participants to express their
feeling toward teaching culture in their classes, each of them was requested to
elaborate their reasons for feeling so. Judging from the above answers and their
reasons, it was possible to divide these reasons into two categories: reasons of those
who enjoyed teaching and those who did not (really) enjoy teaching culture. In this
regard, the reasons of those feeling neutral were included in the latter category.

The teacher participants who enjoy teaching culture in their
classes stated that they felt good to share their cultural experiences with the learners.
For instance, T14 explained, “I love talking about culture in my class because it was
like I can share my experience with them.” Similarly, T2 remarked, “I feel happy to
share my cultural experiences with students, especially when they listen attentively
because that means they are learning something outside the book.” Another reason for
enjoying teaching culture was that they personally found culture interesting and useful
for both learners and themselves. T9’s response can illustrate this reason well: “I think
it’s good to teach culture because I personally want to know more about other
cultures. 1 mean I can learn something new too.” In addition, T12 who enjoyed
teaching culture stated that it was not enough to learn only linguistic features when
learning a language. In other words, language and culture must be learned together.

On the other hand, the teacher participants who did not really
enjoy teaching culture provided four different reasons. First, T3 stated that teaching
culture meant an additional burden. According to T3, “I don’t like teaching culture
because it means that | have to prepare more information for teaching.” Second, T5,
T6 and T8 similarly explained that they did not really enjoy teaching culture because
it was not the main focus of English language teaching. In this regard, T6 elaborated,
“Actually, when students communicate in English, they don’t need to know a lot
about culture. To me, they need to know culture in some situations only, for example,
a business meeting. For general conversation like giving directions, they don’t need
that.”
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Another reason for not enjoying teaching culture in English
class was provided by T10 who replied that culture was not necessary for all learners.
According to T10,

Culture seems to be important for students who have chances to go abroad.
But in reality, not all students will go abroad. Also, even though students have
to work with foreigners in Thailand without going abroad, it’s the foreigners

who have to learn and adapt themselves to Thai culture, not us.

The final reason for not really enjoying teaching culture was
that learners were not interested in culture. This reason was given by T3 who
lamented:

Students don’t like cultural content. They don’t care. Maybe culture is
something too distant from them. Students these days are not really interested
in studying. Most of their time was spent on a screen or monitor. When |

talked about culture, only a few students seemed to be interested.

Amazingly, this reason of T3 was also echoed by T14 who
stated that he enjoyed teaching culture, but he thought that his learners did not really
enjoy learning about it. According to T14, “I enjoyed teaching culture, but I don’t
think my students like culture. When | shared my first-hand cultural experiences from
living abroad with them, although they seem to get it, they aren’t really into it.”

3) Summary

Based on the above findings, it was apparent that the findings
from TPQ and the interviews were not the same. While the TPQ data clearly showed
that most teacher participants enjoyed teaching culture, the interview data revealed
that approximately half of the teachers enjoyed and the other half did not really enjoy
teaching culture in their classes. Additionally, while the TPQ findings exhibited only
two types of responses (i.e., enjoy and neutral), the interview findings showed that
two teacher participants did not like teaching culture in their classes at all due to the
reasons presented above. Because of this inconsistency between the TPQs and
interview findings, it is better to view the interview findings as helping clarify the
TPQ findings.
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4.2.3.4 Cultural Topics Frequently Taught
1) TPQ Findings
Question 3.4 in the TPQ was designed to elicit the data
concerning cultural topics frequently taught or mentioned by the teacher participants.
According to the TPQ data, the cultural topic most frequently taught by the teacher
participants was “daily life and routine” while “religious beliefs and practices” was

rarely taught by them. Table 4.14 presents a summary of the findings in this regard.

Table 4.14 TPQ Findings Concerning Cultural Topics Frequently Taught

Cultural Topics Mean S.D.
Daily life and routine (e.g., job, food, drink, lifestyle) 4.00 .730
Differences between cultures 3.69 1.014
Values, beliefs and social etiquette 3.38 .957
History and geography 3.20 1.014
Technology development 3.07 1.280
Tradition, folklores, tourist attractions and festivals 3.00 1.211
Entertainment products (e.g., music, film, advertisement) 2.93 1.033
Educational systems 2.53 .990
Political conditions 2.27 .884
Religious beliefs and practices 1.93 .799

Note: 1=never, 2 =rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = always

2) Interview Findings

In order to know more about the cultural topics frequently
taught by teachers, the researcher requested the teacher participants to give examples
of the cultural topics they talked about in their classes. While a variety of cultural
topics were given, “greeting” and “food” were the most popular cultural topics
because they were raised as example by five and three teacher participants,
respectively. Apart from these two topics, other cultural topics were also raised.
These topics (most of which could be found in textbooks) included homeschooling,
painting, gift giving and receiving, business meeting etiquette, table manners,

people’s characters, dos’ and don’ts, Mother’s day and politeness.
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3) Summary

Based on the above findings, it was possible to conclude that
the TPQ and interview findings were consistent with each other in the way that the
interview findings elaborate the TPQ findings. For instance, “greeting” and “food”
which were found to be the most common cultural topics raised by the teacher
participants during the interviews can be viewed as examples of “daily life and
routine” which was rated as most frequently-taught topic in the TPQs. Similarly,
table manners can be considered an example of social etiquette. Additionally, the fact
that no teacher participants, during the interviews, raised anything about “political
conditions” and “religious beliefs and practices” as examples corresponded well to the
TPQ finding that these two topics were rarely mentioned or taught by the teacher
participants. Nevertheless, these findings were different from those found in the
previous studies of Tian (2013) and Zhou (2011). According to Tian (2013), “cultural
differences”, “literature, music, theatre, film”, and “values and beliefs” were the three
cultural topics frequently talked about by the teachers while Zhou (2011) found that
“customs”, “conventions of communication”, and “movies” were the most-frequently
cultural topics discussed by the teachers in her study.

4.2.3.5 Techniques/Activities for Culture Teaching

1) TPQ Findings

To know how cultural topics were dealt with in classrooms,
Question 3.5 in the TPQ requested the teacher participants to indicate their frequency
in using nine techniques and activities which were suggested for culture teaching in
other related studies (Byram et al., 2002; Byram, 1997, 2009; Cheng, 2007; Tian,
2013; Zhou, 2011). Set out below is a summary of the findings of this question.
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Table 4.15 TPQ Findings Concerning Techniques/Activities for Culture Teaching

Techniques/Activities Mean S.D.
Pointing out linguistic differences between Thai and English languages 3.88 719
Sharing cultural experience with learners 3.75 931
Giving extra cultural information to learners 3.56 .964
Showing video clips, films or songs of foreign countries to learners 3.07 799
Assigning learners to read cultural texts 2.56 727
Assigning learners to do oral presentation on dos’ and don’ts of any country 247 915
Having learners compare cultural issues between Thai and NES cultures 2.33 976
Assigning learners to do a role play of communication between native 2.33 154
English speaker and Thai
Dividing learners into pairs or groups to discuss or debate any cultural topics 2.07 799

Note: 1=never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, 5 = always

Table 4.15 clearly shows that 1) pointing out linguistic
differences between Thai and English languages; 2) sharing cultural experiences with
learners; 3) giving extra cultural information to learners; and 4) showing video clips,
films or songs of foreign countries to learners were the four widely-used activities
among the teacher participants. The mean values of these techniques and activities,
which ranged between 3.07 and 3.88, implied that these techniques and activities were
not frequently used (3 = sometimes and 4 = often).

2) Interview Findings

While Question 3.5 in the TPQ required the teacher
participants to simply indicate their frequency in using the suggested techniques and
activities, during the interviews, the teacher participants were requested to explain
how they teach or deal with the cultural topics when teaching. The responses to this
open-ended question could be divided into four categories as explicated below.

The first technique, indicated by all the teacher participants,
was giving extra cultural information to learners. In this regard, the extra cultural
information was derived from the teacher participants’ direct and indirect cultural
experiences. Direct cultural experiences referred to their personal experiences of

communicating or interacting with people from other cultures. On the other hand,
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indirect cultural experiences meant cultural knowledge which they had acquired from
other sources like textbooks, documentary and movies.

The second technique, reported by five teacher participants,
was having learners compare cultural issues between Thai and foreign cultures,
especially those found in textbooks. T7’s answer as shown below illustrated this
technique well.

In ENL121 course, there was one listening practice about giving advice. It
was about a radio listener writing a letter to a DJ, saying that her colleagues
took advantage of her and asked the DJ for advice. To solve this problem, the
DJ advised her to put a note on her colleagues’ desks, stating directly that she
was upset with their action. At the end of this practice, | asked my students to
give opinions on this advice as well as encourage them to state whether this
advice was possible in Thai society and what they would do if this happened

to them.

The third technique, provided by two teacher participants, was
using media (e.g., video clips and movies) and showing them to learners. T6
elaborated, “When teaching some cultural points like westerners tend to say things
directly which is opposite to Asians, I just show some video clips to students. | think
it’s better to let them grasp these points by seeing rather than just listening.”

The last technique, indicated by T9, was letting learners learn
about culture through trial and error. For this technique, T9 explained as follows:

Students don’t seem to get or care about cultural issues. For example, the
interview with foreigner task of ENL122 requires them to interview
foreigners. Although | had already warned them not to ask about age and
salary which are culturally-sensitive, some students ignorantly interviewed
foreigners with the questions like “How old are you?” and “What is your
salary?”. As you can expect, some foreigners reacted negatively to these
questions by asking students back why they need to know this information or
even stopping the interview. These students complained with me that they did

not know why the foreigners reacted like that. So I took this chance to explain
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to them about different nuances between cultures, and | think this way of

teaching is quite effective.

In addition to the issue of how the teachers taught cultural
topics, during the interviews, the researcher asked the teacher participants to talk
about any difficulties they faced in teaching culture. For this question, 10 teacher
participants replied that they had no difficulties at all. For example, T5, T6, T7 and T8
stated that the extra cultural information they shared with students was something
they already knew. T3, T10 and T11, however, remarked that for some cultural
information that they did not know, they had to research such information from the
Internet before teaching. Interestingly, T12 added that if he had any difficulty
teaching any cultural content, he would skip it.

3) Summary

There were both similarity and difference between the TPQ
and interview findings. For similarity, both TPQ and interview findings exhibited that
most teacher participants taught culture by giving extra cultural information whereby
this information was derived from various sources (e.g., books, movies or
documentaries) they had come across, including their personal experiences in
communicating with foreigners. As for the difference, while the TPQ findings showed
that pointing out linguistic differences between Thai and English languages was the
widely-used technique, no teacher participants mentioned this activity at all during the
interviews. Nevertheless, the overall findings on this issue can be regarded as not
very consistent with the intercultural dimension to language teaching (Byram et al.,
2002; Byram, 1997, 2009), but consistent with the findings of the previous studies
(Cheng, 2007; Tian, 2013; Zhou, 2011). Additionally, with regard to the difficulties in
teaching culture, most teacher participants reported that they had no difficulty
teaching cultural content.

4.2.3.6 Types of Culture Emphasized by Teachers

1) TPQ Findings

To know the types of culture emphasized by teachers when
teaching, Question 3.6 in the TPQ asked the teacher participants to indicate the types

of culture they focused on when teaching. Among the three suggested options, it was
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found that half of the teacher participants (50%) selected NES and Thai cultures.
Also, six of them (37.5%) selected NES, Thai and other cultures, and only two of
them (12.5%) selected NES cultures only.

2) Interview Findings

For the same purpose as Question 3.6 in the TPQ, the
researcher asked the teacher participants to express their opinions on the types of
culture that should be focused on in English courses. For this question, six teacher
participants (nearly 50% of them) viewed that NES cultures should be emphasized in
English courses. The reason provided by these teacher participants was that learners
should be exposed to and know the cultures of the people speaking the language they
were learning so that they can effectively communicate in English.

In addition, another four teacher participants viewed that any
type of culture can be integrated into English courses. These teacher participants
provided three different reasons to support their view. The first reason related to
globalization as shown by T3’s following explication:

Any culture can be included in English courses. We should let our students
know what foreigners like and don’t like, what they do and don’t do. The
word “foreigners” here is not specific to British or American. We should talk
about any culture that is different from ours because nowadays we do not live
alone in this world. It is necessary to know how to communicate with people

from any culture.

The second reason was, by and large, influenced by the

concept of English as a lingua franca. For this reason, T13 explained:
Apart from NES cultures, other cultures such as Chinese and Japanese
cultures should be included in English courses because English is not only
used by native English speakers. English is now used by people all over the
world. Our students do not study English to communicate with only native

English speakers.
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Apart from the above views, T9 and T11 similarly opined that
the culture to be emphasized in English courses should be cultures of people whom
learners were most likely to meet or interact with. According to T9,

The culture to be emphasized in English courses does not need to be those of
Britain or America. Instead, we should expose them to the cultures of people
whom they are most likely to deal with in the future. In this way, the students
will gain utmost benefits. If we keep exposing students to afternoon tea, but
they don’t seem to have any interaction with British people, it’s a waste of

time.

Aside from the above findings, T7 replied that both NES and

Thai cultures should be emphasized in English courses so as to maintain balance. To
elaborate this, T7 recounted as follows:

Once | assigned ENL121 students to read one text written by a native speaker

who was an English teacher in Thailand. The text was a critique of Thai

people because its content was mainly about Thai people’s behavior e.g., why

Thai women walk so slowly, why Thai people love keeping family photos in

their wallets, and why Thai people who were considered one of the kindest

people in the world can be the rudest while they are driving. Actually, the

main focus of this reading task was reading comprehension and vocabulary.

But | also asked my students whether they agree with the text, what kind of

society the text writer may come from, and what made this writer write about

Thai people in this way. In my opinion, apart from learning other cultures,

students should also know what other people think about them and what they

think about such opinions.

Concerning the emphasis of Thai culture in English courses,
T2 and T5 consistently stated that Thai culture can also be emphasized in English
courses so that learners know the differences between NES and Thai cultures.
Additionally, T1 and T10 remarked that as a result of AEC, cultures of AEC member

countries should be emphasized in an English courses apart from NES cultures.
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3) Summary

It was apparent that the TPQ and interview findings
concerning the types of culture to be emphasized in English courses did not closely
resemble each other. While 50% of the teacher participants (n=8) indicated in the
TPQs that they emphasized both NES and Thai cultures when teaching, nearly half of
those participating in the interviews (n=6) stated that NES cultures should, in any
case, be emphasized in class. Additionally, the interview data showed that about one-
third of the teacher participants viewed that any culture can be included in English
courses due mainly to the reasons of globalization and English as a lingua franca.
Similarly, for a few teacher participants, the culture to be emphasized in English
courses should be those of people with whom the learners were most likely to interact
with, rather than NES cultures. Also, Thai culture may be included in English courses
so as to help learners grasp the differences between their own culture and other
cultures.

4.2.3.7 Reasons for Teaching and Not Teaching Culture in English

Courses

1) TPQ Findings

In addition to finding out the type of culture perceived by the
teacher participants as being relevant to emphasize in an English courses, the
researcher deemed it appropriate to uncover the teacher participants’ general
perceptions toward the necessity of teaching culture in English courses. As such,
Questions 3.7 and 3.8 in the TPQ requested the teacher participants to indicate the
reasons for teaching and not teaching culture in English courses.

Among the eight reasons for teaching culture in English
courses which were commonly discussed in the reviewed literature, all teacher
participants unanimously indicated that culture should be taught or included in
English courses because language and culture are interrelated. However, the reason
that culture help increase learners’ motivation to learn English was least indicated by
the teacher participants. The latter finding was, by and large, consistent with the
previous finding about the reason why teachers did not really enjoy teaching culture.
Table 4.16 presents the findings concerning teachers’ reasons for teaching culture in

English courses.
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Table 4.16 TPQ Findings Concerning Reasons for Teaching Culture in English

Courses

. ] ] No. of Teacher
Reasons for Teaching Culture in English Courses . %
Participants

Language and culture are interrelated. 16 100%
Culture can provide context of language use. 13 81.3%
Teaching culture can help learners when they travel abroad. 12 75%

Teaching culture can aid learners’ communication ability. 11 68.8%
Teaching culture helps raise learners’ cultural awareness. 10 62.5%
Teaching culture can aid learners’ learning process. 10 62.5%
Teaching culture is needed as a result of globalization. 10 62.5%
Teaching culture helps increase learners’ motivation to learn English. 8 50%

On the contrary, when asked about the reason why culture
should not be taught in English courses, 12 teacher participants (75%) reported that
time constraints were the main reason for not including culture in their teaching. This
reason was followed by voluminous curriculum content, insufficient curricular
support for teaching culture in the classroom, and learners’ lack of interest in culture.

2) Interview Findings

To gain further insights into the teacher participants’
perceptions toward the necessity of culture teaching in English courses, the researcher
asked the following question to the teacher participants during the interviews:
“Suppose that the Ministry of Education required university English teachers to
include more cultural content in English courses, what would you say about this?” In
the researcher’s view, the teacher participants’ responses to this question can reflect
their intuitive perceptions toward the necessity of culture teaching in English courses.

The responses to the above question could be divided into four
groups: strongly agree, agree with conditions, neutral, and disagree. According to
eight teacher participants who strongly agreed with such idea, an increase of cultural
content in English courses was good because 1) language is closely intertwined with
culture; 2) such increase can enhance learners’ English communication; 3) culture can
be extra knowledge for learners; and 4) culture can make an English class more

interesting.
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T3, T7 and T13 were the three teacher participants agreeing
with the idea of increasing cultural content. However, their agreement was subject to
certain conditions. According to T3, “I agree if ‘culture’ means any culture. Also, we
should only focus on the primary culture of each group, not go into detail”. Similar to
T3, T13 explained, “I agree with the increase as long as the cultural content to be
increased directly relates to rules of language use. It is impossible for us to talk about
everything in each culture.” For T7, “If we increase the content to make students
have more cultural awareness, | agree. But if we increase it to test students’
knowledge or performance on this content, I don’t agree because it’s hard to test.”

T10 was the only teacher participant who adopted a neutral
position. According to T10, “If it is a must, it means we must do it. So we have to
find ways to teach or increase. That’s it.”

Finally, T8 replied that she disagreed with the idea. To
support her disagreement, T8 stated as follows:

I think that’s not necessary. In any English course, the culture that students are
mainly exposed to is either British or American culture. I don’t think students
need to know more about cultures of these two countries because these two
countries are so far from Thailand, and our students have a rare chance to visit
these countries or interact with people from these countries. To me, other
cultures like ASEAN cultures are more useful for students, but still, we don’t
need to talk about these cultures in English courses because other courses will

definitely talk about them.

3) Summary

The TPQ and interview findings showed both similarity and
difference. As for similarity, the TPQ and interview data revealed that culture should
be taught in English courses because culture is inextricably linked with language.
Also, cultural awareness or knowledge can help learners to have better
communication. In terms of difference, the reason for not teaching culture in English
courses as provided by T8 did not touch on any reasons found from the TPQ data.

In addition to the reasons for teaching and not teaching culture

in English courses, the interview data reflect one significant issue concerning culture
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teaching in English courses. That is, T1, T5 and T12 similarly stated that it would be
good if the Ministry of Education had a clear-cut policy for culture teaching in
English courses. According to these teacher participants, a clear-cut policy was
needed because it can serve as a core guideline and helps ensure consistency in the

ways of teaching as well as the cultural topics to be included in English courses.

4.2.4 Awareness and Knowledge of Intercultural Communicative
Competence
Section 4 of the TPQ was principally designed to obtain data concerning the
teachers’ awareness and perception of ICC. These data can be considered an essence
of the study. To obtain these data, two questions were included in the TPQ. Like other
sections in the TPQ, the data obtained through the TPQ were then compared with the
interview data.
4.2.4.1 Awareness of ICC

1) TPQ Findings

To know whether the teacher participants were aware of ICC,
Question 4.1 in the TPQ asked them whether they had heard of “ICC” before.
According to the TPQ data, 10 teacher participants (62.5%) reported that they had
heard of ICC before while the other six participants (37.5%) indicated that they were
not sure.

2) Interview Findings

To find out whether the teacher participants were aware of
ICC, the researcher showed them a piece of paper illustrating the term “Intercultural
Communicative Competence” and its Thai translation. Then, the researcher asked
them if they had seen or heard of this term (whether in English or Thai) before. Based
on the interview data, six teacher participants replied that they had come across this
term before while seven of them stated that they had never seen or heard of this term.

For those replying that they had heard of ICC before, the
researcher then asked them where they had seen or heard of this term. Four of them
answered that they had come across this term while pursuing their master degrees and

Ph.D, one of them stated that she saw this term in a business English textbook, and
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the other teacher participant reported that he came across this term while drafting a
new curriculum.

3) Summary

It was obvious that the TPQ and interview findings above
were not identical. That is, while the TPQ data did not exhibit the response of “No, |
have never heard of this term before”, over 50% of the teacher participants supplied
this response during the interviews. Nevertheless, the interviews allowed the
researcher to gain more data pertaining to where the teacher participants who had
been aware of this term learned of this term.

4.2.4.2 Perceptions of ICC

1) TPQ Findings

Question 4.2 in the TPQ was an open-ended question
requesting the teacher participants to provide their own definitions of ICC. As
expected, the answers to this question were diverse. A constant comparative analysis
of these definitions revealed that most teacher participants perceived that ICC
involved communication between people from different cultures.

Apart from the above general perception of ICC, the answers
to Question 4.2 of the TPQ reflected four key elements of ICC as perceived by these
participants. The first element, perceived by 10 teacher participants, was cultural
differences between communicators. Closely linked with the first element, the second
element, indicated by eight participants, was an awareness or understanding of such
cultural differences. The next element, perceived by three participants, was that ICC
occurred in communication that was made through a lingua franca. Last of all, ICC
involved the use of body or nonverbal language. This element was perceived by two
participants.

2) Interview Findings

To know how the teacher participants perceived “ICC”, the
researcher asked them to express their views on whether ICC was similar to or
different from communicative competence (i.e., CLT’s ultimate goal). For this point,
seven teacher participants perceived that ICC and communicative competence were
different while the remaining six participants perceived that they were the same or

similar to each other.
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What is intriguing about the interview findings was the
explanations that these two groups of participants gave to support their answers. That
IS, despite giving contrary answers, they used the same reason to support their
answers. According to T1, “They are different. ICC is an ability to communicate with
people from different cultures, but when we communicate with Thais, we only need
communicative competence.” On the contrary, T3 remarked, “They are the same. We
use communicative competence when communicating with anyone from the same
country or having similar cultures. But we use ICC when communicating with
foreigners. They are both communication ability.”

Put simply, regardless of whether they viewed ICC as similar
to or different from communicative competence, their supporting reasons revolve
around the concept that ICC and communicative competence were basically an ability
to communicate. However, what makes them different was the interlocutor involved
in the communication. According to the teacher participants, communicative
competence was needed when we communicate with anyone having the same or
similar cultural backgrounds. In this type of communication, we do not need to focus
much on cultural issues because we and our interlocutors share these issues together.
Also, as pointed out by eight teacher participants, communicative competence can
help us to get our messages across.

However, ICC was what we need when communicating with
anyone having a different culture from ours. In this type of communication, we are
not only required to make our messages comprehensible, but both we and our
interlocutor need to be mindful of the cultural nuances of each other. T14’s response
that “For ICC, it’s not only to get your message across, but also cultures across”
illustrated this point well. Additionally, T8 similarly noted that communicative
competence mainly focused on language competence while ICC touched on cultural
issues. In the same way, T6 explicated as follows:

If we aim at communicative competence, we primarily focus on helping our
students to make themselves understood. That is, they can say what they want
to say, and they don’t need to worry much about cultural issues. But if we aim

at ICC, in addition to that, we need to make them aware of cultural nuances,
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and this cultural awareness can help them to build good first impression and

communicate better.

3) Summary

The TPQ and interview findings were consistent with each
other. That is, the teacher participants perceived that ICC involves a communication
between people from different cultures. In this regard, knowledge or awareness of
cultural differences between communicators can contribute to the success of the
communication. Also, ICC and communicative competence were basically an ability
to communicate, but what makes them different was the interlocutor involved in the

communication.

4.2.5 Teachers’ Emphasis and Perceived Possibility of ICC Integration
into English Language Teaching
Section 5 of the TPQ was designed to elicit the data pertaining to the teacher
participants’ emphasis on ICC as well as the extent to which they perceived that ICC
can be integrated into their teaching. This section consisted of two questions.
Question 5.1 asked the teacher participants to rate the degree of their emphasis on the
ICC components on a 4-point rating scale: great, moderate, little, and no emphasis.
Similarly, Question 5.2 requested the teacher participants to rate the degree to which
they perceived that ICC can be integrated into their teaching on a 4-point scale. Set
out below are the findings on these two aspects from both TPQ and interviews.
4.25.1 Emphasison ICC
1) TPQ Findings
From the 10 suggested ICC components adapted from
Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model and other related works, it appeared that these ICC
components were moderately emphasized by the teacher participants. In this regard,
1) knowledge of learners’ own cultures; and 2) curiosity to understand and respect
foreign cultures were the ICC components that the teacher participants rated with the
highest mean of 3.31 out of 4. The critical evaluation component, on the other hand,
was least emphasized by the teacher participants with the mean of 2.19. Table 4.17

shows details of the teacher participants’ reported emphasis on each ICC component.
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Table 4.17 TPQ Findings Concerning Teachers’ Emphasis on ICC

ICC Components Mean  S.D.
Knowledge of learners' own culture 3.31 704
Curiosity to understand and respect foreign cultures 3.31 .855
Knowledge of foreigners' cultures 3.25 775
Ability to suspend learners’ own beliefs or judgment of other people and be open to  3.06 .929
other people’s viewpoints
Ability to realize impacts of culture and sociocultural context on people’s interactions 3.06 172
Ability to adapt to new cultural environment or different communication style 3.00 730
Ability to understand foreigners' worldviews and feelings 3.00 .730
Ability to listen to and observe other people during conversation 2.81 .834
Ability to compare and contrast Thai and foreign cultures 2.69 793
Ability to critically evaluate perspectives, practices or products of Thai and foreigners  2.19 911

based on explicit criteria

Note: 1= no emphasis, 2 = little emphasis, 3 = moderate emphasis, 4 = great

emphasis

2) Interview Findings

Prior to asking the teacher participants to state their emphasis

on ICC, the researcher briefed them on what ICC was. To do so, the researcher

showed them 1) a piece of paper containing Byram’s (2006) definition of ICC; 2)
Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model; and 3) the ten ICC components which were
included in Sections 5 and 6 of the TPQ. This was to ensure that the teacher
participants know what ICC in this study was and what its basic components were.

Then, the teacher participants were asked to express their
views on the issue of whether or not it was the responsibility of English teachers to
promote or help learners to acquire ICC. The answers to this question were believed
to reflect their views on the extent to which ICC should be emphasized in English
language teaching.

The interview data revealed that nine teacher participants

agreed that English teachers were responsible for promoting or helping learners to
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acquire ICC. According to these teacher participants, English teachers needed to do
so due mainly to the reasons of globalization and the inextricable link between
language and culture. In addition, three teacher participants adopted an in-between
position; that is, it was not a must for English teachers to do so, but if they can do that,
it will be good for learners. In this regard, there was only one teacher participant (T8)
disagreeing with the above issue. According to T8, English teachers could introduce
or draw learners’ attention to ICC, but it was not a must nor was it the teachers’
responsibility to promote ICC or encourage learners to have ICC. “After we
introduced some aspects of ICC to students, if they care about ICC, they can find
more information by themselves. It’s not our job.”

3) Summary

The TPQ and interview findings can be regarded as consistent
with each other. That is, the TPQ data showed that all the 10 suggested ICC
components were moderately emphasized. This moderate emphasis could be
explained by the fact that ICC was not a primary teaching and learning objective of
English foundation courses in this context. Additionally, the moderate emphasis could
be deemed as going in parallel with the interview finding that most teacher
participants perceived that English teachers were responsible for promoting or helping
learners to acquire ICC.

4.2.5.2 Perceived Possibility of ICC Integration into English

Language Teaching

1) TPQ Findings

Similar to Question 5.1, Question 5.2 in the TPQ asked the
teacher participants to rate the degree to which they perceived that ICC can be
integrated into their teaching on a 4-point scale: greatly possible, moderately possible,
slightly possible, and impossible. According to the TPQ data, all 10 suggested ICC
components were perceived by the teacher participants as moderately possible for
integrating into their teaching. Specifically, knowledge of foreigners' cultures was the
component that the teacher participants rated with the highest mean (3.56) while the
critical evaluation component received the lowest mean (2.63). Details of the findings

in this part are displayed in Table 4.18 below.
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Table 4.18 TPQ Findings Concerning Teachers’ Perceived Possibility for ICC

Integration into English Language Teaching

ICC Components Mean S.D.
Knowledge of foreigners' cultures 3.56 .629
Knowledge of learners' own culture 3.50 516
Ability to compare and contrast Thai and foreign cultures 3.44 .629
Curiosity to understand and respect foreign cultures 3.43 .646
Ability to realize impacts of culture and sociocultural context on people’s  3.38 .619
interactions
Ability to adapt to new cultural environment or different communication style 3.31 .873
Ability to listen to and observe other people during conversation 3.25 .683
Ability to understand foreigners' worldviews and feelings 3.13 719
Ability to suspend learners’ own beliefs or judgment of other people and be opento  3.06 .680
other people’s viewpoints
Ability to critically evaluate perspectives, practices or products of Thai and  2.63 .885

foreigners based on explicit criteria

Note: 1= impossible, 2 = slightly possible, 3 = moderately possible, 4 = greatly

possible

2) Interview Findings

To gain further details concerning teachers’ perceived
possibility of integrating ICC into their teaching, the researcher posed the following
hypothetical question during the interviews, “What would you say if the Ministry of
Education set ICC as one key objective for teaching English in higher education?”
Surprisingly, all teacher participants agreed with the idea of having ICC as one key
teaching objective. Additionally, some of them even provided some suggestions for
putting this idea into practice. For instance, T5 suggested that ICC be set as a teaching
goal for basic education as well, and T12 commented that ICC can be promoted in
certain courses like listening-speaking courses, but not for grammar or linguistic

courses.
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3) Summary

TPQ and interview findings were very consistent with each
other. Nevertheless, during the interviews, although all teacher participants supported
the idea of having ICC as one key teaching objective, some of them expressed
concerns about how to promote or integrate ICC into their teaching. As such, the
researcher decided to find additional information relating to how to integrate ICC into
English language teaching, support needed for ICC integration, including reasons why
the critical evaluation component was rated as being slightly emphasized and possible
for integrating into English language teaching. This information is provided in the
section below.

4.2.5.3 Additional Findings Concerning Possibility for ICC

Integration into English Language Teaching

1) How to Integrate ICC into English Language Teaching

In connection with the findings of perceived possibility for
integrating ICC into English language teaching, the researcher requested the teacher
participants to suggest some techniques or activities which could be used to integrate
ICC into English language teaching. To the researcher, it was interesting to know how
these teachers who were quite new to ICC would answer this question. Set out below
is a summary of their ideas on how to promote or integrate ICC into English language
teaching.

Seven teacher participants (T1, T2, T6, T9, T10, T12 and T13)
similarly replied that to integrate ICC into their teaching, they would add more
information about culture and ICC components in their teaching. T1 explained as
follows:

We can add more explanation about cultural aspects found in the lesson. For
example, when teaching one lesson which talked about Picasso’s painting, I
tell students that artwork or painting was something common for Europeans or
western people. As such, if you have a chance to talk with any Europeans and
you don’t know what to say to them, you may talk about artwork like painting
or artist. Don’t just talk about the things you know like Tomyumkoong with

them!!
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Consistent with the above technique, T3 and T5 advised that
teachers may show videos or documentaries about cultural differences among
countries to learners from time to time to raise their awareness of cultural differences.
In addition to this, T2 suggested that learners be assigned to watch Hollywood films
or listen to English songs and list out the things which they think are different from
Thai culture for group discussion in class. Similarly, T8 suggested that learners be
assigned to do a self-study project on ICC for class presentation. Additionally, T5 and
T10 suggested that extra-curricular activities allowing learners to mingle with
foreigners (e.g., short overseas trip, study tour and short training course) be held to
promote ICC. Last but not least, T9 suggested some sort of “learning by doing”
activities. According to T9, “To integrate ICC in our teaching, we need activities that
allow students to take action. For example, if we want them to know about
handshaking, we should let them try shaking hands together, not just explain it to
them.”

Interestingly, three teacher participants (T7, T11 and T14)
remarked that they did not know how to promote or integrate ICC into their teaching.
This remark prompted the researcher to ask the teacher participants, during the
interviews, about type of support they need in order to effectively integrate ICC into
their teaching.

2) Support Needed for ICC Integration

In connection with the previous question, the researcher asked
the teacher participants about the support they need to facilitate ICC integration into
their teaching. Surprisingly, the teacher participants requested only three types of
support: teacher training, learning materials, and budget.

Teacher training was requested by 11 out of 13 respondents.
Teacher training was needed to ensure that the teacher had a firm grasp of ICC and to
let them know teaching methods, strategies and activities that can be used to promote
ICC in classroom. T2’s reply clearly illustrated this request.

What we really need is method, how to integrate ICC into teaching. We may
need a checklist on what cultural topics we should talk about. If we had to
integrate ICC into our teaching now, what we do would surely be inconsistent

because each of us understands ICC differently, and finally we will get
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different outcomes. So we need to make ourselves clear first what ICC is and
how to integrate it. We need training which can give us core guidelines on

how to do this.

As for learning materials, this type of support was asked by
five teacher participants. The learning materials were needed because they can help
shape the scope of the cultural content to be covered. Also, they can serve as a point
of departure for communicative activity like group discussion, and they can be
resources for learners to do a self-study activity.

Budget was requested by three teacher participants. Budget
was needed to create environment or activities that were conducive to ICC integration
(e.g., an establishment of ICC self-study center or an organizing of cultural events).
Budget was also needed for teacher’s exchange program or training course to prepare
teachers for ICC integration into teaching.

3) Explanations for TPQ Findings Relating to the Critical

Evaluation Component

To gain further insights into the above TPQ findings, the
researcher informed the teacher participants, during the interviews, that the critical
evaluation component was rated as being slightly emphasized and possible for
integrating into English language teaching. Then, the researcher requested each of
them to explain why these findings turned out this way. According to the teacher
participants, three reasons could be used to explain the above TPQ findings.

The first reason was that presently, cultures and ICC were not
the main focus of English language teaching in the context where this study was
conducted, and the course content did not allow them to touch on the critical
evaluation component. T9’s answer illustrated this reason well, “We slightly
emphasized this component because the content does not let us do so. Also, now
culture is not our main focus of teaching. We added cultural aspects only when the
content allows us to do so.”

The second reason was that the teacher did not see why

learners need to be able to do such critical evaluation. According to T10, “I don’t see
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why students need to do such critical evaluation. To me, just understanding why
people do that thing that way is enough.”

The third reason was that the teacher misinterpreted the
critical evaluation component. This reason was unveiled by T14’s following
explanation: “This component is about comparison, which is not a good thing. It is not
good to compare and find out which culture is better or more civilized.” This
explanation, by and large, revealed that the wording in the TPQ may be confusing or
misleading. Accordingly, because of its confusing or misleading wording, most
teacher participants rated it as slightly emphasized and slightly possible for
integration into English language teaching.

4) Summary

Most teacher participants perceived that one possible way to
integrate ICC into their teaching was to add more information about culture and ICC
components in their teaching. Also, three types of support (i.e., teacher training,
learning materials and budget) were perceived as necessary for an effective
integration of ICC into their teaching. Finally, most teacher participants perceived that
the critical evaluation component was rated as being slightly emphasized and possible
for integration into English language teaching because culture was not the main focus

of teaching.

4.2.6 Teachers’ Perceptions of the Extent to Which ICC Contributes to

Learners’ English Communicative Competence

4.2.6.1 TPQ Findings

The final section in the TPQ asked the teacher participants to rate the
extent to which they perceived that ICC can help learners to effectively communicate
in English on a 4-point scale: very helpful, helpful, somewhat helpful, and not helpful.
Based on the TPQ data, overall, the teacher participants perceived that ICC was
helpful to learners. Specifically, the teacher participants perceived that the knowledge
of foreigners’ cultures tended to help learners most as the mean of this ICC
component was 3.56 out of 4. The critical evaluation component, on the other hand,
received the lowest mean of 2.69, implying that it was somewhat helpful. Table 4.19

presents the findings in this regard.



184

Table 4.19 TPQ Findings Concerning Teachers’ Perceptions of ICC’s Contribution to

Learners’ English Communicative Competence

ICC Components Mean S.D.
Knowledge of foreigners' cultures 356 .629
Ability to adapt to new cultural environment or different communication style 3.44 629
Knowledge of learners' own culture 3.44 629
Curiosity to understand and respect foreign cultures 340 507
Ability to compare and contrast Thai and foreign cultures 3.38 .619
Ability to listen to and observe other people during conversation 331 704
Ability to understand foreigners' worldviews and feeling 325 .775
Ability to realize impacts of culture and sociocultural context on people’s interaction 319 .750

Ability to suspend learners' belief or judgment of other people and be open to other 2.81  .750
people’s viewpoints
Ability to critically evaluate perspectives, practices or products of Thai and foreigners 2.69  .793

based on explicit criteria

Note: 1= not helpful, 2 = somewhat helpful, 3 = helpful, 4 = very helpful

4.2.6.2 Interview Findings

To gain further insights concerning teachers’ perceptions toward
helpfulness of ICC to learners’ English communicative competence, during the
interviews, the researcher posed the question “Do you think these 10 ICC components
can help students to better communicate in English with foreigners?” to the teacher
participants. The responses to this question can be divided into three groups with
details as set out below.

The first response, given by eight respondents (T1, T3, T5, T6, T7, T11,
T12 and T13), was “Yes, these ICC components can help.” According to these teacher
participants, the ICC components were helpful on the grounds that 1) ICC can boost
learners’ confidence in using English for communication; 2) ICC can enhance
communication effectiveness; 3) ICC can make learners more aware of cultural
differences which can lead to better communication; and 4) ICC involves attitudes,

and good attitudes can encourage learners to communicate more or better.
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The second response was that ICC can help a little bit. This response
was given by T2 and T8 as shown below.

| think ICC can help to a certain extent. As you showed me here, ICC is all
about culture. If students have all these ICC components, like a curiosity to
understand and respect foreign cultures and knowledge of learners' own
cultures, these can help students to have more topics for talking. For example,
they can ask the foreigners about their cultures and then tell the foreigners how
Thai culture is different from the foreigners’ cultures. When the students can
talk more, it means more speaking practice. This is just what ICC can help, |
think. (T2)

The students’ English communication should be improved, but not a lot. ICC
can help them to use English appropriately to the situation. I mean with ICC,
they know what topics they can talk about with foreigners and what topics they
should avoid. However, it doesn’t mean that if students don’t have ICC, they

won’t be able to communicate. (T8)

The third response was given by T9, T10 and T14. According to these
three teacher participants, ICC did not have a pivotal role in helping learners to have
better communication in English. Set out below were their responses to this question.

In case of communication, | think linguistic competence comes first. But these
ICC components can enhance interaction. In other words, linguistic
competence can help you to get a message across, but ICC can strengthen
relationships between you and your interlocutors. If you are in a workplace,
ICC can enhance your image too. | mean you will look very professional and

ICC can make you superior to others. (T9)

I don’t think they can help. All these ten components are about culture and
they have nothing to do with an ability to use English. They are about
knowledge, curiosity, attitudes but none of them say that if you know

foreigners’ cultures, you will be able to use their language. (T10)
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Language ability is still necessary. If students know some English words or
phrases, they can use those words or phrases for communication, although, to
an extent. If they have a solid English background, they can succeed in
communicating with foreigners. So | think that these 10 ICC components are

not as necessary as language ability. (T14)

4.2.6.3 Summary
Overall, the TPQ and interview findings had certain commonalities and
differences. As for commonalities, both TPQ and interview findings revealed that
most teacher participants perceived ICC as being helpful to learners’ English
communicative competence. In terms of differences, while TPQ data did not show
anything indicating that ICC was not helpful to learners’ English communicative
competence, the interview data showed that a few teacher participants held such an
idea. Nevertheless, although these few teacher participants perceived that ICC did not
considerably help learners to have better English communicative competence, they
perceived that ICC could have positive indirect impacts which could lead to
improvement in English communicative competence. This point was illustrated by
T10’s following remark:
ICC can help learners to become curious and interested in learning English.
For example, if they are curious about culture of English speaking people, this
curiosity will drive them to learn more about English which can lead to better
English. A clear example is Korean boy band fans who can speak Korean

because they really want to know about the band.

4.2.7 Other Findings from Semi-Structured Interviews

Apart from obtaining additional information to clarify the TPQ findings,
during the semi-structured interviews, the researcher asked two additional questions
relating to the subject of inquiry of this study: 1) “What do you think about the
statement, °‘English language teachers should have native-like English
communication’?””; and 2) “In your opinion, what is the most important factor that can
help learners to excel in or have better English communication?” The findings relating

to these two questions are presented below.
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4.2.7.1 Teachers’ Perceptions toward Native-Like English
Communication

The interview data revealed that two teacher participants agreed, two
disagreed and nine both agreed and disagreed with the statement, “English language
teachers should have native-like English communication”. According to the two
teacher participants agreeing with the statement (T1 and T5), if English language
teacher can communicate like native English speakers, they can be a good model for
learners.

On the other hand, T3 disagreed with the statement by stating that
presently, English communication in Thai style was acceptable; thus, there was no
need for an English language teacher to communicate like native English speakers.
Instead, what was most important for English teachers was to enable learners to
communicate in English in any comprehensible ways. In the same way, T8 perceived
that Thai teachers were superior to native English speaker teachers in all respects,
especially for the teaching of grammar, reading and writing. This was because Thai
teachers had been trained to teach; they did not teach by instinct. As for speaking, in
today’s world, clear pronunciation was enough; no need to have native accent.

T2, T6, T7, T9, T10, T11, T12, T13 and T14 were nine teacher
participants who agreed and disagreed with the statement. Their answers could be
divided into three sets. First, they agreed that teachers’ knowledge and accuracy in
English language use should be comparable to those of native English speakers for
correct teaching, but there was no need for teachers to have native or near-native
accent. Second, they agreed that native-like communication was good for advanced
and adult learners, but it does not work well for beginner and young learners in the
context where English is not generally used outside classroom like Thailand. Finally,
if English language teachers can communicate like native English speakers, that is
good; however, currently, native-like communication is not that necessary because
English is a lingua franca, not the personal property of any groups.

4.2.7.2 Keys to Effective English Communication

A summary of the teacher participants’ responses to the question of “In
your opinion, what is the most important factor that can help learners to excel in or

have better English communication?” is presented in Table 4.20 below.
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Table 4.20 Teachers’ Perceptions of Keys to Effective English Communication

Keys to Effective English Communication Teacher Participants
Compulsory / supportive environment T5,T10, T11, T13
Motivation T6,T8,T12, T14
Practice T7,T9
Others T1,T2,T3,Tl4

As shown by Table 4.20, nearly one-third of the teacher participants
viewed that environment played a crucial role in helping learners to have effective
English communication. In this regard, environment was divided into compulsory and
supportive. For compulsory environment, T5 lamented, “I want the government to set
English as an additional official language of Thailand. Thais are so easygoing. They
must to be forced to use English; otherwise, they don’t care and don’t learn. Finally,
they can’t communicate in English.” As for supportive environment, T11 explained,
“Whether learners can communicate in English depends on how much they are
stimulated by their surrounding people like parents, teachers and friends. These
surrounding people can greatly help learners to improve their English
communication.”

Another one-third of the teacher participants perceived that motivation
was the key factor enabling learners to excel in or have better English communication.
According to T8, “Motivation is the key. Human beings can drive themselves by their
motivation. We can go to Mars because of our motivation. Thus, if students have
motivation to communicate in English, they will succeed in that.” Consistent with T8,
T6 remarked, “The key is motivation. We need to make students recognize how
important it is to communicate in English. If they don’t see that, they will never want
to learn, and it will be useless for them and for us.”

Additionally, T7 and T9 similarly replied that to excel in or have better
English communication, learners need to practice. According to T7, “Students just
need to practice. To practice, they can make good use of media like listening to
English songs, watching films with English soundtracks or subtitles, or reading
English books so that they get more exposure to real English.” Similarly, T9

remarked, “I think it is practice, nothing else. They need to persevere in practicing.”
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Besides, other factors were considered keys to effective English
communication. These factors were: courage (T1); teacher (T2); being instilled to
learn and love English since childhood (T3); and having passion and confidence in
using English (T14).

4.2.8 Summary of Answers to RQ2

The main aim of RQ2 was to discover how the teacher participants perceived
the role of ICC in their teaching and in contributing to learners’ English
communicative competence. Based on all of the above presented findings, the
researcher would like to answer this research question as set out below.

First, the teacher participants perceived that ICC involved communication
between people from different cultures, and ICC can play a part in the success of the
communication. Also, to these participants, both ICC and communicative competence
were an ability to communicate, but what makes them different was the interlocutor
involved in the communication.

As for the integration of ICC into English courses, the teacher participants
perceived that ICC was possible to be integrated into their teaching thanks to an
inextricable link between language and culture, globalization and English’s present
role as a global lingua franca. These reasons were heavily discussed in the reviewed
literature. In addition, they perceived that ICC, which definitely involves culture,
should be included in English courses because ICC can enhance learners’
communication, be extra knowledge for learners, and make an English class more
interesting.

In connection with the above, the researcher viewed that ICC was highly
possible for integration into English language teaching in the context of this study
because the teacher participants had experience in teaching culture. Also, their current
teaching practice was conducive to ICC integration. That is, their use of CLT
approach which focuses on communication rather than accuracy; their use of both
Thai and English as languages of instruction to facilitate learners’ understanding; their
use of online materials (e.g., YouTube and educational applications) to support and
expose learners to how English is actually used; and their use of comprehensibility-

based assessment that also included non-linguistic features were favorable to an
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integration of ICC into English language teaching. More importantly, all teacher
participants’ agreement, during the interviews, with the idea of setting ICC as one key
teaching objective for English language teaching in higher education institution
strongly paved the way for ICC integration. All of the above made it possible to state
that the teacher participants had a positive perception toward the integration of ICC
into their teaching.

Nevertheless, although the teacher participants had a positive perception
toward ICC integration, the interview findings revealed that they were not clear about
how to integrate ICC into their teaching. This can be seen from the findings pertaining
to support needed for ICC integration. 11 out of 13 teachers participating in the
interview requested teacher training on ICC integration, which they believed can set
scope and provide core guidelines on how to integrate ICC into their teaching. Also,
most teacher participants still perceived that ICC integration could simply be done by
adding extra cultural content into their teaching; nevertheless, according to Liaw
(2006), this method (i.e. a factual transmission method) was not sufficient.
Additionally, when being interviewed about the type of culture to be emphasized in
English courses, although half of the teacher participants were open to an inclusion of
Thai and any culture into their teaching, the other half perceived that NES cultures
should be the main focus. The requirement of NES cultures as the main culture to be
emphasized in English courses was not consistent with the underlying principles of
the intercultural approach to language teaching discussed in Chapter 2.

As for the role of ICC in contributing to learners’ English communicative
competence, most teacher participants perceived that ICC could help learners to better
communicate in English, but not to a great extent. Some of them perceived that ICC
did not have a direct effect on learners’ language use (i.e., ICC cannot help learners to
excel in English). Instead, it indirectly affects learners’ interactions during
communication. According to the teacher participants, ICC could help learners to
have more confidence in using English for communication, let them know what they
should do or avoid during communication, and encourage them to be more open-
minded toward something which may be contrary to their beliefs; all of which could

prevent communication problems from happening. Additionally, some teacher
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participants expressly commented that for effective communication, linguistic or

language ability must come first.

4.3 To What Extent do Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions toward

Intercultural Communicative Competence Concur?

To answer this research question (RQ3), the findings from the first two
research questions (RQ1 and RQ2) were qualitatively analyzed and compared. In
particular, the answers to RQ3 were divided into learner and teacher participants’
perceptions toward culture integration into English courses and ICC. Apart from the
above issues, the findings concerning learner and teacher participants’ perceptions
toward native-like English communication and keys to effective English
communication which were discovered during the interviews were worth discussing.
In the researcher’s view, these additional findings, by and large, related to the both

groups’ perceptions toward ICC.

4.3.1 Culture Integration into English Courses

As explicated in Chapter 2, ICC is closely linked with culture teaching. Given
that this study investigated Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward ICC,
the culture integration into English courses was an integral part of this study. In order
to explore learner and teacher participants’ perceptions toward culture integration into
English courses, this issue was broken down into sub-issues with details as shown
below.

4.3.1.1 Perceptions of “Culture”

Based on the LPQ and focus group interview findings, most learner
participants perceived culture as shared norms, value and identities. Also, in the eyes
of the learner participants, culture had two significant traits: it is something which has
been passed on from generation to generation; and it can show differences between
countries or groups of people.

Likewise, both TPQ and interview finding with the teacher participants
revealed that most of them perceived culture as social and cultural norms. Also,

according to the teacher participants, culture is anything that people have been doing
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for a long time, and it has been passed down to the next generations. Based on the
above-reported findings, it was obvious that both learner and teacher participants
perceived the term “culture” in the same way.

4.3.1.2 Cultural Topics Frequently Learned and Taught

According to the LPQ and focus group interview findings, most learner
participants reported that they had experience of learning culture in English courses.
In this regard, daily life and routine (e.g., job, food, drink and lifestyle) including
festivals were the topics that the learner participants were most familiar with.

In the same way, the TPQ and semi-structured interviews revealed that
daily life and routine were the cultural topics most frequently taught by the teacher
participants, followed by festival and social etiquette. These findings made it possible
to conclude that culture integration into English courses was not totally new to both
learner and teacher participants, and the cultural topics that both groups were familiar
with were daily life and routine including festivals.

4.3.1.3 Enjoyment of Culture Learning and Teaching

Pursuant to the LPQ findings, most learner participants indicated that
they felt neutral about learning culture in English courses. Also, during the focus
group interviews, most learner participants agreed with the idea of increasing cultural
content in English courses thanks to their belief that cultural content was helpful to
their self-adaptation to new cultural environments.

On the other hand, the TPQ findings showed that a majority of the
teacher participants enjoyed teaching cultural content. However, based on the
interview findings, only seven teacher participants stated that they enjoyed teaching
culture while the other six teacher participants reported that they did not really enjoy
doing so. Based on the above findings from learner and teacher participants, although
the findings from both groups did not exactly match, it was possible to conclude that
they were quite consistent in the way that both groups of participants, overall, felt
neutral about culture integration into English courses.

4.3.1.4 Reasons for and Against Culture Integration in English

Courses
The learner participants’ top two reasons for increasing cultural content

in English courses were that 1) cultural content was useful knowledge which can be
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used to serve various purposes; and 2) cultural content could be additional knowledge
for them. On the contrary, to some learner participants, culture content should be not
included in English courses because of the following reasons: 1) cultural content
should be treated as a separate course; 2) the inclusion of cultural content may
confuse learners; 3) culture has a huge amount of content; 4) culture is not a major
point for English language learning; 5) culture is not interesting; 6) learners will
gradually absorb the culture of the language learned if they are interested in the
language; and 7) it is better to improve learners’ communicative sKills before
introducing them to complex cultural content.

As for the teacher participants, their primary reason for including
cultural content in English courses was that language and culture were closely related.
Conversely, when being asked about the reason why culture should not be included in
English courses, most teacher participants reported that time constraints were the
main impediment to an integration of culture into their teaching. Voluminous
curriculum content, insufficient curricular support for teaching culture in classroom
and learners’ lack of interest in culture could also hinder culture integration. In
addition, according to one teacher participant, there was no need to integrate NES
cultures into English courses because learners had rare opportunities to interact with
native English speakers. All of the above-presented findings illustrated that learner
and teacher participants’ reasons for and against culture integration in English courses
were different.

4.3.1.5 Culture to be Emphasized in English Courses

It was clear from the LPQ and focus group interview findings that the
learner participants preferred to learn any type of culture in English courses, but they
were mainly exposed to NES cultures in English courses. Additionally, from the focus
group interviews, most learner participants viewed that NES cultures should be
included in English courses thanks to their belief that native English speakers were
the owner of the language learned.

As for the teacher participants, there was an inconsistency between the
TPQ and interview findings on this issue. That is, the TPQ findings showed that 50%
of the teacher participants viewed that both NES and Thai cultures should be

emphasized. However, according to the interview findings, most teacher participants
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stated that NES cultures should be strongly emphasized in English courses, and other
cultures can be integrated if time allows. The above findings showed that the learner
and teacher participants held different perceptions toward the type of culture to be
emphasized in English courses. Nevertheless, there was one consistency between the
above findings. That is, most teacher participants’ perception that NES cultures
should be emphasized in English courses corresponded precisely to the learner
participants’ response that they had been primarily exposed to NES cultures while

studying English courses in this context.

4.3.2 Intercultural Communicative Competence
In order to discover whether there was any similarity or difference between

learner and teacher participants’ perceptions toward ICC, the issue of ICC was broken
down into three sub-issues with details as shown below.

4.3.2.1 Perception of ICC

According to the LPQ and focus group interview findings, most learner
participants perceived that ICC was an ability to communicate with foreigners.
Similarly, based on TPQ and semi-structured interview findings, the teacher
participants perceived that ICC involved communication between people from
different cultures. Apart from this, the teacher participants viewed that ICC involved
cultural differences between communicators, and awareness or understanding of such
cultural differences. Additionally, ICC can be made through a lingua franca and may
involve use of the body or nonverbal language. Based on these findings, the
researcher would like to conclude that learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward ICC
were closely consistent.

4.3.2.2 Teachers’ Emphasis on ICC in English Courses

Relevant findings from the LPQ and TPQ showed that learner and
teacher participants held similar perceptions to the teachers’ emphasis on ICC in
English courses. These similar perceptions were drawn from the findings that both
learner and teacher participants perceived that teachers moderately emphasized the
suggested ICC components in English courses. Also, from the LPQ and TPQ findings,
knowledge of learners’ own cultures was the ICC component perceived as being

emphasized most by both learner and teacher participants. Additionally, the critical
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evaluation component was perceived by both learner and teacher participants as being
least emphasized by teachers.

As for the interview findings, all 17 learners participating in the focus
group interviews reported that among the ten suggested ICC components, their
English teachers tended to heavily emphasize the ICC components concerning
abilities (e.g., an ability to adapt to new cultural environments or different
communication styles). Quite consistent with this finding, most teacher participants
expressed their view during the interviews that English teachers were responsible for
helping learners to acquire ICC.

4.3.2.3 1CC’s Contribution to Learners’ English Communicative

Competence

Similar to the previous issue, the learner and teacher participants held a
similar perception that ICC was helpful to learners’ English communicative
competence. This perception was firstly drawn from the LPQ and TPQ findings. That
is, the learner and teacher participants generally perceived that ICC was helpful to
learners’ English communication as illustrated by the highest means of 3.28 and 3.56
from the two groups (whereby 1 = not helpful, 2 = somewhat helpful, 3 = helpful and
4 = very helpful). Additionally, both groups of participants similarly perceived that
the critical evaluation component was least helpful to learners’ English
communicative competence.

Apart from the LPQ and TPQ findings, during the interviews, both
learner and teacher participants indicated that ICC was helpful because it informed
learners of what they should do and avoid doing during communication and
interaction with foreigners, but not because it helped learners to be fluent in English,
nor did it help learners to have better English listening, speaking, reading and writing
skills. In light of the above-presented findings, it was obvious that both groups of
participants held similar perceptions toward the extent to which ICC contributes to

learners’ English communicative competence.
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4.3.3 Other Relevant Findings

As stated earlier, the researcher viewed that the findings concerning learner
and teacher participants’ perceptions toward native-like English communication and
keys to effective English communication, by and large, related to both groups’
perceptions toward ICC. These two groups’ perceptions on these two topics are
presented below.

4.3.3.1 Native-Like English Communication

During the interviews, both learner and teacher participants expressed
their agreements and disagreements with the issue of whether or not English language
learners and teachers should have native-like English communication abilities. In this
regard, the researcher would like to present the similarities and differences between
these two groups’ reasons for agreement and disagreement with this issue.

A comparison of the reasons for agreement provided by the two groups
revealed that learner and teacher participants agreed with this issue, but for different
reasons. On the one hand, the learner participants agreed with this issue because they
perceived that native-like English communication made it easier for native and non-
native English speakers to understand and communicate together. Also, some learner
participants viewed that no matter what you learn, as a learner, you should try to
master what you learn or acquire as much knowledge of the subject as possible. In
the case of English, this definitely includes native-like English communication.

On the other hand, the teacher participants agreed with this issue
because they perceived that if teachers can communicate in English like native
speakers, teachers can be role models for learners. Additionally, the teacher
participants viewed that the teachers who can communicative like native speakers
were highly suitable for teaching advanced learners. The above different reasons
between the two groups of participants may be derived from the different roles taken
by these two groups. That is, the learner participants just expressed their reasons
based on their role as learners while the teacher participants did the same based on
their role as teachers.

With regard to the reasons for disagreeing with the issue of native-like
English communication, the learner participants perceived that it was difficult or even

impossible to use English in exactly the same way as native English speakers.
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According to the learner participants, the difficulty and impossibility were primarily
caused by differences between languages. Also, the learner participants disagreed
with this issue because they recognized that presently, native-like English
communication was not necessary due to the fact that English is now a global lingua
franca.

For the teacher participants, they disagreed with the issue in question
because of three reasons. The first reason pertained to the phenomenon of World
Englishes. This reason was drawn from their responses that there was no need for
English teachers to have native-like accents. The second reason was that teachers with
native-like English communication abilities might not be suitable for teaching learners
at beginner level. The final reason was that English is now a global lingua franca.

Drawing on the above reasons of both groups, it was possible to
conclude that learner and teacher participants agreed with the issue of native-like
English communications for different reasons; however, they disagreed with the issue
for similar reasons.

4.3.3.2 Keys to Effective English Communication

The interview findings of RQ1 and RQ2 revealed that learner and
teacher participants had different perceptions toward the keys to effective English
communication. On the one hand, the learner participants perceived that both
language-related and non-language-related factors play crucial roles in enabling an
individual to communicate well in English. In this regard, the language-related factors
were vocabulary, accent and syntax while non-language-related factors included
courage, learning by doing and self-determination.

The teacher participants, on the other hand, did not mention language-
related factors as keys to effective English communication at all. Instead, all the
factors they indicated were non-language-related factors (e.g., environment,
motivation and practice). As such, it was apparent that learner and teacher participants
held different perceptions toward keys to effective English communication.



198

4.3.4 Summary of Answers to RQ3

Based on the relevant findings presented above, it is possible to conclude that
overall, learner and teacher participants’ perceptions toward ICC were largely
consistent. For culture integration into English courses, both learner and teacher
participants similarly perceived that culture was shared norms, value and identities.
Also, they were not totally new to culture integration in English courses. This was
affirmed by their similar responses that daily life, routine and festivals were cultural
topics that they were most familiar with. About their feelings toward culture
integration, both groups seemed to feel neutral about culture integration.
Nevertheless, both groups had different reasons for and against culture integration
into English courses. This difference may be caused by their different perceptions
toward the effects of culture integration on their learning and teaching. As for the type
of culture to be emphasized in English courses, they had different views on this issue.
While the learner participants perceived that any type of culture can be emphasized in
English courses, the teacher participants viewed that NES cultures should be mainly
emphasized.

In terms of ICC, except for the issue concerning keys to effective English
communication, learner and teacher participants similarly perceived that ICC was an
ability that an individual needs when communicating with people from different
cultures. Also, teachers were perceived by both groups as moderately emphasizing
ICC in their teaching. Moreover, both learner and teacher participants perceived that
ICC was helpful to learners’ English communicative competence to a certain extent.
In addition, both groups perceived that acquiring native-like English communication
was not that necessary nowadays because of the fact that English is now a global

lingua franca.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION

This chapter is divided into three main sections. The first section is where the
researcher discusses findings of the three research questions by referring to theoretical
explications of ICC, the intercultural approach to language teaching and previous
studies on a similar topic; all of which had been reviewed in Chapter 2. In the second
section, the researcher examines the study’s implications for stakeholders in the ELT
field, and the context where this study was carried out. Finally, in the last section, the
researcher completes the study by offering recommendations for future research and
discussing the limitations and contributions that the study has made to the existing

body of knowledge and the study’s context.

5.1 Discussion

To discuss findings of the three research questions reported in Chapter 4, the
researcher divides the findings into two groups: perceptions of Thai EFL learners and
teachers toward an integration of 1) culture and 2) ICC into English courses. As stated
earlier, salient findings from both groups of participants (i.e., learner and teacher
participants) were discussed in relation to relevant literature and previous studies on

similar topics.

5.1.1 Perceptions of Thai EFL Learners and Teachers toward Culture
Integration into English Courses
The perceptions of Thai EFL learners and teachers toward culture integration
into English courses were broad by nature. Based on the findings, these perceptions
could be broken into 1) learner and teacher participants’ perceptions toward the term

“culture”; 2) learner and teacher participants’ reported enjoyment of culture learning
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and teaching, respectively, in English courses; 3) learner and teacher participants’
reasons for and against the integration of culture into English courses; and 4) learner
and teacher participants’ views toward the types of culture to be emphasized in
English courses.

5.1.1.1 Perceptions of “Culture”

According to the findings of the three research questions, it was
apparent that both learner and teacher participants similarly perceived “culture” as
social or cultural norms shared by and between people of similar backgrounds.
Additionally, most of them viewed that culture was something that people have been
doing for a long time and passed on from generation to generation. These perceptions
of culture are consistent with the definitions of this term provided by several scholars
(e.g., Kramsch, 1998; Ledarach, 1995; Damen, 1957) as presented in Chapter 2.
Besides, it is worthy of note that the learner and teacher participants’ perceptions of
culture and the definitions of this term provided by the aforesaid scholars shed light
on two significant traits of culture; that is, culture is very broad and abstract. In the
researcher’s view, these traits of culture are not very surprising due to an elusive and
fluid nature of the term “culture”.

5.1.1.2 Enjoyment of Culture Learning and Teaching in English

Courses

The findings concerning this issue revealed that both learner and
teacher participants felt neutral about culture learning and teaching, respectively, in
English courses. The learner participants’ neutral feeling is contrary to the findings of
the previously-reviewed studies (i.e., Genc & Bada, 2005; Doganay & Yergaliyeva,
2013; Liaw, 2006) which consistently reported that learners enjoyed and held positive
perceptions toward an integration of cultural content into their English courses.

As for the teacher participants’ neutral feeling about culture teaching,
this feeling can be regarded as quite consistent with the previous studies (e.g., Young
& Sachdev, 2011; Alyan, 2011; Karabinar & Guler, 2013; Derin et al., 2009; Osman,
2015; Zhou, 2011) which consistently reported that most teachers recognized the
significance of teaching cultural content in English courses; however, none of these
studies explicitly indicated that the teachers enjoyed teaching such content. For

instance, Karabinar and Guler (2013, p. 1327) found that the teacher informants in
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their study believed that culture teaching was important because it can provide context
for communication and it is “a means of accurate communication, and it helps acquire
a wider perspective and culture specific knowledge.” This finding simply
demonstrates the teachers’ awareness of benefits or usefulness of cultural content for
learners, but not their feeling toward culture teaching. Thus, it is possible to state that
the teachers’ recognition of the significance of culture teaching does not always
reflect their enjoyment in culture teaching. In the researcher’s view, whether or not
culture teaching is enjoyable depends on each individual’s view as well as their
background knowledge, personal interests and prior experiences of culture teaching.
5.1.1.3 Reasons for and against Culture Integration into English
Courses

As reported in Chapter 4, the learner and teacher participants had
different reasons to support and oppose the integration of culture into English courses.
As for the learner participants, their two main reasons to support the integration of
culture into English courses were that cultural content was useful knowledge which
they can use to serve various purposes, and that cultural content can be extra
knowledge for them.

Principally, the above two reasons of the learner participants revolve
around the same issue; that is, cultural content is knowledge which reflects the
knowledge component in Byram’s (2009, p. 323) ICC Model which is defined as
“knowledge of social groups or their products and practices in one’s own and in one’s
interlocutor’s country.” Additionally, the above two reasons of the learner participants
can be regarded as matching the theoretical explanations of how and why culture
should be included in English courses as earlier discussed in Chapter 2 (i.e., cultural
knowledge can inform learners of what they should and should not do during their
intercultural encounters with foreigners). Apart from the issue of whether they match
the theoretical explanations, these two reasons of the learner participants demonstrate
that the learner participants’ perceived “usefulness” or “practicality” of cultural
content plays a part in their openness to this content.

In addition to the above two reasons, the learner participants’ other
reasons to support culture integration into English courses as shown in Figure 4.1

(page 112) echo the theoretical explanations concerning the origins of the intercultural
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approach to language teaching discussed in Chapter 2. Put simply, the learner
participants viewed that culture should be integrated into English courses because of
the interrelationship between language and culture (as indicated by Byram, 1997,
2009; Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Kramsch, 1998; Liddicoat & Scarino, 2013;
Genc & Bada, 2005); English’s current role as a global lingua franca (as cited in Firth,
1996; Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2011); and ASEAN-related reasons which imply
increased globalization that gives rise to the intercultural approach to language
teaching as suggested by Liddicoat and Scarino (2013) and Moeller and Nugent
(2014).

On the contrary, some learner participants perceived that it was not
necessary to include or increase cultural content in English courses. The reasons of
these learner participants were that 1) cultural content should be treated as a separate
course; 2) the inclusion of cultural content may confuse learners; 3) culture has
voluminous content; 4) culture is not a major point for English language learning; 5)
culture is not interesting; 6) learners will gradually absorb the culture of the language
learned if they are interested in the language; and 7) it is better to improve learners’
communicative skills before introducing learners to the complex cultural content. In
the researcher’s view, these reasons can be considered “perceptual” or “experiential”,
rather than theoretical reasons like the reasons provided to support the culture
integration into English courses. In other words, these opposing reasons may be
derived from the learners’ personal views or experiences of learning cultural content
in English courses. Additionally, these opposing reasons against culture integration
into English courses were not reported by any studies previously reviewed.
Moreover, the reason that the inclusion of cultural content may confuse learners is
intriguing and deserves further investigation on the grounds that it is in direct conflict
with the theoretical proposition that cultural knowledge can help foreign language
learners to better communicate in the language learned (Nault, 2006, as cited in
Alyan, 2011; Bennett et al., 2003). It is worth exploring whether and how cultural
knowledge can confuse foreign language learners.

With regard to the teacher participants’ reasons for and against the
culture integration into English courses, most teacher participants perceived that

culture should be integrated into English courses for two primary reasons. The first
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reason pertained to the inextricable link between language and culture as suggested by
several scholars as earlier discussed. The second reason was derived from their
perceptions that cultural awareness or knowledge can help learners to better
communicate in the foreign language learned. The latter reason closely corresponds
to Nault’s (2006, as cited in Alyan, 2011) and Bennett et al.’s (2003) similar
proposition that cultural knowledge will enable language learners to be proficient and
effective users of the language learned. These two main reasons given by the teacher
participants are also congruent with the findings of the previous studies conducted by
Karabinar and Guler (2013) and Alyan (2011). According to Karabinar and Guler
(2013, p. 1327), their teacher informants viewed that cultural knowledge, especially
foreign cultural knowledge, is vital “when promoting communication which is based
on cultural grounds, applying the norms of cultures and appreciating similarities and
differences among cultures.” Similarly, teacher participants in Alyan’s (2011, p. 152)
study showed that culture teaching can act as a catalyst for language learning and
develop “leaners’ cognitive as well as personality growth.”

Conversely, the teacher participants’ main reason for opposing the
culture integration into English courses was time constraints. This reason evidently
echoes the findings of Karabinar and Guler’s (2013) and Tian’s (2013) studies. Apart
from this reason, other reasons given in opposition to the culture integration in
English courses were difficult assessment of cultural knowledge; insufficient
curricular support for teaching culture in the classroom; and learners’ lack of interest
in culture. These opposing reasons, to a greater or lesser extent, mirror various
challenges of the intercultural approach to language teaching pointed out by several
scholars (Barletta Manjarrés, 2009; Gu, 2016; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Young &
Sachdev, 2011). For instance, one teacher participant’s (T7) remark that cultural
content should not be included for assessment purposes because such content is hard
to test corresponds well to Barletta Manjarrés’ (2009), Gu’s (2016), Young and
Sachdev’s (2011) postulation that the intercultural approach to language teaching does
not have systematic assessment. Additionally, the finding that most teacher
participants did not feel comfortable to teach culture when the lesson’s content has
nothing to do with culture implicitly touches on another major challenge to the

intercultural approach to language teaching; presently, there is a short supply of
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learning materials that are suitable for an intercultural approach to language teaching.
This challenge was pointed out by Barletta Manjarrés (2009), including Garrido and
Alvarez (2006).

5.1.1.4 Types of Culture to be Emphasized in English Courses

The findings of this study revealed different perceptions toward the
types of culture to be emphasized in English courses held by the learner and teacher
participants. While most learner participants perceived that any type of culture can be
emphasized in English courses, most teacher participants perceived that NES cultures
should be the main focus of English courses, but other cultures can also be integrated.
An analytical review of these findings in reference to the theoretical explanations of
ICC and the intercultural approach to language teaching shows that the learner
participants’ perceptions in this regard closely resemble the proposition made by
several scholars (e.g., Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Kramsch, 1998; Liddicoat &
Scarino, 2013; Baker, 2012) that in addition to NES cultures, the learners’ culture and
other cultures should be included in a foreign or second language course.
Additionally, this perception of the learner participants is consistent with the concept
of English as a lingua franca that promotes an acceptance of more varieties of
English.

The perception of the teacher participants, on the other hand, is not very
consistent with the theoretical explanations of ICC and the intercultural approach to
language teaching nor does it conform to the concept of English as a lingua franca.
Nevertheless, the teacher participants’ perception in this regard is consistent with the
findings reported by Osman (2015), Tian (2013), Zhou (2011). In the researcher’s
view, the above perception of the teacher participants is not very surprising and can
be justified by the fact that at the time when this study was carried out, the core
teaching approach of this English language institute was CLT which mainly
emphasizes NES cultures as pointed out by Byram (1997, 2009). In other words, the
teacher participants may, to some extent, be influenced by CLT which emphasizes
NES cultures.
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5.1.2 Perceptions of Thai EFL Learners and Teachers toward

Intercultural Communicative Competence Integration into English

Courses

The perceptions of Thai EFL learners and teachers toward ICC integration into
English courses encompass various aspects. Based on the findings of this study, these
aspects include 1) the learner and teacher participants’ perceptions of the term
“intercultural communicative competence”; 2) their perceptions of the role or
significance of ICC in English courses; 3) their perceptions of ICC’s contributions to
learners’ English communicative competence; 4) the teacher participants’ perceived
obstacles to ICC integration into English courses; and 5) the teacher participants’
perceptions of how to integrate ICC into English courses.

5.1.2.1 Perceptions of Intercultural Communicative Competence

The findings of this study revealed that both learner and teacher
participants held a similar perception toward ICC; ICC is an ability to communicate
or involves communication with foreigners (i.e., anyone having different cultural
backgrounds from yours). This perception is fairly consistent with various theoretical
definitions of ICC provided by scholars who are proponents of ICC (e.g., Byram,
1997; Alptekin, 2002; Corbett, 2003) (See Chapter 2 for more details).

However, after an in-depth analysis, it is apparent that the foregoing
perception of the learner and teacher participants is much broader than the theoretical
definitions of ICC proposed by ICC scholars. While the learner and teacher
participants’ perception heavily focuses on an ability to communicate, the theoretical
definitions of ICC also emphasize cultural appropriateness during communication or
interaction in addition to communication ability. This point is well illustrated by the
following definition of ICC “a complex of abilities needed to perform effectively and
appropriately when interacting with others who are linguistically and culturally
different from oneself” (Fantini & Tirmizi, 2006, p. 12). Additionally, when the
theoretical definitions of ICC, as shown above, are used as a benchmark to measure
the learner and teacher participants’ thorough grasp of ICC, it is found that only a
small number of them managed to provide ICC definitions that are precisely
consistent with the theoretical definitions. Specifically, based on the Learner

Perception Questionnaire (LPQ) findings, only 10% of the learner participants defined



206

ICC in accordance with the theoretical explanations of this term. Likewise, the
findings from the Teacher Perception Questionnaire (TPQ) and the interviews with
the teacher participants demonstrated that only a small number of them could provide
the definitions that precisely match the theoretical definitions of ICC.

In the researcher’s view, the above findings are not beyond expectation
and can be justified by the fact that both learner and teacher participants have never
conducted an in-depth study of intercultural communicative competence or
intercultural communication. As such, it is not sensible to expect them to give an
exact definition of ICC in the same way as the ICC scholars. Nevertheless, the learner
and teacher participants’ overall perception of ICC provided above can be deemed as
giving a promising start for the integration of ICC into English courses on the grounds
that both learner and teacher participants are not totally new to this concept and have
some grasp of it.

One more thing worth discussing is that other findings from the learner
and teacher participants similarly reflect the knowledge component of Byram’s (1997,
2009) ICC Model. As for the learner participants, their answers to the Question 3.2 of
the LPQ showed that approximately one-fifth of them perceive knowledge of other
cultures (i.e., knowledge component in the ICC Model) as an integral part of ICC.
This perception is evidenced by the LPQ findings that about 31 learner participants
(20.67%) perceived ICC as 1) an ability to effectively and appropriately communicate
with others with knowledge and understanding of others’ cultures; and 2)
communication about culture and cultural exchange (See Table 4.3 for more details).
Likewise, most teacher participants’ suggestion that ICC can be integrated into
English courses by means of adding more cultural content to the courses illustrates
that these participants, by and large, perceived ICC as cultural knowledge.

Another interesting finding from the present study is that both learner
and teacher participants held the same perception that among the five components of
the ICC Model, critical cultural awareness was least important and least possible for
integration into English courses. While this finding is similar to Zhou’s (2011)
finding, it is totally contrary to Byram’s (1997, 2009) proposition that this component
is the most significant component of the ICC Model. The viewpoint that critical

cultural awareness is least important for integration into English courses can be
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illustrated by one teacher participant’s (T10) response during the semi-structured
interview that she did not see why learners need to critically evaluate culture.
According to this teacher participant, just understanding why your interlocutors
behave themselves in such particular way is enough; no need to do any critical
cultural evaluation.

In the researcher’s opinion, the above finding may be partly derived
from some major aspects of Thai culture (e.g., harmony orientation, blind obedience
and conflict avoidance). These aspects of Thai culture, which have been postulated by
Hofstede (1991), inevitably cause learner and teacher participants to feel awkward
when they have to make a critical evaluation of anything, including culture.

Based on the above findings, it is possible to conclude that both learner
and teacher participants’ overall perceptions of ICC are in accordance with the
theoretical definitions of this term generally found in relevant literature. However,
when it comes to pinpointing what ICC is composed of, it is apparent that both learner
and teacher participants need a better understanding. Put simply, both learner and
teacher participants have a general, but not a thorough, grasp of ICC.

5.1.2.2 Roles of Cultures Teaching and ICC in English Courses

According to theoretical propositions of ICC and the intercultural
approach to language teaching provided by several scholars (e.g., Alptekin, 2002;
Byram, 1997, 2009; Byram, et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Liddicoat & Scarino, 2013),
culture teaching and ICC are much needed in second and foreign language classrooms
in this age of globalization, and they have a pivotal role in enabling language learners
to better communicate in the language learned.

For this issue, the findings of this study show that most learner
participants’ perception toward the roles of culture teaching and ICC in English
courses is congruent with the above theoretical propositions. That is, the learner
participants perceived that ICC can inform them of what they should and should not
do while interacting and communicating with foreigners. In addition, most learner
participants’ perception in this regard is somewhat consistent with the findings of
previous works carried out by Doganay and Yergaliyeva (2013) and Liaw (2006).
According to Doganay and Yergaliyeva (2013), the learners in their study believed

that culture-based activities, which had been designed and implemented according to
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the intercultural approach to language teaching, effectively prompted them to interact
with each other and use the language more efficiently. Similarly, Liaw (2006)
reported that the learners in her study had better communication skills in English and
developed certain aspects of intercultural competence.

Nevertheless, the findings from the teacher participants are not quite
congruent with the theoretical propositions because the teacher participants perceived
that although cultural knowledge and ICC play a part in language learning and
teaching, they are still secondary to linguistic competency or language skills and they
are not the main focus of an English course. This perception of the teacher
participants was also echoed by some learner participants and reported by Cheng
(2007), Derin et al. (2009), Osman (2015), Tian (2013), Young and Sachdev (2011)
and Zhou (2011). Interestingly, this perception also corresponds well to a recent study
by Fungchomchoei and Kardkarnklai (2016) which reported a similar finding that
Thai teachers of English at four secondary schools recognized the importance of
culture teaching in English courses, but they still treated culture teaching as secondary
to teaching English for practical reasons (i.e., to help learners acquire English skills
that are necessary for their daily communication).

In a nutshell, the study’s findings pertaining to the roles of culture
teaching and ICC in English language teaching are both similar and different from the
theoretical propositions in this regard and the relevant literature. While the learners’
perception is similar to what ICC scholars have posited, the teachers’ perception is
quite different.

5.1.2.3 ICC’s Contributions to Learners’ English Communicative

Competence

Several studies (e.g., Planken et al., 2004; Liaw, 2006; Popsecu &
lordachescu, 2015) showed that ICC has positive contributions to learners’ ability to
communicate in the foreign language learned. According to Planken et al. (2004), the
learners taking the foreign language program into which ICC was integrated were
found to have a bigger vocabulary bank and better oral and written skills in the
foreign language learned. Likewise, Liaw (2006) reported that ICC can help students
to fluently communicate in the target language (i.e., English). Apart from this,

Popsecu and lordachescu (2015) reported that the linguistic knowledge of learners in



209

their 1ICC-related experimental study improved remarkably. In addition, Genc and
Bada (2005), Doganay and Yergaliyeva (2013) who explored the learners’
perceptions toward ICC which had been integrated into their English courses similarly
reported that their learners perceived that ICC can improve their English
communicative competence, especially speaking skills.

Nevertheless, quite different from the findings of the previous studies,
the present study’s findings revealed that both learner and teacher participants
perceived that ICC can help enhance learners’ English communicative competence,
but to a certain extent only. Unlike those of the previous studies, the learner and
teacher participants in this study did not perceive that ICC has direct impacts on
learners’ linguistic competence or language skills (e.g., knowing more word and
speaking more fluently). Instead, the study’s participants perceived that ICC can
somewhat or indirectly help learners to improve their English communicative
competence by informing them of what they should do or avoid doing when
communicating or interacting with anyone having a different cultural background.

The above perception of the learner and teacher participants can be
regarded as consistent with Byram’s (1997) postulation that the intercultural approach
to language teaching, whose main aim is ICC, also encompasses and underscores non-
linguistic aspects of communication. This perception was also made clear by both
learner and teacher participants during the interviews. That is, the learners and
teachers participating in the interviews believed that with ICC, learners will be more
aware of cultural differences, and this cultural awareness can lead to better
communication. Besides, both learner and teacher participants perceived that ICC can
help learners to have more confidence in using English for communication. However,
as explicitly indicated by one learner participant (L4) and two teacher participants (T8
and T10) during the interviews, ICC cannot make learners communicate fluently in
the language learned. These perceptions toward to the contribution of ICC to learners’
English communicative competence are enthralling as they were not reported by any
previous studies.

Additionally, the findings concerning keys to effective English
communication can be considered supporting the learner and teacher participants’

perceptions that ICC is somewhat helpful to learners’ English communicative
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competence. That is, when being asked to identify keys to effective English
communication, none of the learner and teacher participants mentioned anything
relating to ICC or ICC components at all. The missing of ICC component in the
answers to this question implies that in the eyes of the learner and teacher
participants, ICC is important, but not the most important factor for effective English
communication.

5.1.2.4 Support Needed for ICC Integration into English Courses

The findings in this part were primarily drawn from the teacher
participants’ responses to the question concerning support needed for successful
integration of ICC into English courses which was posed during the semi-structured
interviews. In the researcher’s view, these responses can reveal the factors which the
teacher participants perceived as obstacles to the ICC integration. As reported in
Chapter 4, teacher training, learning materials and budget were three types of support
which the teacher participants perceived as necessary for successful integration of
ICC into English courses. Interestingly, these three types of support mirror the main
obstacles to ICC integration indicated by several scholars (e.g., Atay et al., 2009; Gu,
2015; Secu, 2006; Tran & Dong, 2014; Cheng, 2007; Tian, 2013; Garrido & Alvarez,
2006; Barletta Manjarrés, 2009).

Teacher training, the support indicated by most teachers (11 out of 13
interview respondents), can be regarded as coinciding perfectly with teachers’ lack of
a firm grasp of intercultural approach to language teaching, the obstacle that has been
repeatedly indicated by several scholars (e.g., Atay et al., 2009; Gu, 2016; Secu, 2006;
Tran & Dong, 2014; Cheng, 2007; Tian, 2013). According to the teacher participants,
the teacher training can inform them of the teaching methods, strategies and activities
which they can use to promote ICC in the classroom. Additionally, the teacher
participants’ request for teacher training is consistent with the obstacle pointed out by
Garrido and Alvarez (2006), including Barletta Manjarrés (2009) that currently, the
intercultural approach to language teaching lacks a consistent methodology for culture
teaching in classrooms.

As for learning materials, this second most needed support can be
deemed as corresponding to inadequate learning materials, the obstacle pointed out by
Barletta Manjarrés (2009), including Garrido and Alvarez (2006). In the eyes of the
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teacher participants, learning materials are needed because they can help set the scope
and types of cultural content to be covered in the lessons and they can serve as a point
of departure for communicative activities like a group or class discussion.

With regard to budget, the last support needed by the teacher
participants, this support can be deemed as concurring with inadequate administrative
support, the obstacle indicated by Barletta Manjarrés (2009), Garrido and Alvarez
(2006), Gu (2016), including Young and Sachdev (2011). According to the teacher
participants, budget was needed to create a learning environment that is conducive to
ICC promotion (e.g., ICC self-study center and organization of cultural events). In
addition, at the context where this study was carried out (i.e., a private university
which is not subsidized by the government), budget can be considered a condition
precedent for organizing any professional development courses (e.g., teacher
exchange programs or in-service training courses) to prepare and equip teachers with
a firm grasp of ICC and the intercultural approach to language teaching.

Aside from the above obstacles, the researcher would like to note that
whether ICC can be successfully or effectively integrated into EFL classrooms in
Thailand depends heavily on how compatible ICC is with Thai culture of learning and
teaching. This issue cannot be overlooked at all; otherwise, the same outcomes as
those of the CLT implementation in Thailand can occur. As earlier discussed in
Chapter 2, CLT was found to be the most preferable teaching approach for Thai EFL
practitioners (Methitham, 2009; Saengboon, 2002; Weerawong, 2004). However, it
was not successfully implemented in Thai EFL classrooms partly because it did not fit
well with Thai culture of teaching and learning in which teachers usually play the role
of knowledge providers and learners have to play passive role of absorbing the
knowledge bestowed upon them as much as possible without questioning. In the
researcher’s opinion, both CLT and the intercultural approach to language teaching,
which emphasizes ICC, have been proposed with good the intention of helping second
and foreign language learners to be efficient users and communicators of the language
learned. Nevertheless, nobody can guarantee that both of them are universally or
fully applicable to all kinds of learning and teaching contexts.

As a layperson who was born Thai, has grown up and spent over 90%

of her lifetime in Thailand, the researcher views that for the time being, four
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components in Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model (i.e., attitudes, knowledge, skills of
interpreting and relating, and skills of discovery and interaction) can be more easily
integrated and acquired by Thai EFL learners in higher education than the critical
cultural awareness component. This viewpoint is mainly derived from the researcher’s
analytical reflection of her own experience of being Thai and dealing with a number
of Thais, both inside and outside educational context, throughout her lifetime up to
the present. It is also supported by Hofstede’s description of Thailand, based on his
seminal study on cultural dimensions, as a society that places more emphasis on a
group’s rather than an individual’s interests, highly avoids conflict, and exhibits
numerous feminine traits such as “politeness, quietness, caring for others and being
helpful” (Raktham, 2008, p. 21). Additionally, it fits well with Komin’s (1990, as
cited in Raktham, 2008, p. 25) postulation that Thais are highly concerned with face
saving, criticism avoidance and have a strong preference for:
non-assertive, polite, humble types of personality as well as the preference for
smooth, relaxed, pleasant and conflict free interpersonal interaction with an
observable social harmony. In order for social interactions to proceed
smoothly, it is important for persons to have such preferred characteristics as
self-control, tolerance, restraint, manner and humility. These characteristics

are believed to contribute to successful social interactions.

Based on the above descriptions of Thailand and Thai people by
Hofstede and Komin, respectively, it is possible to state that Thais are open-minded,
gentle, caring, harmony-oriented and highly avoid conflicts; all of which are fairly
consistent with the components of attitudes, skills of interpreting and relating and
skills of discovery and interactions in Byram’s (1997, 2009) ICC Model. As for the
knowledge component, Yuenyong and Yuenyong’s (2012, p. 5375) statement that
“Thai society can accept easily foreign culture” helps affirm that this component can
be easily acquired by Thais.

Nevertheless, as for the critical cultural awareness which lies at the
heart of the ICC Model, the researcher views that this component is difficult to
promote and integrate into English courses at the time when this study was being

carried out. This viewpoint of the researcher is well supported by the findings of this
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study that the critical cultural awareness was least emphasized by the teacher
participants and was perceived as least possible for integration into English courses.

In the researcher’s view, the critical cultural awareness is difficult to
integrate into EFL classrooms in Thailand because the Thai culture of learning and
teaching at present does not support nor is it conducive to this component to occur.
Pursuant to Deveney (2005) and Raktham (2008), the Thai educational system in
general can be characterized by its formality and teacher-centeredness. Also, the most
popularly seen teaching and learning methods have been lecture and rote
memorization, respectively (Burnard, 2006; Raktham, 2008). Given these general
aspects of the Thai culture of learning and teaching, it is very unlikely for Thai
learners to be active learners who enjoy sharing their ideas or learning through
discussion with peers or voicing their opinions in class; all of which are the learning
activities that are purported to help learners to be able to think critically and to have
critical cultural awareness.

Apart from the above general aspects of the Thai culture of learning and
teaching, the expected roles of learners and teachers in Thai society are
insurmountable barriers to instilling critical cultural awareness into learners. In
Thailand, learners have been expected to play a passive role by noting down and
trying to absorb everything their teachers bestow on them (Burnard, 2006; Raktham,
2008). Also, they are not expected to ask any question to their teachers (Gunawan,
2016) even if they do not understand or want to do so. On the other hand, teachers are
expected to play the role of knowledge providers who provide the best knowledge to
learners (Burnard, 2006; Deveney, 2005). In the researcher’s opinion, the above
expected roles of learners and teachers in Thailand are direct consequences of Thai
culture which instills into children the need to respect and “obey parents, teachers,
and adults” (Titthummo, 2004, as cited in Yuenyong & Yuenyong, 2012, p. 5375).
These expected roles also result from Thai culture’s strong emphasis on face-saving
(Burnard, 2006; Deveney, 2005; Gunawan, 2016; Raktham, 2008). These aspects of
Thai cultures inevitably suppress active learning and critical thinking from occuring.
In other words, the Thai cultures’ strong emphasis on seniority and face-saving
prevents learners from questioning what they have learned from their teachers,

expressing their opinions, thinking analytically, logically and critically; all of which
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are fundamental to critical cultural awareness and critical thinking, the very skills
which are highly sought after in the 21% century. In the researcher’s view, critical
cultural awareness is very similar to and can be considered one crucial stepping-stone
toward developing an ability to think critically. To have critical cultural awareness,
learners are not merely required to know how their own culture is different from
others’ cultures, but they also need to be able to evaluate such different cultures based
on the set of criteria which are not purely based on their own or others’ culture. In
this way, critical cultural awareness is believed to encourage leaners to avoid
stereotyping and judging others based on their own cultural practices or values. It is
these requirements for building critical cultural awareness that can help learners to
think more analytically and rationally which are central to the development of critical
thinking skills (Delaney, 2007; Ennis, 1996, as cited in Chen, 2017; Paul & Elder,
2006, as cited in Fuad, Ardana, & Sulton, 2016).

In addition to the above obstacles, other findings in the study touched
upon other obstacles to ICC integration into language courses as previously discussed.
For instance, the finding that most teacher participants sparingly talked about cultures
in their classes, by and large, reflects that they cannot devote particular amount of
time for this issue. In other words, they faced time constraints, the ICC integration
obstacle reported by Karbinar and Guler (2013). Based on the above-reported
information, it is possible to conclude that the findings of this study in relation to
obstacles to ICC integration into classroom are largely consistent with those discussed
and reported by the reviewed literature.

5.1.2.5 How to Integrate ICC into English Courses

Similar to the previous section, the findings concerning how to integrate
ICC into English courses were drawn from the teacher participants’ responses during
the interviews. For this issue, the responses to the questions concerning how the
teacher participants taught culture in class and how they would integrate ICC into
their teaching, if they had to do so, were relevant. Interestingly, a comparative
analysis of the responses to the above questions exhibited that the teacher participants
suggested similar techniques and activities for teaching culture and integrating ICC
into English courses. These techniques and activities could be categorized into four

main groups: giving extra cultural information, using media, comparing different
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cultures together, and others. The discussion of these techniques and activities in
relation to relevant theoretical explanations and previous studies are provided below.

1) Giving Extra Cultural Information

When being asked how they taught culture in their classes and
how they would integrate ICC into their teaching, all the teacher participants replied
that they would simply give extra cultural information to learners. When this finding
is considered in comparison with the theoretical explanations of ICC and the
intercultural approach to language teaching, it is obvious that the teacher participants
do not have a firm grasp of the intercultural approach to language teaching.
According to several scholars (e.g., Byram, 1997; Barletta Manjarrés, 2009; Gu,
2016; Liaw, 2006; Sercu, 2006), to teach culture by giving or passing on cultural
knowledge to learners is a traditional way of teaching culture and is not sufficient, nor
is it effective, to enable learners to be intercultural speakers (i.e., the ultimate goal of
the intercultural approach to language teaching). Nevertheless, while this finding does
not concur with the theoretical propositions of ICC and the intercultural approach to
language teaching, it is precisely consistent with the argument made by many scholars
that when teachers do not thoroughly understand ICC or the intercultural approach to
language teaching, they usually turn to teach culture in the traditional way (e.g.,
Barletta Manjarrés, 2009; Garrido & Alvarez, 2006; Gu, 2016; Sercu, 2006; Tran &
Dang, 2014; Tian, 2013; Zhou, 2011).

2) Using Media

The teacher participants’ second most common technique for
teaching culture and integrating ICC into English courses is to use several types of
media (e.g., short video clips, films, documentaries and songs). This technique can be
regarded as rather consistent with the technique of using authentic materials suggested
by ICC scholars (e.g., Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Liddicoat, 2005; Us¢-Juan &
Martinez-Flor, 2008; Lindner, 2010; Ho, 2009). Nonetheless, although many teacher
participants suggested that media be used to teach culture or promote ICC in English
courses, their suggested way of using media does not correspond well to what ICC
scholars have suggested. On the one hand, ICC scholars have posited that authentic
materials or media be used to encourage learners to have critical cultural awareness

by ways of interrogating texts or content presented in the media. On the other hand,
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most of the teacher participants (53.84%) suggested that media be simply used to
expose learners to different cultures. This way of using media is unfortunately
analogous to the technique of giving extra cultural information earlier explicated.
That is, most teacher participants reported that they used the media (e.g., video clips,
movies or reading texts on the Internet) to aid learners’ understanding of different
cultures, but they did not encourage their learners to question why and how the
content in the media were presented in such particular ways.

3) Comparing Different Cultures Together

Five teacher participants explained that when coming across
any cultural content in a textbook, they asked learners to compare and contrast that
culture and Thai culture. This technique, which was also suggested by two teacher
participants as a way to integrate ICC into English courses, is comparable to the
comparative analysis which was strongly argued by several scholars (e.g., Aguilar,
2007, 2010; Byram et al., 2002; Corbett, 2003; Ho, 2009; Liddicoat, 2005; Lindner,
2010; Us6-Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2008) as effectively helping learners to acquire
ICC. Nevertheless, despite ICC scholars’ strong support for this activity, it was
suggested and implemented by less than half of the teacher participants in this study.

4) Others

Apart from the above techniques and activities, self-study
activities in the form of group work, extra-curricular activities allowing learners to
mingle with foreigners and learning-by-doing activities were suggested by the teacher
participants as other possible ways to promote and integrate ICC into English courses.
These suggested activities fundamentally conform to the key trait of ICC promotion
activities (i.e., to deeply engage learners). They are also consistent with the
intercultural approach to language teaching’s underlying principle of exposing
learners to other cultures so that learners can have better understanding of, and be
more open to, something unfamiliar; all of which are believed to enable them to better
deal with any cultural differences during intercultural encounters (Byram et al., 2002;
Troncoso, 2012).

Based on the above-presented information, it is possible to
conclude that the techniques and activities suggested by most teacher participants for

teaching culture and integrating ICC into English courses are not precisely consistent
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with the theoretical explanations of ICC and the intercultural approach to language
teaching. Nevertheless, it is surprising that the above techniques and activities,
especially the technique of giving extra cultural information to learners, are very
similar to those reported by the previous studies carried out in other EFL contexts
(e.g., China, Taiwan and Saudi Arabia) by Cheng (2007), Osman (2015), Tian (2013)
and Zhou (2011), including the recent study conducted in the Thai context by
Fungchomchoei and Kardkarnklai (2016).

5.1.3 Summary

Overall, the present study’s findings concerning learner and teacher
participants’ perceptions toward the role of ICC in English language learning and
teaching, respectively, and ICC’s contributions to learners’ English communicative
competence are both similar to and different from those discussed in relevant theories
and reported by previous studies. In the researcher’s opinion, one salient finding of
the study is that both learner and teacher participants had positive perceptions toward
ICC and recognized its significant roles in English language learning and teaching.
Nevertheless, in terms of its contributions to learners’ English communicative
competence, both learner and teacher participants similarly perceived that ICC can
somewhat help learners enhance their English communication and ICC is still
secondary to linguistic competence or language skills.

5.2 Implications

In addition to uncovering how Thai EFL learners and teachers perceive ICC
and its roles in their English language learning and teaching, respectively, this study
presents certain implications concerning the integration of ICC into EFL classrooms.
In particular, these implications can be broadly divided into implications for
stakeholders in the ELT field and implications for the context where this study was

carried out. Details of these implications are presented below.
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5.2.1 Implications for Stakeholders in the ELT field
The findings concerning supports needed for smooth and successful

integration of ICC into English courses shed light on what two key stakeholders in
ELT, namely teacher educators and instructional material developers, should do. Set
out below are detailed explications of the study’s implications for ELT teacher
educators and instructional material developers.

5.2.1.1 Implications for ELT Teacher Educators

According to all teachers participating in the interviews, teacher
training on ICC and the intercultural approach to language teaching was urgently
needed to ensure a successful integration of ICC. This finding definitely suggests
what teacher educators need to do. To be exact, this finding calls for a revision of the
existing ELT pre-service and in-service teacher education programs as well as
professional development courses by including ICC as an integral part thereof. This
inclusion is strongly required in order to meet the growing demand for more
intercultural speakers as a result of globalization. ELT nowadays cannot emphasize
only linguistic and communicative dimensions; instead, it needs to encompass
intercultural dimensions. Apart from meeting the growing demand for the
intercultural speakers, the inclusion of ICC in both pre-service and in-service teacher
education programs can help teacher trainees and teachers to have better
understanding of ICC and inform them of how ICC could be integrated into English
courses. In other words, ICC inclusion can provide teacher trainees and teachers with
the core guidelines that they can adjust or customize to suit their teaching contexts. In
addition, ICC inclusion is believed to help boost their confidence when teaching
cultural content and enable them to better deal with learners’ questions concerning
culture. Last but not least, it is believed that the inclusion of ICC in ELT teacher
education programs and professional development courses can reduce a common
misconception among ELT teachers that culture teaching can be simply carried out
through providing cultural information to learners for memorization.

5.2.1.2 Implications for ELT Instructional Material Developers

In addition to ELT teacher educators, the findings concerning supports
needed for a smooth and successful integration of ICC into English courses is also

useful to ELT instructional material developers, especially textbook publishers.
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Nearly half of the teacher participants strongly indicated, during the interviews, that
appropriate learning materials are needed if ICC is to be successfully integrated into
English courses. Pursuant to these teachers, the learning materials that also encompass
intercultural dimensions and ICC can streamline their teaching preparation because
these materials can help set the scope of the cultural content to be covered in the
courses. This can also help ensure consistent teaching among all teachers.
Additionally, these materials can be used as a point of departure for communicative
activities and even resources for learners to do self-study.

In the researcher’s view, to help ensure that ICC integration into
English courses can effectively help learners to become intercultural speakers, the
ELT instructional material developers need to include content and learning activities
that conform to the underlying principles of the intercultural approach to language
teaching outlined by ICC scholars. For instance, cultural content presented in the
materials can be extended from native English speakers’ cultures to a variety of
cultures which need not be bound to only national cultures. Instead, group cultures or
sub-cultures such as youth culture or gay culture can be also included. In addition,
learning activities should be designed to require learners to compare and contrast their
own culture with foreign cultures (i.e., comparative analysis) or to interrogate the way

text or content is presented.

5.2.2 Implications for the Context of the Study

Many findings of this study showed that it was very likely for ICC to be
integrated into English courses at the context of this study. The adoption of CLT as a
core teaching approach and the use of online materials including IT in English
language teaching in this context can be deemed as conducive to ICC integration into
English courses. More importantly, the finding that both learner and teacher
participants had positive perceptions toward culture teaching and ICC integration into
English courses can be deemed as paving the way for the integration of ICC.
Nevertheless, as illustrated by the case of Thai teachers’ positive perceptions toward
CLT, positive perceptions per se do not always translate into a successful
implementation or adoption of anything. For successful integration of ICC into EFL

classrooms at the context of this study, including other contexts in Thailand, other
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factors need to be taken into account and put in place. These factors are elaborated
below.

5.2.2.1 Determinants of Successful ICC Integration at the Context of

the Study

Based on the findings of this study, for ICC to be successfully
integrated into English courses at this context, at least three types of support must be
in place: teacher training, learning materials and budget. These three types of support
which were indicated by the teacher participants, the real practitioners, are the key to
successful ICC integration into English courses at this context. Apart from these
elements of support, some teacher participants remarked that a clear-cut policy on
culture teaching or an establishment of ICC as one learning and teaching objective of
English courses can contribute to the successful integration of ICC. At the national
level, the aforesaid policy or objective may be established by state agencies directly in
charge of education in Thailand like the Ministry of Education and Office of Higher
Education Commission (OHEC). At the institutional level, they can be issued by a
division or department directly responsible for English language teaching at each
higher education institution.

Another factor playing a vital role in the success or failure of ICC
integration into English courses, whether at the study’s context or other ELT contexts
in Thailand, is the type of classroom. As suggested by Byram (1997), ICC is more
likely to be successfully integrated into multilingual rather than monolingual
classrooms. Nevertheless, this suggestion, in no way, means that ICC cannot be
integrated into monolingual classrooms. Instead, in case of monolingual classrooms,
its shortage of real intercultural encounters between people from different cultures can
be compensated for by a use of information and communication technology (ICT),
especially Internet, which enables people all over the world to communicate and
interact together. As such, in the case of most EFL classrooms in Thailand which, for
the time being, are not truly multilingual or multicultural, the use of ICT is
desperately needed for successful ICC integration. Put simply, ICT support is strongly
needed for successful integration of ICC into ELT classrooms in a monolingual

context like Thailand.
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5.2.2.2 How ICC Should be Integrated into EFL Classrooms at the
Context of this Study

As earlier stated in Chapter 1, currently, ICC is not a major focus of
ELT at the context of this study. However, the fact that ICC is not the major focus
does not impede the integration of ICC into English courses at the study’s context. At
this moment in time, if the English language institute where this study was conducted
is desirous of helping or preparing their leaners to be intercultural speakers who can
effectively and appropriately communicate with foreigners in this globalization age,
there are certain things to be done to accomplish such goal.

First, ICC should be integrated as a supplementary element, not the
main focus or major component of English courses. This way of integration, which
should also be made in an implicit way, was strongly suggested by all teacher
participants. It is worth bearing in mind that these teacher participants are quite new
to ICC; as such, it is not wise to force them to heavily focus on ICC in their teaching.
In the meantime, professional development programs on ICC, whether in the form of
seminars, trainings or workshops, can be organized for these teachers so as to inform
and provide them with core guidelines as well as practical information on how to
integrate ICC into their teaching.

Second, ICC should be primarily integrated to raise learners’ awareness
of the crucial roles of ICC in global and international communication today. ICC
should not be integrated for assessment or evaluation purpose thanks to the fact that
currently, objective and systematic assessment of ICC is lacking, as previously
discussed. Also, the researcher strongly believes that when ICC is integrated to raise
learners’ cultural awareness, this kind of integration will not impose an additional
burden on the teacher participants when dealing with ICC-related content and may
help motivate learners to learn English at the same time.

Finally, for a long-term goal, if ICC is definitely necessary for English
language learners in Thailand, it should be integrated into English courses of all levels
of education, not only higher education. In this way, learners will be regularly trained
to question, analyze, compare and contrast cultural aspects of people from different
cultural backgrounds which can lead them to a better understanding of and be open to

other people throughout their lives. Moreover, the integration of ICC at all levels of
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education is believed to help learners feel more relaxed when voicing or sharing their

opinions in a public arena like classrooms or their future workplaces.

5.3 Conclusion

In this final part, the researcher would like to offer some recommendations for
extending the findings of this study. Apart from the recommendations for future
research, the researcher discussed limitations of this study as well as the contributions

that this study has made to the existing body of research and the study’s context.

5.3.1 Recommendations for Future Research

After spending an extensive period carrying out this study, the researcher has
noticed that there are a number of issues which can be the subjects of investigation in
the future. First and foremost, given that this study was carried out in just one private
university in Thailand, it can be replicated in other higher education institutions in
Thailand, regardless of whether public or private, so as to ascertain if the findings will
be similar or different. Findings from other higher education institutions can provide
a more comprehensive account of the possibility for integrating ICC into English
courses at higher education institutions in Thailand and may also suggest more
alternatives for effective integration of ICC.

Another type of study that can be extended from this study is a study that
explores the effectiveness of ICC in enhancing Thai EFL learners’ English
communicative competence. Future studies could investigate whether or not ICC can
actually improve Thai EFL learners’ English communicative competence; to what
extent ICC can improve Thai EFL learners’ English communicative competence; and
what language skills or aspects (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, writing, grammar or
vocabulary) are most likely to be improved by ICC.

Additionally, based on the findings concerning reasons for including cultural
content into English courses, some learner and teacher participants indicated that
cultural content can make English course more interesting and enjoyable. Based on
this finding, it is worth studying whether ICC can help motivate Thai EFL learners to

learn English.
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Quite similar to the previous recommendation, some learner participants
remarked that an integration of ICC and more cultural content into English courses
may confuse learners. This remark is very interesting because it goes directly against
the theoretical explanation that language and culture are interrelated and culture can
provide a context for language use or can help language learners to be efficient users
of the language learned. As such, it is worth exploring whether an integration of ICC
and cultural content into English courses has any negative impacts on language

learners and what those possible negative impacts are.

5.3.2 Limitations

Like other empirical studies, this study is not free from limitations. The first
limitation of this study pertains to its generalizability. Given that this study was
carried out at only one private university, its findings cannot be held true for other
higher education institutions in Thailand or other EFL contexts. Nevertheless, even
though the findings cannot be generalized to all EFL contexts, they are transferable or
can be generalized to the contexts with similar characteristics, for instance, other
private universities in Thailand.

Another limitation arises from the study’s primary objective. Given that the
study’s main aim is to investigate learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward ICC and
its perceived roles in English language learning and teaching and learners’ English
communicative competence, the findings can shed light on these two stakeholders’
understanding of ICC, but do not provide any concrete evidence of effectiveness or
degree of impact of ICC on learners’ English communicative competence. Also, one
more point worth mentioning is that the learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward
ICC presented here cannot be held true forever. The perceptions of these learner and
teacher participants may change after ICC is actually integrated into English courses
here. This change is not beyond expectation because perception is not stable and can
be affected by previous experience (Démuth, 2013).
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5.3.3 Contributions to Existing Knowledge and the Context of the Study

In the researcher’s view, this study made the following contributions to the
existing knowledge of ICC and the context where this study was conducted. First,
instead of singly focusing on the perceptions of either learners or teachers in the same
way as many previous studies that had been conducted in other EFL contexts, this
study explored the perceptions of both learners and teachers in the same teaching
context by using both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods to ensure
the validity, reliability and comprehensiveness of the findings. The merit of exploring
the perceptions of both learners and teachers in this way is that it shows how these
two groups of stakeholders, who were in the same environment, think similarly and
differently on the same issues.

Second, unlike other previous studies in the Thai context which had been
carried out with small groups of English-major students, to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge, this is one of the very first empirical studies that investigated the
perceptions of Thai EFL learners at a higher education institution who are not
English-major learners. As earlier reported in Chapter 4, these non-English-majored
learners provided certain views which had never been reported by the previous studies
that had been conducted with English-majored learners. Examples of these views are
culture should not be taught in English course and culture may confuse learners. In
the researcher’s opinion, these views may be driven by several factors, including but
not limited to, these learners’ motivation in learning English as well as their minimal
exposure to English communication with foreigners outside classroom. These views
shed light on some issues which could be overlooked by English-majored learners and
these views deserve attention from scholars in the same way as those of the English-
majored learners. Also, to a great extent, the perceptions of the non-English-majored
can be regarded as better representing EFL learners in Thailand on the grounds that
they outnumber the English-major students

Finally, for the study’s context, this study can be regarded as a survey that
gauges the feasibility of ICC integration into English courses. At the same time, it
helped inform and raised awareness of both learners and teachers of the ICC’s vital

role in English language learning and teaching in this age of globalization.
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5.4 Concluding Remarks

Overall, this study explored how Thai EFL learners and teachers at one private
university in Thailand perceived ICC as well as its roles in English language learning
and teaching and learners’ English communicative competence. The findings of this
study revealed that both the learners and teachers held positive perception toward ICC
and were aware of its significance at the present time when people all over the world
can communicate and interact together instantaneously. These findings, by and large,
demonstrate that ICC can be potentially integrated into EFL classrooms at the context
of this study. Nevertheless, quite contrary to this positive perception, both learners
and teachers perceived that ICC can help improve learners’ English communicative
competence to a certain extent only. This latter perception implies that ICC does not

have a direct impact on learners’ communicative skill development.
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Appendix A

Thai EFL Learner Perception toward Intercultural Communicative
Competence Questionnaire

Dear Informant,

I am conducting a study to investigate Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions
toward intercultural communicative competence. This questionnaire has been
prepared to collect data from the learners. It will take about 10 minutes to complete
this questionnaire. Your answers will be treated confidentially and will be used for
research purpose only. | would appreciate it if you answer each question frankly.
Thank you very much for your kind participation.

Ms. Kanchana Cheewasukthaworn
PhD. Student
National Institute of Development Administration (NIDA)

Section 1: Demographic Information

Directions:  Check [ ¢7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you
and write your own answers for any guestions where applicable.

1.1 What is your age range?

[0 Below 18 years old [0 18-20 years old

0O 21-22 years old O Over 22 years old
1.2 What is your gender?

O Male O Female O Others
1.3 How long have you studied at this university?

O Less than 6 months O 6 months-1 year

[ 1-2 years 0 More than 2 years

1.4 Currently, 1 am studying in the faculty/college of
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1.5 Please tick [v/] the foundation English course(s) that you have already studied
including the one(s) that you are now studying.
Course v
ENL 111: Communicative English |
ENL 112: English Listening and Speaking
ENL 113: English Reading and Writing
ENL 114: English for Study Skills
ENL 121: Communicative English 11
ENL 122: Intermediate English Listening and Speaking
ENL 123: Intermediate English Reading and Writing

1.6 Which of the following best describes your English communicative competence?
O I can communicate in English very well. O I can communicate in English well.
O I can communicate in English a little. O | cannot communicate in English at all.

Section 2: Perceptions toward and Experiences of Learning Cultures in English
Courses
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you
and write your own answers for any questions where applicable.
2.1 What is “culture” in your opinion? (More than one answer is acceptable.)
O A way of life e.g. greeting and eating
O Norms, values and identities commonly shared by a group of people
0 Any behaviors or expressions that make one group of people/community
unique and different from other groups/communities (e.g., gait, hairstyle,
ornament and clothing)
O Anything that has been passed on from generations to generations
[0 Others (Please specify):

2.2 Have you ever studied any cultural topics (e.g., greeting, eating and festivals of
any countries or groups) in your English course(s) at this university?
O Yes. O Not sure. O No.

2.3 Do you like studying cultural topics of any countries or groups (e.g., handshake of
Westerners, “wai” of Thais and bowing of Japanese people) in your English
course?

O Yes. © O Neutral. © O No. ®
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2.4 Have you ever studied the following topics of any countries or groups in your
English course(s) at this university?

Topics Yes Not No
sure

a. History and geography

o

Political conditions

c. Daily life and routines (e.qg., job, food, drink,
lifestyle)

d. Tradition, folklore, tourist attraction, festival

@

Values, beliefs and social etiquette

=h

Entertainment industry (e.g., music, film,
advertisement)

Differences between cultures

Religious beliefs and practices

g.
h. Educational systems
i.
J.

Technological development

2.5 In your opinion, is it necessary for English courses to include culture-related
content of any countries or groups?
O Yes, because

O No, because

2.6 In your opinion, which of the following cultures should be included or mentioned
in English course? (Choose only one.)
O Only native English speakers’ cultures (e.g., British, American and Australian
cultures)
O Only native English speakers’ cultures and Thai cultures
O Native English speakers’, Thai and other cultures (e.g., Chinese, Indonesian,
Maasai or Hipster cultures)

2.7 From your experience of studying at this university, which of the following
cultures have been covered in your English course(s)? (Choose only one.)
O Only native English speakers’ cultures (e.g., British, American and Australian
cultures)
O Only native English speakers’ cultures and Thai cultures
O Native English speakers’, Thai and other cultures (e.g., Chinese, Indonesian
and Massai cultures)
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Section 3: Knowledge or Awareness of Intercultural Communicative
Competence
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you
and write your own answers for any guestions where applicable.

3.1 Have you ever heard about “intercultural communicative competence”?
O Yes. O Not sure. O No.

3.2 In your opinion, what is “intercultural communicative competence”? (Please
answer this question. Don’t skip.)

Section 4: Learners’ Exposure to Intercultural Communicative Competence in
English Courses
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you.
4.1 To what extent have your English language teachers at this university emphasized
the following knowledge, abilities and attitudes during their teaching?

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Degree of Emphasis

Great | Moderate Little None

a. Knowledge of students’ own cultural and
social practices (e.g., Thai ways of greeting,
eating, and interacting)

b. Knowledge of foreigners’ cultural and
social practices (e.g., ways of greeting ,
eating and interacting of Chinese and
British people)

C. Ability to understand foreigners’
worldviews, situations and feelings

d. Ability to adapt to new cultural
environments or different communication
styles

e. Ability to listen to and observe other people
(both Thais and foreigners) during
conversation and interaction

f.  Ability to compare and contrast social and
cultural practices of Thai and foreigners
(e.g., Thai and British ways of greeting)

g. Ability to realize the impacts of culture and
sociocultural context on people’s
interactions (e.g., knowing that seniority
affects interactions between adults and
children in Thailand)
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Degree of Emphasis

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Great | Moderate Little None

h. Ability to critically evaluate the
perspectives, practices or products of Thai
and foreigners based on explicit criteria
(e.g., evaluating New Year’s celebration of
African, Thai and American people by
using the same criteria)

i. Ability to suspend students’ own beliefs or
judgment of other people and be open to
other people’s (Thai and foreigners)
viewpoints

j.  Being curious to understand and respect
foreign cultures

k. Other (Please specify):

Section 5: Perceptions toward Extent to Which Intercultural Communicative
Competence contributes to English Communicative Competence
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you.
5.1 To what extent do you think that the following knowledge, abilities and attitudes
can help you to communicate effectively in English?

Degree of Helpfulness

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Very Heloful Somewhat Not
helpful P helpful | helpful

a. Knowledge of students’ own cultural and
social practices (e.g., Thai ways of
greeting, eating, and interacting)

b. Knowledge of foreigners’ cultural and
social practices (e.g., ways of greeting ,
eating and interacting of Chinese and
British people)

c. Ability to understand foreigners’
worldviews, situations and feelings

d. Ability to adapt to new cultural
environments or different
communication styles

e. Ability to listen to and observe other
people (both Thais and foreigners)
during conversation and interaction

f.  Ability to compare and contrast social
and cultural practices of Thai and
foreigners (e.g., Thai and British ways of
greeting)
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Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes

Degree of Helpfulness

Very
helpful

Helpful

Somewhat
helpful

Not
helpful

Ability to realize the impacts of culture
and sociocultural context on people’s
interactions (e.g., knowing that seniority
affects interactions between adults and
children in Thailand)

Ability to critically evaluate the
perspectives, practices or products of
Thai and foreigners based on explicit
criteria (e.g., evaluating New Year’s
celebration of African, Thai and
American people by using the same
criteria)

Ability to suspend students’ own beliefs
or judgment of other people and be open
to other people’s (Thai and foreigners)
viewpoints

Being curious to understand and respect
foreign cultures

Other (Please specify):

Name:

Nickname:

Phone:

Thank you very much for devoting your time to complete this questionnaire.
Nevertheless, the researcher may need your clarification for the answers that you have
provided in this questionnaire. Therefore, please kindly leave your contact details
below.

E-mail:

© Thank you very much. Wish you grade “A” for all courses. ©
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Conceptual Frameworks Underpinning Learner Perception Questionnaire

Underpinning Conceptual Sources of Adaptation
Frameworks

Sections and CLT Alyan  Cheng Tian Zhou
Question (Richards & ICC (2011)  (2007) (2013) (2011)

Rogers, 2001; (Byramet al.,

Rogers, 2006; 2002 & Byram,

Hedge, 2000 & 1997, 2009)

Hadley, 2001)

Nos.

Section 1
Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4
Section 2
Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q5

Q6

Q7
Section 3
Q1

Q2
Section 4
Q1 v v v
Section 5

Q1 v v

ANANENENENENEN
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<\
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Appendix B

Thai EFL Teacher Perception toward Intercultural Communicative
Competence Questionnaire

Dear Informant,

| am conducting a study to investigate Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions
toward intercultural communicative competence. This questionnaire has been
prepared to collect data from the teachers. It will take about 20 minutes to complete
this questionnaire. Your answers will be treated confidentially and will be used for
research purpose only. 1| would appreciate it if you answer each question frankly.
Thank you very much for your kind participation.

Ms. Kanchana Cheewasukthaworn
PhD. Student
National Institute of Development Administration (NIDA)

Section 1: Demographic Information
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you.

1.1 What is your age range?
0O 25-30 years old 0 31-35 years old O 36-40 years old
[0 41-45 years old [0 46-50 years old O Over 50 years old

1.2 What is your gender?
O Male O Female O Others

1.3 How long have you been teaching foundation English courses for English
Language Institute of this university?
O 0-5 years 0 6-10 years O 11-15 years
[0 16-20 years [0 21-25 years [0 More than 25 years

1.4 Please identify the foundation English course(s) that you have taught so far.
O ENL 111: Communicative English |
OO ENL 112: English Listening and Speaking
O ENL 113: English Reading and Writing
OO ENL 114: English for Study Skills
O ENL 121: Communicative English 11
OO ENL 122: Intermediate English Listening and Speaking
O ENL 123: Intermediate English Reading and Writing
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Section 2: Current Teaching Practice
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you
and write your own answers for any guestions where applicable.

2.1 Which of the following can be used to describe your current teaching practice?
(More than one answer is acceptable.)
[0 Teacher-centered
O Learner-centered
O Grammar-translation based
O Communication-based
O Lecture-based
O Task-based
[0 Others (Please specify):

2.2 What are your objectives for teaching English at this university? (More than one

answer is acceptable.)

O To develop students’ communicative skills in English

O To increase students’ interest in learning English

O To enable students to effectively use English for communicative purposes

[0 To enable students to effectively use English for academic purposes (e.g., note
taking, summarizing, paraphrasing)

O To promote learner autonomy

[0 To expose students to foreign cultures

O To assist students in developing a better understanding of their own identity
and culture

O To help students pass their exams and complete their bachelor degrees

[0 Others (Please specify):

2.3 Which of the following activities do you usually use in your teaching? (More than
one answer is acceptable.)
O Quiz (listening, speaking, reading, writing, vocabulary, grammar, etc.)
O Drill (listening, speaking, reading, writing, vocabulary, grammar, etc.)
O Information-gap activity
[ Jigsaw reading
O Pair work
O Group work
O Role play
O Whole class discussion
O Whole class chorus for pronunciation practice
[ Others (Please specify):
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2.4 What kind of learning materials do you use? (More than one answer is
acceptable.)
O Commercial textbooks
[ Publishers’ materials available online
O Authentic materials (e.g., reading passages from printed matters and the
Internet, films, songs, video clips, advertisements, comics)
O Others (Please specify):

2.5 Which of the following best describes your language of instruction when teaching
English? (Choose only one.)
O Thai only O English only
[ 80% Thai + 20% English 0O 80 % English + 20% Thai
0 50% Thai + 50% English
O Other languages (Please specify):

2.6 When assessing students’ performance, which of the following aspects do you
emphasize? (More than one answer is acceptable.)
O Grammatical correctness
O Comprehensibility (i.e., being communicable)
[0 Context relevance (e.g., language appropriateness to the context where it is used)
O Creative / interesting content
[0 Completeness of task/assignment
O Others (Please specify):

2.7 To what extent do you think that your teaching is successful in helping students to
effectively communicate in English?
O Very successful O Successful
O Somewhat successful O Not successful

Section 3: Perceptions toward and Experiences of Teaching Cultures in English
Course

Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you
and write your own answers for any questions where applicable.

3.1 What does “culture” mean to you? (More than one answer is acceptable.)

O A way of life e.g., greeting and eating

O Norms, values and identities commonly shared by a group of people

O Any behaviors or expressions that make one group of people/community
unique and different from other groups/communities (e.g., gait, hairstyle,
ornament and clothing)

O Anything that has been passed on from generations to generations

O Others (Please specify):
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3.2 Have you ever taught or mentioned any cultural topics (e.g., greeting, eating and
festivals of any countries or groups) in your English class?
O Not sure.

O Yes.

O No.

3.3 Do you enjoy teaching cultural topics of any countries or groups (e.g., handshake
of Westerners, “wai” of Thais and bowing of Japanese people) in your English

class?
O Yes.

O Neutral.

O No.

3.4 How often do you teach or discuss the following topics of any countries or groups

in your English teaching?

Topics Frequgncy
Always | Often | Sometimes | Rarely | Never
a. History and geography
b. Political conditions

Daily life and routines (e.g.,
job, food, drink, lifestyle)

Tradition, folklore, tourist
attraction, festival

Values, beliefs and social
etiquette

Entertainment industry (e.g.,
music, film, advertisement)

Differences between cultures

Educational systems

Religious beliefs and
practices

Technological development

Others (Please
specify):

3.5 How often do you use the following activities when teaching cultures of any

countries or groups in your English class?

Activities

Frequency

Always

Often

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

a.

| share with my students
what | heard, read, or
experienced about foreigners
or foreign cultures.

| provide additional
explanation of any cultural
topics found in learning
materials.
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Frequency

Activities Always | Often | Sometimes | Rarely | Never

c. | assign students to read a
passage or text about cultural
topics.

d. 1show students video clips,
films or songs of foreign
countries.

e. |divide students into pairs or
small groups to discuss or
debate over any cultural
topics found in learning
materials.

f. 1 ask students to compare
cultural issues between Thai
and English cultures.

g. | point out linguistic
differences between Thai and
English languages.

h. 1 assign students to do oral
presentation on dos’ and
don’ts of the country they
plan to visit or have visited.

I. 1 assign students to do a role
play of
communication/interaction
between native English
speakers and Thais.

j. Others (Please
specify):

3.6 When teaching cultures, which of the following cultures do you emphasize?
(Choose only one)
O Only native English speakers’ cultures (e.g., British, American and Australian
cultures)
O Only native English speakers’ cultures and Thai cultures
O Native English speakers’, Thai and other cultures (e.g., Chinese, Indonesian,
Maasai or Hipster cultures)




260

3.7 In your opinion, what are the reasons for teaching cultures in an English course?
(More than one answer is acceptable.)
O Language and culture are interrelated.
O Culture can provide context of language use.
O Teaching culture helps raise students’ cultural awareness.
[ Teaching culture helps increase students’ motivation to learn English.
O Teaching culture can aid students’ learning process.
[0 Teaching culture can aid students’ communication ability.
O Teaching culture can help students when they travel abroad.
[0 Teaching culture is needed as a result of globalization.
O Others (Please specify):

3.8 In your opinion, what are the reasons for NOT teaching culture in English course?

(More than one answer is acceptable.)

O Students’ lack of interest in cultural topics

O Insufficient curricular support for teaching cultural topics in classroom
O Voluminous curriculum content

O Time constraints

[0 Others (Please specify):

Section 4: Knowledge or Awareness of Intercultural Communicative
Competence
Directions:  Check [ ¢7] in the box of choice that is most appropriate for you and
write your own answers for any guestions where applicable.

4.1 Have you ever heard about “intercultural communicative competence”?
O Yes. O Not sure. O No.

4.2 In your opinion, what is “intercultural communicative competence”? (Please
answer this question. Don’t skip.)
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Section 5: Emphasis and Perceived Possibility of Intercultural Communicative
Competence Integration into English Language Teaching
Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you.

5.1 To what extent do you emphasize the following knowledge, abilities and attitudes
in your teaching?

Degree of Emphasis

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Great | Moderate | Little | None

a. Knowledge of students’ own cultural
and social practices (e.g., Thai ways of
greeting, eating, and interacting)

b. Knowledge of foreigners’ cultural and
social practices (e.g., ways of greeting ,
eating and interacting of Chinese and
British people)

c. Ability to understand foreigners’
worldviews, situations and feelings

d. Ability to adapt to new cultural
environments or different
communication styles

e. Ability to listen to and observe other
people (both Thais and foreigners)
during conversation and interaction

f. Ability to compare and contrast social
and cultural practices of Thai and
foreigners (e.g., Thai and British ways
of greeting)

g. Ability to realize the impacts of culture
and sociocultural context on people’s
interactions (e.g., knowing that
seniority affects interactions between
adults and children in Thailand)

h. Ability to critically evaluate the
perspectives, practices or products of
Thai and foreigners based on explicit
criteria (e.g., evaluating New Year’s
celebration of African, Thai and
American people by using the same
criteria)

I. Ability to suspend students’ own
beliefs or judgment of other people and
be open to other people’s (Thai and
foreigners) viewpoints
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Degree of Emphasis

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Great | Moderate | Little | None

J.  Being curious to understand and
respect foreign cultures

k. Others (Please specify):

5.2 To what extent do you think it is possible to integrate the following knowledge,
abilities and attitudes into your teaching?

Degree of Possibility

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Very Moderately | Slightly

possible | Possible | possible Impossible

a. Knowledge of students’ own cultural
and social practices (e.g., Thai ways
of greeting, eating, and interacting)

b. Knowledge of foreigners’ cultural and
social practices (e.g., ways of greeting
, eating and interacting of Chinese and
British people)

C. Ability to understand foreigners’
worldviews, situations and feelings

d. Ability to adapt to new cultural
environments or different
communication styles

e. Ability to listen to and observe other
people (both Thais and foreigners)
during conversation and interaction

f.  Ability to compare and contrast social
and cultural practices of Thai and
foreigners (e.g., Thai and British ways
of greeting)

g. Ability to realize the impacts of
culture and sociocultural context on
people’s interactions (e.g., knowing
that seniority affects interactions
between adults and children in
Thailand)

h. Ability to critically evaluate the
perspectives, practices or products of
Thai and foreigners based on explicit
criteria (e.g., evaluating New Year’s
celebration of African, Thai and
American people by using the same
criteria)
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Degree of Possibility

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes

Very
possible

Moderately | Slightly
Possible possible

Impossible

I. Ability to suspend students’ own
beliefs or judgment of other people
and be open to other people’s (Thai
and foreigners) viewpoints

J.  Being curious to understand and
respect foreign cultures

k. Others (Please
specify):

Section 6: Perceptions of the Extent to Which Intercultural Communicative
Competence Contributes to Learners’ English Communicative

Competence

Directions:  Check [ #7] in the boxes of choices that are most appropriate for you.

6.1 To what extent do you think that the following knowledge, abilities and attitudes
can help students to communicate effectively in English?

Degree of Helpfulness

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes

Very
helpful

Somewhat

Helpful helpful

Not helpful

a. Knowledge of students’ own cultural
and social practices (e.g., Thai ways
of greeting, eating, and interacting)

b. Knowledge of foreigners’ cultural
and social practices (e.g., ways of
greeting , eating and interacting of
Chinese and British people)

C. Ability to understand foreigners’
worldviews, situations and feelings

d. Ability to adapt to new cultural
environments or different
communication styles

e. Ability to listen to and observe other
people (both Thais and foreigners)
during conversation and interaction

f. Ability to compare and contrast
social and cultural practices of Thai
and foreigners (e.g., Thai and British
ways of greeting)
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Degree of Helpfulness

Knowledge, Abilities and Attitudes Very Somewhat

helpful Helpful helpful Not helpful

g. Ability to realize the impacts of
culture and sociocultural context on
people’s interactions (e.g., knowing
that seniority affects interactions
between adults and children in
Thailand)

h. Ability to critically evaluate the
perspectives, practices or products of
Thai and foreigners based on explicit
criteria (e.g., evaluating New Year’s
celebration of African, Thai and
American people by using the same
criteria)

i. Ability to suspend students’ own
beliefs or judgment of other people
and be open to other people’s (Thai
and foreigners) viewpoints

j. Being curious to understand and
respect foreign cultures

Thank you very much for your kind participation in completing this questionnaire.
Please return the completed questionnaire to the researcher by Tuesday 1% March
2016. To obtain further details concerning your answers in this questionnaire, you are
cordially invited to participate in a follow-up interview. If you can spare some time
for this follow-up interview, please leave your contact details below. | will contact
you to arrange a time that is most convenient for you for the interview.

Name:
Phone:
E-mail:

© Thank you very much for your kind participation ©
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Conceptual Frameworks Underpinning Teacher Perception Questionnaire

Underpinning Conceptual Sources of Adaptation
] Frameworks
Sections CLT Alyan Cheng Tian Zhou
and (Richards & ICC (2011)  (2007) (2013)  (2011)
Question Rogers, 2001; (Byramet al.,
Nos. Rogers, 2006; 2002 & Byram,
Hedge, 2000 & 1997, 2009)
Hadley, 2001)

Section 1
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Section 2
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Section 3
Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Q8
Section 4
Q1
Q2
Section 5
Q1
Q2
Section 6
Q1 v v

SASENENENENEN
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Appendix C

Learner Interview Protocol

Perceptions toward “Culture”

1.
2.

What is culture in your opinion?

Please give examples of culture-related content that you have studied, heard,
presented or read in your English class.

From your learning experience, to what extent (how many percentages) has
cultural content been covered in English courses here?

What do you think if cultural content is increased in English courses here?
What do you think about the saying that “When studying any foreign language,
learners should study the culture of that language as well”?

Which type of culture would you like to be included in English courses? Why?

Perceptions toward “Intercultural Communicative Competence”

1.

Have you ever heard of “intercultural communicative competence”?

2. Where did you hear this term?
3.
4

. All choices you see in questions 4.1 and 5.1 are actually ICC components which

What do you think it is?

foreign language scholars believe can help foreign language learners to better
learn and communicate in foreign language. As you are now English language
learners, what do think about this belief?

Question 4.1 in the questionnaire asked you to indicate the extent to which your
English language teachers have emphasized all these 10 ICC components. Most
respondents indicated that the teachers greatly emphasized students’ own cultural
and social practices. Can you give example of how the teachers emphasized this

point?
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General Perceptions toward English Language Learning

1. What do you think about the saying, “English language learners should be able to
use English in the same way as native English speakers?”

2. In your opinion, what is the most important factor that can help you to excel in or

have better English communication?
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Appendix D

Teacher Interview Protocol

Current Teaching Practices

1. What is your teaching approach/style?

2. Whatis CLT?

3. Do you think CLT is appropriate for English language teaching in Thailand? Why
or why not?

4. As an English teacher, what do you hope to see in your learners after they have
studied with you?

5. What kinds of learning material do you use to support your teaching?

6. How do you use these materials?

7. What are the topics, skills or language points that you use these materials to
support?

8. What language of instruction do you use when teaching? (i00% English or a

mixture between English and Thai?) Why do you teach through such medium of
instruction?

9. Which aspect do you emphasize when grading listening-speaking and reading-
writing tasks? (What are the criteria that you use when assessing learners’
speaking and writing tasks?)

10. To what extent do you think you can help your students to communicate in
English?

Perceptions toward Culture Teaching in English Courses

1. What is culture?

2. How often do you teach or talk about cultural topics during your teaching?

3. How do you feel when teaching or talking about cultural topics in your class?

4. Can you give examples of the cultural topics that you talked about in your class?
5. How do you teach or deal with cultural topics in your class?
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6. Do you have any difficulties when teaching cultural topics?

7. Which type of culture should be focused in English course? (NES, Thai, or any
cultures) Why?

8. Suppose that the Ministry of Education required university English teachers to

include more cultural content in English courses, what do you think about this?

Perceptions toward Intercultural Communicative Competence

1. Have you ever seen or heard of “intercultural communicative competence”
before? If so, where did you see or hear it?

2. In your opinion, ICC is similar to or different from communicative competence?

3. Isit the responsibility of English teachers to promote or help learners to acquire
ICC? Why do you think so?

4. What would you say if the Ministry of Education set ICC as one key objective for
teaching English at higher education?

5. What techniques or activities could we use to integrate ICC into English language
teaching?

6. What kind of support do you need to facilitate ICC integration into your teaching?

7. One finding from the questionnaires is that “an ability to critically evaluate the
perspectives, practices or products of ...” is the ICC component that most teachers
slightly emphasized and viewed it as least possible for integrating into their
English language teaching. What do you think about this finding?

8. Do you think these 10 ICC components can help students to better communicate in

English with foreigners?

General perceptions toward English language teaching at present

1. What do you think about the saying, “English language teachers should have
native-like English communication abilities?”

2. In your opinion, what is the most important factor that can help learners to excel

in or have better English communication?
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Appendix E

Learner Informed Consent Form for Participation in the Study of
Thai EFL Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions toward Intercultural
Communicative Competence: Its Roles and Possibilities for
Integration into Thai EFL Classrooms

My name is Kanchana Cheewasukthaworn, a doctoral student from the
Graduate School of Language and Communication, the National Institute of
Development Administration (NIDA). Presently, I am carrying out a study pertaining
to Thai EFL learners” and teachers’ perceptions toward the intercultural
communicative competence. It is anticipated that this study’s findings will be
beneficial to the development of English language teaching in Thailand.

By reading this consent form, you are cordially invited to participate in a
follow-up interview which will last approximately 15-20 minutes. The follow-up
interview aims to gain further information concerning your answers provided in the
Learner Perception Questionnaire that you have previously completed, including your
experiences of English language learning at this university and other related issues.

There are no known risks in this interview. The data collected in this
interview will be treated confidentially. All participants’ names will be made
pseudonymously and will not be disclosed. The data will be made available only to
the researcher. Also, the participants may withdraw at any time and may choose not
to answer any question that they feel uncomfortable in answering. There is no
compensation for participating in this interview.

Your kind participation in this interview is greatly appreciated. | would be
happy to answer any queries you may have about my study or the interview. Please
feel free to reach me at kanchana_bkk@yahoo.com or 081-451-9655.

Declaration of Consent

| have thoroughly read and been informed of the study concerning Thai EFL
learners’and teachers’ perceptions toward intercultural communicative competence.
By signing my name in this consent form, | agree to participate in the study’s follow-
up interview.

(Signed) Participant
( )
Date
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Appendix F

Teacher Informed Consent Form for Participation in the Study of
Thai EFL Learners’ and Teachers’ Perceptions toward Intercultural
Communicative Competence: Its Roles and Possibilities for
Integration into Thai EFL Classrooms

My name is Kanchana Cheewasukthaworn, a doctoral student from the
Graduate School of Language and Communication, the National Institute of
Development Administration (NIDA). Presently, I am carrying out a study pertaining
to Thai EFL learners’ and teachers’ perceptions toward the intercultural
communicative competence. It is anticipated that this study’s findings will be
beneficial to the development of English language teaching in Thailand.

By reading this consent form, you are cordially invited to participate in a
follow-up interview which will last approximately one hour. The follow-up interview
aims to gain further information concerning your answers provided in the Teacher
Perception Questionnaire that you have previously completed, including your
experiences of English language teaching in tertiary education and other related
issues.

There are no known risks in this interview. The data collected in this
interview will be treated confidentially. All participants' names will be made
pseudonymously and will not be disclosed. The data will be made available only to
the researcher. Also, the participants may withdraw at any time and may choose not
to answer any question that they feel uncomfortable in answering. There is no
compensation for participating in this interview.

Your kind participation in this interview is greatly appreciated. | would be
happy to answer any queries you may have about my study or the interview. Please
feel free to reach me at kanchana_bkk@yahoo.com or 081-451-9655.

Declaration of Consent

| have thoroughly read and been informed of the study concerning Thai EFL
learners’and teachers’ perceptions toward intercultural communicative competence.
By signing my name in this consent form, | agree to participate in the study’s follow-
up interview.

(Signed) Participant
( )
Date
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Appendix G

Item-Objective Congruency (I0C) of Learner Perception
Questionnaire

Specialist Scores
Item S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 Total 10C
1.1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
1.2 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
1.3 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
1.4 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
2.1 1 -1 1 1 1 3 0.6
2.2 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
2.3 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
2.4 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
2.5 1 0 1 1 1 4 0.8
2.6 1 0 1 1 1 4 0.8
2.7 1 0 1 1 1 4 0.8
3.1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
3.2 1 0 1 1 1 4 0.8
4.1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1
5.1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1




Appendix H

Item-Objective Congruency (I0C) of Teacher Perception
Questionnaire
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