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ABSTRACT 

The increasing contact among humans across the globe has shifted cultural, political, 

ecological, economic, and technological realities and boundaries that shape the shrinking 

world of the twenty-first century (Chen & Starosta, 2008; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009). 

With this increasing contact and shift, today’s world is becoming semiopragmatically and 

socio-semiopragmatically more heterogeneous (Zuengler & Cole, 2005). This heterogeneity 

creates “zones of contact” (Pratt, 1991) which engender “sites of struggle” (Norton, 2000) for 

people from different socio-semiotic backgrounds. In these zones and sites, people encounter 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral challenges when communicating social and cultural 

meanings through the semiotic resources available to them (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 

1988; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008; Waugh, 1981, 1984). The 

reasons for these challenges basically have their roots in the socioculturally contexted nature 

of those semiotic resources that have particular semiotic potentials or affordances within or 

across communities of practice (Gibson, 1979; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Liddicoat, 2009; van 

Leeuwen, 2004).  

Based on these underpinnings, the current study defines the concept of 

communication through the lens of social semiotics and ethnography of communication – the 

combination of which is referred to as semio-ethnography in this research. The 

conceptualization of communication through semio-ethnography leads to a reformulation of 

intercultural communicative competence (ICC) regarding the three different and yet 

intertwined aspects of ICC, as suggested by Chen and Starosta (1998, 2000, 2008): affective 

(intercultural sensitivity), cognitive (intercultural awareness), and behavioral (intercultural 

adroitness). With this reformulation, this study proposes an alternative framework of ICC 
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called the “Semio-Ethnographic Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence 

(SEMICC)”. In the light of this alternative model, this research examines the ICC of Turkish 

international graduate students in the United States of America through the triangulation of 

an intercultural sensitivity scale (ISS), an oral discourse completion test (DCT), and semi-

structured interviews. With this particular aim in mind, the obtained data are both 

quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed.  

The findings indicate that the semio-ethnographic approach to communication can 

serve effectively to understand how communication takes place on the affective, cognitive, 

and behavioral planes in a given socio-semiotic world. Within the realm of this approach to 

communication, the findings show that intercultural sensitivity constitutes an important 

aspect of ICC because L2 learners’ active desire and motivation to understand, respect, and 

acknowledge diversities or differences across socio-semiotic worlds can either promote or 

hinder the development of their ICC. The qualitative and quantitative results reveal that 

intercultural awareness establishes the ground for L2 learners’ awareness of their own and 

others’ socio-semiotic worlds because they need to detect the diversities among these socio-

semiotic worlds and the sources of challenges to effective and appropriate navigation in the 

target socio-semiotic context. The findings also show that intercultural adroitness has equal 

importance in the crux of ICC because L2 learners need to use the semiotic resources (e.g., 

language, kinesics, proxemics, chronemics, and the like) available in in the target socio-

semiotic world effectively and appropriately in order to communicate social and cultural 

meanings. Given these findings, this dissertation aims to enrich the ICC literature by offering 

various theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical implications and directions for future 

research and applications.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION  

The concept of communication has formed the crux of both theoretical and empirical 

research in various fields, including applied linguistics, linguistic anthropology, cultural 

anthropology, sociology, (socio)linguistics, cultural psychology, and the like (Agar, 1994; 

Bourdieu, 1977; Chomsky, 1965; Halliday, 1978; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Labov, 1972; 

Lave & Wenger, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978). In this line of research, the strong and intricate 

relationship between communicative resources (e.g., language) and the contexts in which 

they are used for communicative goals have become more salient and well-established in 

recent years (Gilmore, 1985; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2013; Kramsch & 

Whiteside, 2008; Pennycook, 1985; van Leeuwen, 2004; Waugh, 1981, 1984). This 

intertwined connection has been investigated particularly in first language (L1) and 

second/foreign language (L2) acquisition or socialization research, in which language has 

been viewed as the most important vehicle for communicating meanings and maintaining 

relationships (Baquedano-Lopez, 2002; Bennett, 1986, 2004; Byram, 1997, 2009; Celce-

Murica, 2008; Duff, 2007, 2010, 2012; Duff & Tamly, 2011; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986).     

Regarding the centrality of language in the research on communication, a number of 

scholars and researchers have also drawn attention to the role of other means and vehicles 

used for conveying social and cultural meanings in a given community of practice (e.g., Hall, 

1966; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Mehawesh, 2014; Parrett, 1983; Pennycook, 1985; van 

Leeuwen, 2004). Van Leeuwen (2004) coined the term semiotic resources to address all 

these means and vehicles that humans employ to engage in communicative acts. Following 

the same path as laid out by van Leeuwen, I use the concept of semiotic resources as an 
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umbrella term in order to encompass all the social and cultural codes or symbolic systems 

that humans use to interact with each other. Similarly, considering communication as a 

socioculturally contexted practice both shaping and shaped by the structures and forces of the 

society or social institutions within which humans live and operate, scholars and researchers 

have called for more comprehensive and interdisciplinary approaches to investigate the 

phenomenon of communication within one’s own and also in others’ contexts (e.g., L1 

context and L2 context) (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 2000, 2008; Fantini, 2009, 2012; Liddicoat, 

2009; Risager, 2012).  

As a response to these two fundamental observations, in this study I examine the 

phenomenon of communication from an interdisciplinary perspective by drawing on two 

different and yet interwoven approaches: social semiotic (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 

1988; van Leeuwen, 2004) and ethnography of communication (Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 

1974, 1986). Emphasizing that social semiotics is not a sole theory or discrete field, van 

Leeuwen (2004) notes that social semiotic requires the consideration of not only semiotic 

concepts and methods but also some other fields (e.g., social theory) to function as a method 

of inquiry. In this regard, it demands an interdisciplinary approach to scrutinize the 

phenomenon under investigation.   

Given the need for an interdisciplinary approach to applying social semiotics to 

phenomena, this study has its roots in the anthropological field of the ethnography of 

communication suggested by Hymes (1962, 1964, 1972, 1974). These two approaches or 

methods complement each other substantially in our understanding of how communication 

takes place in the wider context of the sociocultural expectations and practices of the 

interlocutors of the same or different communities of practice. In other words, these two 



 19 

approaches or methods can shed light on understanding how communication occurs not only 

within the same context but also across different contexts.  The combination of these two 

approaches, which I refer to as semio-ethnography, serves to discern (a) what semiotic 

resources and communicative acts are available to the members of different communities of 

practice, (b) what meanings they impose on these semiotic resources and communicative 

acts, (c) why and how these semiotic resources and communicative acts evolve over time, 

and (d) how the members of these socio-semiotic communities learn these semiotic resources 

and communicative acts. The responses to these questions through the semio-ethnographic 

method can aid in understanding the nature of communication and distinguishing 

communities of practice and socio-semiotic contexts from one another, among many other 

things.  

Building on the semio-ethnographic view of communication, this research mainly 

focuses on the cross/inter-contextual phenomenon of communication and seeks to identify 

the competences that L2 speakers need for effective and appropriate communication in a 

given socio-semiotic world1. With this overall aim in mind, this study draws on the body of 

literature related to intercultural communicative competence (ICC) to explore how L2 

speakers operate effectively and appropriately in a given socio-semiotic world. Within the 

body of ICC literature, scholars and researchers have proposed numerous frameworks or 

models to determine what competences L2 speakers need for effective and appropriate 

intercultural communication (e.g., Bennett, 1986, 2004; Byram, 1997, 2009; Celce-Murcia, 

                                                
1 World: In this study, this word is used interchangeably with the concept of “context”, in 

which the diversities within and across communities of practice are acknowledged and these 

communities are not homogenized. 
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2008) and also to ascertain what methods and instruments researchers and laymen alike 

should employ to gauge L2 speakers’ command or mastery of these competences (e.g., 

Snicrope, Norris, Watanabe, 2007; Fantini, 2009; Deardorf, 2011).  

Informed by these bodies of literature, this study is grounded the three-dimensional 

view of ICC borrowed from Chen and Starosta (1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008), in which 

intercultural communication is seen through the transformational process of the symmetrical 

interdependence of three aspects: affective (intercultural sensitivity), cognitive (intercultural 

awareness), and behavioral (intercultural adroitness). With these three intertwined aspects in 

mind, I propose an alternative conceptual framework for ICC, namely, the Semio-

Ethnographic Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence (SEMICC). In this model, 

I identify seven different and yet interdependent competences that L2 learners need for 

effective and appropriate operation in the target socio-semiotic world, namely discourse, 

semiopragmatic, socio-semiopragmatic, intercultural, interactional, strategic, and 

intercultural sensitivity competences.  

In the light of this alternative model, I employ a mixed-methods research design to 

examine the phenomenon of intercultural communication on the affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral planes. Since the existing ICC studies focus on one or two of these aspects and 

underestimate the others, this study aims to fill this gap in by drawing a holistic picture of the 

phenomenon of intercultural communication. Regarding this significant gap in the related 

literature, this research focuses specifically on the case of Turkish international graduate 

students who are studying in the United States of America (USA). This is because the case of 

Turkish international graduate students who study abroad represents, similarly, a large 

unexplored gap in this literature. Given these significant gaps in the related literature, within 
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the scope of this mixed-methods research design I use three different instruments to collect 

data on the three aspects of ICC mentioned above, including an intercultural sensitivity scale 

(ISS), an oral discourse completion test (DCT), and semi-structured interviews. Using these 

tools, I investigate Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural sensitivity to the US 

socio-semiotic world, intercultural awareness of communication in this world, and 

intercultural performance in using American English to make apologies, requests, and 

refusals.  

Through both quantitative and qualitative analysis and findings, this dissertation 

familiarizes the reader with how semio-ethnography can function as an effective approach or 

method to scrutinize the phenomenon of intercultural communication on the affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral axes. It also shows whether and to what extent SEMICC can serve 

as a conceptual framework to assess L2 learners’ ICC. Apart from these aims, this 

dissertation sheds seminal light on a highly-debated issue in the related literature, namely the 

causal effect of language proficiency and length of residence (LoR) on L2 learners’ overall 

ICC (e.g., Dewaele, 2008; DuFon, 2010; Kinginger, 2008; Kinginger & Blattner, 2008; 

Yates, 2010; Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1990; Olshtain & 

Cohen, 1983; Robinson, 1997; Schmidt, 1993). Finally, this dissertation seeks to enrich the 

scholarship related to ICC by yielding a number of theoretical, methodological, and 

pedagogical implications and directions for future applications and research.   

1. Background of the Study 

The increasing contact among people across the globe has shifted cultural, political, 

ecological, economic, and technological realities and boundaries that shape the shrinking 

world of the twenty-first century. Scholars and researchers have posited a number of factors 
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for this increasing contact and shift, including technology development, globalization of the 

economy (global marketing), widespread population migrations, the development of 

multiculturalism, the de-emphasis of the nation-state identification, political situations, and 

opportunities for education and employment overseas (Chen & Starosta, 2008; Spitzberg & 

Changnon, 2009). The combination of all these factors has transformed the world into a 

global village (Chen & Starosta, 2008), which is characterized as more heterogeneous 

(Zuengler & Cole, 2005). This heterogeneity creates “zones of contact” (Pratt, 1991) which 

engender “sites of struggle” (Norton, 2000) for people from different sociocultural 

backgrounds. 

 In these zones of contact and sites of struggle, humans encounter affective, cognitive, 

and behavioral challenges or difficulties when communicating social and cultural meanings 

through the resources available to them, such as language (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 

1988; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008; Waugh, 1981, 1984). The 

reasons for these challenges are basically attributed to the socioculturally contexted nature of 

these resources that have particular semiotic meanings within or across communities of 

practice (Gibson, 1979; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Liddicoat, 2009; van Leeuwen, 2004). With 

this overall basis in mind, the acquisition of some competences become indispensable for 

humans to be able to navigate and operate effectively and appropriately in  a given socio-

semiotic world (Apltekin, 2002; Bennett, 1986, 2004; Byram, 1997, 2009, 2012; Deardorf, 

2004, 2006, 2009; Fantini, 2009, 2012; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 

2013; Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008; Liddicoat, 2009; Risager, 2012; Sinicrope, Norris, & 

Watanabe, 2007; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009; Thanasoulas, 2001).   
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Taking these observations as my point of departure and also considering my identity 

as an international graduate student in the USA, I decided to conduct research on the 

intercultural communicative abilities and skills of Turkish international graduate students 

who were studying in the USA. Initiated as an exploratory qualitative research, this study 

focused only on the speech acts of apologies, requests, and refusals through the use of an oral 

DCT which included fifteen scenarios (five per speech act) adapted from three different 

studies in the related literature (Afghari, 2007; Al-Issa, 2003; Rose, 1992). After the 

completion of the DCT, I also carried out semi-structured interviews with the participants 

(N=5) in order to scrutinize their experiences during the completion of the oral DCT, their 

previous experience of pragmatic failures, and their thoughts about the differences between 

Turkish and US cultures.  

Based on Hymes’ (1962, 1972, 1974) model of communicative competence, this 

preliminary or pilot study focused mainly on the participants’ pragmatic competence by 

drawing on the theoretical work of Leech (1983) and Thomas (1983). Within the scope of 

pragmatic competence, I also referred to the distinction between pragmalinguistic 

competence (“the knowledge of forms and strategies to convey particular illocutions”) and 

sociopragmatic competence (“the knowledge of the use of these forms and strategies in an 

appropriate context”) (Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012, p. 80). In order to assess the 

participants’ pragmatic competence (which referred to their overall ICC in that pilot study), I 

recruited two independent raters (one male and one female) who were doctoral students in 

the Second Language Acquisition and Teaching (SLAT) Program at the University of 

Arizona. The raters evaluated the participants’ pragmatic performance on the 
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pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic axes by using a three-point Likert scale. I employed 

both qualitative and quantitative methods to analyze the data obtained.  

The methodology, findings and discussion stages of this pilot study led to several 

alterations in the design of the research for this dissertation. First and foremost, the findings 

of the interview data indicated that the participants considered the focus only on language as 

a restrictive view of communication because they drew attention to some other semiotic 

resources that humans use to convey social and cultural meanings (e.g., distance, and 

personal space). They also highlighted the importance of affectivity (e.g., motivation, 

enjoyment, tolerance, and so forth) in the development of ICC. They noted that positive or 

negative feelings have substantial impact on the growth of ICC. These prominent insights 

encouraged me to seek more comprehensive frameworks or models that could account for 

what I derived from the findings of this pilot study.  

With this need in mind, I developed a synthesis of several bodies of literature drawn 

from social semiotics (e.g., Halliday, 1978, Hodge & Kress, 1988; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 

2013; van Leeuwen, 2004), ethnography of communication (e.g., Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 

1974, 1986; Kiesling, 1012), and intercultural communicative competence (e.g., Bennett, 

1986, 2004; Byram, 1997, 2009; Celce-Murcia, 2008; Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 

2008; Fantini, 2006, 2009, 2012) in order to draw a more comprehensive and holistic picture 

of the concepts of communication, intercultural communication, and semiotic resources. The 

combination of these three major bodies of literature led me to understand that 

communication cannot be circumscribed only to speech and language. Therefore, I prefer to 

use the terms semiotic resources (van Leeuwen, 2004) and communicative act (Hymes, 1962, 

1964, 1972) instead of language and speech act respectively to establish an alternative 
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understanding of communication. Similarly, I replaced the concepts of pragmalinguistics and 

sociopragmatics (Leech, 1983; Thomas, 1983) with semiopragmatics and socio-

semiopragmatics respectively in order to extend the scope of communication to the 

consideration of other semiotic resources.   

Building on the above ground, I sought for more comprehensive frameworks or 

models that could account for L2 learners’ communicative needs. My inquiry into the 

literature on ICC showed that communication must be considered from different aspects 

(Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008), namely affective, cognitive, and behavioral. 

The affective aspect is concerned with L2 learners’ intercultural sensitivity to other socio-

semiotic worlds. The cognitive aspect is related to L2 learners’ awareness of their own and 

others’ socio-semiotic worlds. Finally, the behavioral aspect refers to intercultural adroitness 

or performance to execute communicative acts. Given these three interdependent aspects, I 

propose an alternative conceptual framework in order to investigate L2 leaners’ ICC, namely 

SEMICC (see the section above for the competences identified within this model). This 

semio-ethnographic model is considered as a more comprehensive and holistic framework 

when compared to those in the related literature because it encompasses affective, cognitive, 

and behavioral aspects of ICC.  

Apart from these theoretical underpinnings, the pilot study indicated the need for 

some methodological enhancements in order to obtain more reliable and valid data related to 

different aspects of ICC. One of the major enhancements was concerned with the 

triangulation of the data through the use of different data collection tools (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2011; Fantini, 2009; Deardorf, 2011; Jick, 1979; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 

2007; Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 2007). To meet this need, I use the ISS along with the 
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oral DCT and semi-structured interviews in the current study. Another enhancement was 

related to the scenarios included in the DCT, that is, the participants mentioned the need for 

the use of scenarios that would be compatible with their experiences in the United States. 

With this particular need in mind, I use both etic/outsider and emic/inner perspectives to 

develop the DCT in this study – namely, by adapting some scenarios from several studies in 

the related literature and by using some self/researcher-created scenarios. The combination of 

both types of scenarios along with the consideration of some socio-semiopragmatic variables 

(e.g., social power, social distance, and gender) contribute to the effectiveness of the oral 

DCT in this research.  

The final enhancement was related to the assessment of the participants’ responses to 

the DCT scenarios. In the pilot study, the raters graded the pragmalinguistic and 

sociopragmatic competence of the participants on a three-point scale, which limited the raters 

in terms of making effective and reliable assessments. Therefore, I employ a five-point Likert 

scale in this study in order to enhance the reliability and validity of the assessment by the 

raters. Likewise, I increased the number of raters to four in order to better account for the 

“diverse diversities” (Dervin, 2012, 2016)  that exist in a given socio-semiotic world (Dervin, 

2012, 2016). In this regard, this study differs from those in the related literature by 

employing Terase Amabile’s (1982) consensual assessment technique to gauge L2 learners’ 

ICC in the target socio-semiotic world.  

2. Statement of the Problem 

Based on an ethnographic approach to communication, Hymes’ (1962, 1964, 1972) 

critique of Chomsky’s (1957, 1965) transformational generative grammar and dichotomy of 

linguistic competence and linguistic performance led to the surge referred to as the 
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sociocultural turn in the conceptualization of communication. Within the scope of this surge, 

Hymes (1972) suggested the model of communicative competence in order to account for 

speakers’ communicative needs and goals in a given community of practice which has 

distinct social and cultural norms and conventions that govern the act of communication 

among its members. In the light of the Hymesian premises, scholars and researchers in the 

field of applied linguistics developed different models of communicative competence (e.g., 

Canale & Swain, 1980; Canale, 1983; Bachman, 1990; Celce-Murcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell, 

1995; Celce-Murcia, 2008). In these models, they identified several competences that L2 

speakers need for effective and appropriate navigation in the target socio-semiotic world, 

including but not limited to linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse, strategic competences, and 

so forth.  

Despite the abundance of communicative competence frameworks in the applied 

linguistic literature, scholars and researchers question their validity as a socioculturally 

responsive pedagogy to examine and meet L2 learners’ communicative needs and goals. This 

is because these models center on the idealized native speaker-listener norms and 

conventions and underestimate the diverse diversities within and across communities of 

practice (Alptekin, 2002; Dervin, 2012, 2016; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009; Thanasoulas, 

2001). Moreover, these models restrict communication only to language and overlook the 

role of many other semiotic resources used in communicative exchanges, including but not 

limited to physical contact (haptics), space (proxemics), gestures and movements (kinesics), 

eye contact (oculesics), smell (olfactics), time (chronemics), and silence (Gilmore, 1985; 

Hodge & Kress, 1988; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2013; Pennycook, 1985; van Leeuwen, 2004; 
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Waugh, 1981, 1984). Therefore, they fail to serve as effective and efficient frameworks for 

examining the phenomenon of intercultural communication.  

Apart from these important issues, these models do not provide a holistic view of ICC 

on the basis of affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects as laid out by Chen and Starosta 

(1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008). This is because they concentrate on one or two of these aspects 

and underestimate the other(s), as in Bennett’s (1986, 2004) developmental model of 

intercultural sensitivity and Celce-Murcia’s (2008) revised model of communicative 

competence. Bennett’s model focuses mainly on the affective aspect and overlooks the 

cognitive and behavioral aspects despite the claim that it encompasses all three aspects (Chen 

and Starosta, 1998, 2000, 2008; Snicrope, Norris, Watanabe, 2007). As for Celce-Murcia’s 

model, it centers on cognitive and behavioral aspects but overlooks the affective aspect, 

which can have significant impact on L2 learners’ ICC.  

Another issue concerned with the existing ICC models is related to their culture-

general or culture-specific orientations – despite the majority being culture-general. The need 

to balance between these two orientations still requires further research in order to 

reconceptualize ICC by embedding more themes into its crux (Chen & Starosta, 2008). In 

this regard, scholars and researchers have drawn attention to both macro- and micro-

ethnographic approaches to scrutinizing the rule-governed underpinnings of social and 

cultural behaviors (Heath, 1982; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Kiesling, 2012). These concerns 

indicate the need for the investigation of ICC across different communities of practice 

through both culture-general and culture-specific models as well as macro- and micro-

ethnographic approaches.  
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In line with the exigencies described above, it is also important to emphasize the need 

for more valid and reliable measurements of ICC. For instance, although there are numerous 

studies that investigate L2 learners’ pragmatic competence of communicative acts (e.g., 

apologies, requests, refusals, complaints, and the like), they predominantly employ only one 

instrument to collect data, namely the DCT (e.g., Afghari, 2007; Byon, 2004; Chang, 2011; 

Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Nureddeen, 2008; Rose, 

1992; Tabar, 2012; Wannaruk, 20008). Therefore, they fail to provide a holistic view of 

intercultural communication in a given socio-semiotic world. This particular issue reveals the 

requirement for the use of different and various tools to collect data on ICC.  

3. Purpose of the Study 

The issues or concerns raised in the previous section indicate the need for more 

detailed, comprehensive, and holistic approaches and methodologies to conceptualize and 

examine ICC across different socio-semiotic worlds or communities of practice. In this 

regard, this study aims to examine the phenomenon of ICC by employing the semio-

ethnographic approach based on the synthesis of bodies of literature drawing from social 

semiotics (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2013; van Leeuwen, 

2004) and ethnography of communication (Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 1974, 1986). Using 

this approach, this research attempts to shed light on the socioculturally contexted nature of 

semiotic resources used for intercultural communication in a given socio-semiotic world. 

Apart form discerning the socioculturally contexted nature of semiotic resources, this study 

examines what semiotic resources other than language are used in intercultural 

communicative encounters.  
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Employing the semio-ethnographic approach, this research draws on the intercultural 

communication literature (e.g., Bennett, 1986, 2004; Byram, 1997, 2009; Celce-Murcia, 

2008) and proposes SEMICC as an alternative conceptual framework of ICC in order to 

address the affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects of ICC (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 

1998-9, 2000, 2008). In the light of this alternative model, this study aims to investigate the 

ICC of Turkish international graduate students who study in the United States, which 

represents a large unexplored gap in the ICC literature. Even though there are various studies 

that examine Turkish learners’ interactional competence (referred to as cross-cultural 

pragmatic competence in these studies) in different communicative acts such as apologies, 

requests, and refusals (Aydin 2013; Bayat, 2012; Bikmen & Marti, 2013; Istifci, 2009; 

Kilickaya, 2010; Tuncel, 2011), there is no study that focuses on international contexts in 

which Turkish L2 learners communicate with people from other socio-semiotic backgrounds. 

By filling this gap, this research scrutinizes ICC through its orientation on a non-western 

basis and thus contribute to the expansion of the scope of ICC.  

In order to assess the informants’ ICC, this research utilizes three different 

instruments, including the ISS, the DCT, and semi-structured interviews. Although each 

instrument addresses predominantly one aspect of ICC, they inform one another cross-

functionally. With this particular approach, this study aims to promote the triangulation of 

research methods used for scrutinizing ICC. The triangulation of these tools seeks to detect 

the interconnection among the three aspects of ICC. Moreover, by investigating the 

behavioral aspect of ICC through its focus on the communicative acts of apologies, requests, 

and refusals, this research attempts to draw attention to the abundance of communicative acts 

in a given community of practice and also to the need for micro-ethnography to examine L2 
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learners’ engagement in these communicative acts. Regarding the assessment of the 

participants’ performance on the DCT, the recruitment of four independent raters addresses 

the issue of diverse diversities within or across communities of practice. In addition to these 

points, the goal of this study is to cast light on the highly-debated issue related to the causal 

effect of language proficiency and LoR on L2 learners’ ICC.   

In sum, the current research aims to investigate the ICC of Turkish international 

graduate students in the United States by shedding light on their affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral abilities and skills to communicate with people from different socio-semiotic 

backgrounds. In this respect, this study focuses on Turkish international graduate students’ 

intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world, intercultural awareness of the US 

socio-semiotic world, and intercultural performance in using American English to make 

apologies, requests, and refusals. It also focuses on the causal effect of proficiency and length 

of residence on their intercultural sensitivity and overall competence to use American 

English. With these major objectives in mind, this study seeks answers to the following 

research questions:  

• Considering the affective aspect ICC,  

RQ1: What level of intercultural sensitivity do Turkish international graduate 

students in the United States have to the US socio-semiotic world? 

RQ2: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ 

intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and their proficiency in 

American English and length of residence in the US?  
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• Considering the behavioral aspect of ICC,  

RQ1: What overall intercultural performance do Turkish international graduate 

students have in using American English to make (a) apologies, (b) requests, and 

(c) refusals? 

RQ 2: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ 

overall intercultural performance in using American English and their proficiency 

in American English and length of residence in the US? 

RQ3: What level of semiopragmatic performance do Turkish international 

graduate students have in making (a) apologies, (b) requests, and (c) refusals? 

RQ4: What level of socio-semiopragmatic performance do Turkish international 

graduate students have in making (a) apologies, (b) requests, and (c) refusals? 

RQ5: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances? 

RQ6: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ 

intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and their overall 

intercultural performance in using American English? 

• Considering the cognitive aspect of ICC,  

RQ1: How do Turkish international graduate students define successful 

intercultural communication?   

RQ2: What diversities/differences have Turkish international graduate students 

observed between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds? 
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RQ3: What do Turkish international graduate students posit as the sources of the 

intercultural communicative challenges or breakdowns they encounter in the US 

socio-semiotic world?  

4. Organization of the Study 

I organize the present study into five chapters. In this chapter, Chapter 1, 

Introduction, I provide an overall description of the study and then establish the background 

of the research. After this overall background, I situate the problems and explain the purpose 

of the study. I discuss the theoretical underpinnings drawn on throughout the study and the 

purpose of this dissertation in this chapter. In Chapter 2, Conceptual Framework, I offer 

some overall definitions of the concept of communication and continue with the description 

of communication through the lens of social semiotics and ethnography of communication 

respectively. Then I introduce the model of communicative competence with particular focus 

on one of the models that inform the conceptual framework of the present study. Building on 

these overall underpinnings, I present some overall definitions of ICC and introduce two 

seminal ICC models that contribute to the formulation of the conceptual framework of this 

research. After these introductory bases, I provide a critique of the existing ICC models in 

order to lay the groundwork for the conceptual framework proposed and used in this study, 

namely SEMICC. I conclude the chapter with the formulation of the conceptual framework 

of this study.  

In Chapter 3, Methodology, I explain the methodology applied in the research. I 

begin with the explication of the research design followed by the researcher positioning and 

the research site. Then I introduce the participants of the study by distinguishing between the 

study informants and the raters. Afterwards, I describe the instruments used for data 
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collection, including the ISS, the DCT, and semi-structured interviews and then I elucidate 

the data collection procedure and the basis of the data analysis.  

In Chapter 4, Findings, I present both the quantitative and qualitative findings of the 

research in three sections. In Section 1, I provide the results related to the affective aspect of 

ICC, in which I focus on the informants’ overall intercultural sensitivity to US socio-semiotic 

world and the factor analysis for the ISS. In Section 2, I move on to the behavioral aspect of 

ICC and present the related findings in three parts. In the first part, I concentrate on the 

informants’ overall intercultural performance across the three communicative acts, the 

comparison of overall intercultural performance across the three communicative acts, and the 

regression analysis for overall intercultural performance in American English. In the second 

part, I present the informants’ semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances. I 

elaborate their overall semiopragmatic performance by focusing on the three communicative 

acts and by comparing these acts with each other. Then I provide the results related to their 

overall socio-semiopragmatic performance by focusing on the three communicative acts and 

by comparing these acts with one another. I also compare their semiopragmatic performance 

with their socio-semiopragmatic performance across the three communicative acts, along 

with a regression analysis to determine the relationship between these two types of 

performances. In the final part, I present the findings concerned with the relationship 

between the affective and behavioral aspects of ICC. In Section 3, I provide the findings 

related to the cognitive aspect of ICC, in which I focus on the definition of successful 

intercultural communication, the diversities between Turkish and US socio-semiotic worlds, 

and the sources of intercultural communicative challenges or breakdowns that the informants 

have encountered in the US context.  
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In Chapter 5, Discussion and Conclusion, I discuss the findings of the study by 

following a pattern similar to that in Chapter 4. I organize the chapter into three major 

sections. In Section 1, I present a discussion of the findings in four parts. In the first part, I 

discuss ICC through the affective lens by focusing on the informants’ overall intercultural 

sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and by explicating the causal effect of language 

proficiency and LoR on their intercultural sensitivity. In the second part, I discuss ICC 

through the behavioral lens by concentrating on (a) the informants’ overall intercultural 

performance in making apologies, requests, and refusals, (b) their semiopragmatic 

performance, (c) their socio-semiopragmatic performance, (d) the relationship between the 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances, and (e) the impact of proficiency 

and LoR on their overall intercultural performance. In the third part, I discuss ICC through 

the cognitive lens. In the final part, I discuss the intersection of the affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral aspects of ICC in order to show how these aspects complement one another. In 

Section 2, I present the implications and future directions of the research by classifying them 

into theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical aspects. In Section 3, I conclude the 

chapter by providing some closing remarks. 
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CHAPTER 2 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

In this chapter, I will introduce the conceptual framework of the present study by 

proposing a new model of intercultural communicative competence through the synthesis of 

several bodies of literature drawn from several interrelated research areas, including social 

semiotics, ethnography of communication, and intercultural communicative competence. I 

will divide the chapter into three sections to enable a smooth flow toward the proposed 

model and the research questions under investigation. In the first section, I will define the 

concept of communication from the perspectives of social semiotics and ethnography of 

communication. Then I will explain the model of communicative competence with particular 

emphasis on one of the models that informs the conceptual framework of the current research 

– namely Celce-Murcia’s (2008) revised model of communicative competence. In the second 

section, I will describe the concept of intercultural communicative competence (ICC) and 

present two models of ICC that contribute to the proposed framework in this study – 

Bennett’s (1986, 2004) developmental model of intercultural sensitivity and Byram ’s (1997, 

2009) intercultural communicative competence. After that, I will provide a critique of the 

existing ICC models and establish the groundwork for the proposed conceptual framework. 

In the final section, I will propose and introduce a new ICC model as the conceptual 

framework for the current research, to which I refer to as the Semio-Ethnographic Model of 

Intercultural Communicative Competence (SEMICC). Within the realm of the model, I will 

present the competences that second/foreign language (L2) learners need for effective and 

appropriate navigation in a given community of practice, and also explain the underpinnings 

of the model. I will conclude this section by briefly explaining the purpose of the study.  
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1. Definition of Communication 

The concept of “communication” has always been a central theoretical and empirical 

research area in various fields, including semiotics, linguistic and cultural anthropology, 

cultural psychology, sociology, (socio)linguistics, applied linguistics, among others (e.g., 

Bourdieu, 1977; Hymes, 1962; Gumperz & Hymes, 1964; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Labov, 

1972; Ochs, 2002; Ochs & Schieffelin, 2012; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; van Leuwen, 2005; 

Vygotsky, 1978). With this central role of communication in mind, scholars and researchers 

have suggested numerous definitions to develop an overall understanding of the concept and 

determine its underpinnings for further research (e.g., Dimbleby & Burton, 1985; Hymes, 

1962; Gumperz & Hymes, 1964, 2001; Luhnmann, 1992, 1995; Kiesling, 2012). Some of 

these definitions will be discussed below:  

Approaching communication from the perspective of sociology, Luhmann (1992) 

makes a distinction between psychology and sociology to define the term effectively. He 

asserts that while psychology functions on the basis of consciousness, sociology operates on 

basis of communication. With this distinction in mind, he defines communication as “an 

emergent reality, a state of affairs sui generis [unique]” (p. 252). He further maintains that 

communication stems from the synthesis of different selections – (a) selection of 

information, (b) selection of the utterance of this information, and (c) a selection of 

understanding or misunderstanding of this utterance and its information (italics in original). 

These three components do not exist in isolation but rather in conjunction with each other.  

Taking the term from the perspective of semiotics, Danesi (2004) describes 

communication as “the exchange of information … [which] can be defined simply as data 

that can be received by humans or machines … [such as] affective exchanges [between] 
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household cat and a human” (p. 276-277). In this simple and yet profound definition, he 

draws attention to the difference between representation and communication. While the 

former is related to “the depiction of something (Y) in some specific way (X) to create a 

message (X = Y)”, the latter is concerned with “the delivery, broadcasting, or transmission of 

the message (X = Y) in some way – through the air, by means of touch, visually, and so on 

and so forth” (p. 276, italics in original). Given this difference, he distinguishes between 

human communication and animal communication by focusing on the modes and mediums 

employed in these two types of communication. He points out that human communication 

can engage more than one mode and medium. Therefore, while the former is multimodal and 

multimedial, the latter is unimodal and unimedial. To further explain this distinction, he 

posits five different sensory modes that humans use to communicate – including auditory-

vocal (e.g., in speech), visual (e.g., in writing), tactile (e.g., in handshaking), olfactory (e.g., 

in perfumes), and gustatory (e.g., in artificial food tastes). Humans possess the ability to use 

all these sensory modes to communicate in part, in tandem, or in exclusivity, and therefore 

human communication differs from animal communication.  

Given this multiplicity of approaches to communication, it is obvious that 

communication can be defined in numerous ways. Of these approaches and definitions, 

Danesi’s semiotic description of communication is of seminal importance. His emphasis on 

the distinction between representation and communication clearly shows that communication 

involves the representation of messages through multi modes (e.g., auditory, visual, tactile, 

olfactory, and gustatory) and multi media (e.g., natural media such as the voice, the face, and 

the body; artificial media such as books, paintings, and sculptures; and mechanical media 

such as telephones, radios, television sets, and computers). Considering these modes and 
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media, a semiotic approach can draw a better picture of the concept of communication. 

However, since the construction and use of these modes and media differ and vary across 

communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991), a social semiotic approach (Halliday, 

1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; van Leeuwen, 2005), rather than a structural/Saussurean one 

(Parret, 1983), can yield a more comprehensive description of communication. Therefore, I 

will explicate communication from the perspective of social semiotics in the next part.    

1.1. Communication from a Social Semiotic Perspective   

Semiotics, led by the work of Ferdinand de Saussure, emerged as a conceptual 

apparatus or framework for examining how meaning is encoded and decoded in 

communication.  Given this overall understanding, Parrett (1983) notes that Saussurean 

semiotics formed the basis for the structural view of communication (e.g., structural 

linguistics). Saussure (1974, I. 48) described semiotics as “the science of the life of signs in 

society” (as cited in Hodge & Kress, 1988, p. 1), which has its roots in psychology and 

sociology (Parret, 1983). Based on this overall definition, Saussure identified several 

successive dichotomies and excluded one half of each dichotomy in his elucidation of 

semiotics (see Figure 1). He made the first distinction between semiotic systems and 

extrasemiotic phenomena (e.g., culture, society, politics, geography, and so on) and discarded 

extrasemiotic phenomena as the object of study in this dichotomy. His second dichotomy 

included a classification between language (langage) and other semiotic systems, in which he 

eliminated other semiotic systems. He proceeded to distinguish between langue (“the abstract 

systems of rules underlying speech”) and parole (“an intrinsically unordered morass, an 

infinite and arbitrary combination of the elements of langue by individual speakers”) (Hodge 
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& Kress, 1988, p. 16). In this dichotomy, he considered parole as chaotic and therefore 

excluded it from the crux of theoretical and empirical research.  

 

Figure 1. Saussurean Dichotomies (reprinted from Hodge & Kress, 1988, p. 17) 

As for langue, he made a further distinction between between synchronic (the 

investigation of the language system in a particular state at a given point in time) and 

diachronic (the study of changes in the language system over time) aspects. Considering 

diachronic aspect as unsystematic and irrational, he emphasized the synchronic aspect as the 

primary object of research. He then described synchronic language phenomena on two planes 

(as renamed later by Hjelmslev, 1953): paradigmatic (oppositions which enable the 

production of different and alternative terms, such as this-or-this-or-this)) and syntagmatic 

(relations between terms which combine to form sequences, such as this-and-this-and-this) 

(Chandler, 2006, p. 84). Focusing on the paradigmatic axis, he identified two constituents of 

signs – namely, value and reference. In this dichotomy, he prioritized value over reference. 

He further maintained that each sign has two forms, including a signifier (the carrier of 
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meaning) and and a signified (the idea or meaning expressed or communicated by the 

signifier). He gave priority to signifier as the object of study.   

The Saussurean view, as explained above, draw a partial picture of the role of 

semiotics in communication. The reasons posited for the limited scope of this view include 

(Danesi, 2004; Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; van Leewuen, 2005): (a) the 

covert/overt confinement of sign to language (particularly, verbal language) and exclusion of 

other semiotic means, (b) the focus on the definition of sign rather than its use in the context 

of specific social situations and practices, (c) the construction of isolated accounts of the 

various semiotic modes rather than the comparison and contrast of these modes to detect the 

commonalities and differences among them, (d) the description of semiotic modes as if 

having intrinsic characteristics and inherent systematicities or laws rather than the focus on 

the regulation of the use of semiotic resources in the context of specific social practices and 

institutions and in different ways and to different degrees, (e) the sole focus on semiotics as a 

science of signs rather than its added role as a practice oriented to the observation, analysis, 

richness, and complexity of semiotic production and interpretation, and to the discovery of 

new semiotic resources and new ways to these resources.  

Given these limitations and the alternatives to overcome them, scholars and 

researchers have suggested a new approach to semiotics and thus a new semiotic perspective 

on communication (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; van Leewuen, 2005): semiotics 

through the lens of social theory or social semiotics. Based on this new approach, Hodge and 

Kress (1988) asserted that Saussurean dichotomies and the elimination of one half of each 

dichotomy resulted in a set of absolute boundaries which restrict the scope of semiotics. They 

attributed this restriction to the “abstract objectivism” of Saussurean tradition as labelled by 
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Volosinov (1929, as cited in Hodge & Kress, 1988, p. 18). They explained that since 

Saussure primarily focused on the system of language and considered it as the essence of 

linguistic phenomena, the communicative act (the utterance) was not seen as a social 

phenomenon but was rather rejected as something individual. They, therefore, maintained 

that what Saussure discarded into his “rubbish bin” must be reexamined and considered as 

part of a thorough scheme in order not to divorce sign from its organized social intercourse.  

In this line of reasoning, van Leewuen (2005) suggested two major principles for social 

semiotics:  

• Social semiotics is not a sole theory or discrete field. It comes into existence when 

employed in specific instances and problems. It always entails engaging oneself 

not only in semiotic concepts and methods but also in some other fields. In other 

words, it can only come into its own when it entirely engages with social theory. 

Therefore, social semiotics requires an interdisciplinary approach to phenomena.   

• Social semiotics is a method of inquiry and has no ready-made answers. It 

proposes ideas to develop questions and schemes for investigation. Thus, an 

interdisciplinary approach can yield better results when applying social semiotics 

to phenomena.  

Given the above principles, van Leewuen (2005) notes that the term “resource” has 

been preferred to replace the concept of “sign” in social semiotics because it prevents the 

impression that what a sign represents or symbolizes is pre-given and unaffected by its use. 

He added that these semiotic resources incorporate: 

“signifier, observable actions, objects that have been drawn into the 

domain of social communication and that have a theoretical semiotic 
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potential constituted by all their past uses and all their potential uses and 

an actual semiotic potential constituted by those past uses that are known 

to and considered relevant by the users of the resource, and by such 

potential uses as might be uncovered by the users on the basis of their 

specific needs and interests”. (p. 4, italics in original)  

As can be understood from the quote above, semiotic resources have a semiotic 

potential constituted through their past, present and (possible) future uses in communication. 

These uses occur in a social context which has its own parameters that regulate how human 

beings can use particular semiotic resources depending on the freedom provided by the 

context at hand. In relation to the concept of semiotic potential, Gibson (1979) suggests the 

term “affordance” which is defined as the potential use(s) of a given object that has 

observable properties. However, different people might observe different affordances 

because their needs and interests vary according to the distinctive features of the situation at 

hand. In other words, since people’s perception is selective, they do not notice the 

affordances that objectively exist in the semiotic resource. Gibson, therefore, underlines that 

the meanings we encounter or discover in the world are both objective and subjective. 

Similarly, Halliday (1978) proposes the term “meaning potential” to explain that linguistic 

signifiers (e.g., word and sentences) possess a signifying potential but not certain meanings 

and therefore need be examined in their social context. To understand the difference between 

both terms, van Leewuen (2005) states, “… ‘meaning potential’ focuses on meanings that 

have already been introduced into the society, whether explicitly recognized or not, whereas 

‘affordance’ also brings in meanings that have not yet been recognized, that lie, as it were, 

latent in the object, waiting to be discovered” (p. 5).    
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With these underpinnings in mind, Waugh (1981, 1984) underscores that since 

humans live in a semiotic universe, everything functions as a semiotic resource or possesses 

the potential to function so. She adds that the world of human experience varies or differs in 

this semiotic universe, and therefore what is considered as semiotic in one language and 

culture - or languaculture as termed by Agar (1994) – may not be semiotic in another. In this 

respect, social semioticians (e.g., van Leewuen, 2005; Hodge & Kress, 1988) pinpoint that 

semiotic resources are not circumscribed merely to speech and writing because what humans 

beings do or make can be executed or performed in different ways and therefore create 

different social and cultural meanings. Therefore, Hodge and Kress (1988) point out that 

social semiotics should also include, but not be limited to, the investigation of such 

components as: (a) culture, society and politics as inherent to semiotics, (b) other semiotic 

systems apart from verbal language, (c) parole both in verbal language and in other 

resources, (d) diachrony, time, history, process and change, (e) the processes of signification, 

the transactions between signifying systems and structures of reference, (f) structures of the 

signified, and (g) the material nature of signs. 

Considering the above points made by social semioticians, van Leewuen (2005) 

focuses on the act or behavior of “walking” to exemplify the multitude of semiotic resources. 

He states that since walking differs across genders (e.g., men and women), cultures (e.g., 

English, Turkish, and Kurdish), and social institutions (e.g., the army, the church, and the 

fashion industry), humans transmit different social and cultural meanings through the act of 

walking - including how they identify themselves, what they they do, how they feel, how 

they associate themselves with others, and so on. Scholars and educators support this fact by 

emphasizing the importance of the semiotic potential of various semiotic resources used in 
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communication (e.g., Fantini, 2012; Gilmore, 1985; Pennycook, 1985; Mehawesh, 2014).  

For instance, Pennycook and Fantini draw attention to the crucial role of the aspect of voice 

modification (tone, stress, speed, volume, and affect), physical contact (haptics), space 

(proxemics), gestures and movements (kinesics), eye contact (oculesics), smell (olfactics), 

time (chronemics), interactional synchrony, and silence to communicate particular social and 

cultural meanings which differ across socio-semiotic contexts. Similarly, Gilmore (1985) 

focuses on the role of silence to transmit different social and cultural meanings in the 

classroom. She provides two different examples of interaction between a teacher and a 

student to show how silence could work together with other semiotic resources (e.g., bodily 

configuration and gestures) and convey appropriate or inappropriate meanings – that is, a 

public confession and apology, and defiance and public challenge to the teacher’s authority.   

The semiotic resources mentioned up to this point in this part focused on verbal (e.g., 

language – phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon) and non-verbal (e.g., kinesics, 

oculesics, proxemics, paraverbal features, haptics, and chronemics) codes or means used for 

communicating social and cultural meanings. In this study, I refer to these verbal and 

nonverbal codes or means as semiopragmatic resources and the ability to use these resources 

as semiopragmatic performance hereafter. However, social semioticians also acknowledge 

the fact that these semiopragmatic resources function in conjunction with several other social 

and cultural components or factors to communicate meanings (e.g., Halliday, 1978; Hodge & 

Kress, 1988; van Leewuen, 2005). Critiquing the structural semiotics of Saussure and 

confirming the notions of Volosinov, Hodge and Kress (1988) highlight the fact that 

semiopragmatic resources are formed and conditioned by both the sociocultural organization 

of communities and the immediate conditions of communicative exchanges. Therefore, the 
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concepts of “culture” or “culture as context” gain substantial importance in using semiotic 

resources to execute or perform particular semiotic/communicative acts (Danesi, 2004; 

Hodge & Kress, 1988; Parret, 1983; van Leewuen, 2005) in particular socio-semiotic worlds 

(Hallliday, 1978; Hymes, 1962, 1972; Gumperz & Hymes, 1964; Waugh, 1981, 1984).  

Based on these notions, the social and cultural components or factors creating/shaping 

or created/shaped by communities of practice represent an important area of exploration to 

understand how semiopragmatic resources function within or across different socio-semiotic 

contexts. In this study, I refer to these social and cultural components or factors as socio-

semiopragmatic resources (e.g., social power, social distance, gender, degree of imposition, 

social identity, and the like), and I refer to the ability to use these resources as socio-

semiopragmatic performance. Given this ground, an ethnographic perspective on 

communication gains considerable importance in order to be able to understand how humans 

use semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources to communicate social and cultural 

meanings, and to maintain or violate the communicative harmony within or across 

communities of practice. In the next part, I will explicate these socio-semiopragmatic 

resources from an ethnographic perspective.  

1.2. Communication from an Ethnographic Perspective  

In the semiotic literature, the tacit inclination to formulate a unidirectional 

relationship between ‘semiopragmatic resources’ and ‘the social and cultural meanings’ 

(which may, I think, function as socio-semiopragmatic resources) poses some challenges to 

understanding the interwoven connection between these two aspects. These challenges stem 

primarily from (a) the canonical focus on understanding the material (either concrete or 

abstract) aspect of signification, (b) the ignorance of the potentiality of the signified to 
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signify the signifier, and (c) the covert or implicit inquiry to scrutinize the origin of 

signification.  

To understand why these three reasons trigger a unidirectional rather than a 

bidirectional relationship between the signifier and signified, we need to reconsider how the 

prominent figures in the field of semiotics approach the phenomena. Saussure, despite 

proposing some particular terms to elucidate his notions (e.g., signifier and signified), took 

the issue of representation from the perspective of the signifier/object and therefore 

overlooked the potentiality of the signified/representamen to signify the signifier/object. 

Similarly, van Leewuen (2005) and Hodge and Kress (1988) focused on semiopragmatic 

(verbal and nonverbal) resources to explain how these resources communicate social and 

cultural meanings. They ignored the binary relationship between these resources and 

meanings, and thus the latent feature of the latter to stand for the former. The ignorance of 

this binary relationship basically stems from the tacit inquiry in which the origin of the 

signification is sought – that is, distinguishing between the signifier and the signified.  

The argument of which component came first or has been created to signify the other 

evokes the canonical question: Which came first, the chicken or the egg? From an 

Aristotelian perspective, both the chicken and egg have always existed; therefore, neither of 

them preceded the other. However, from a Hegelian and Marxian point of view, they exist in 

a dialectical relationship in which they both have the same potentiality of creating each other. 

Similarly, in today’s preeminently semiotic universe (Eco, 1976; Goodenough, 1957; 

Graeser, 1978; Jacobson, 1968; Peirce, 1949, as cited in Waugh, 1981), it is rather 

complicated to determine the onset of a signification process and thus the genuine signifier 

and signified.  
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To exemplify this phenomenon, consider the socio-semiopragmatic resource of social 

power and the semiopragmatic resource of pronominal second person reference in English, 

French, German, and Italian languacultures (Brown & Gilman, 1960).  In these 

languacultures, there are two different forms of pronominal second person reference: the T 

form (French and Italian ‘tu’, German ‘du’, and English ‘thou’) and the V form (French 

‘vous’, Italain ‘lei’ or ‘voi’, German ‘Sie’, English ‘you’). While the former denotes 

solidarity and inferiority, the latter denotes politeness, reverence, and superiority. Given this 

dichotomy, people of lower power are expected to use the V form to address people of higher 

power, and receive the T form in return. However, this distinction no longer exists in English 

languaculture because the T form has been replaced by the V form despite the maintenance 

of socio-semiopragmatic resource of social power. This particular example indicates that 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources have a dynamic nature, which results in 

their evolution or transformation over the course of time. Therefore, it is rather complicated 

to determine the onset of the signification process and label the signifier and signified 

accordingly. It also shows that the signifying power of one semiotic resource does not 

necessarily overwhelm the other, which, in return, supports the bidirectional or binary 

relationship between both components in terms of signification.  

Given these underpinnings, the need to distinguish between semiopragmatic (e.g., 

verbal language, voice, body language, physical environment, distance, and so on) and socio-

semiopragmatic (e.g., social power, social distance, gender, social identity, degree of 

imposition, and so forth) resources gains substantial importance to understand how humans 

communicate social and cultural meanings in a given community of practice and how 

communication manifests as a socioculturally contexted process and practice. In this regard, 
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an anthropological approach or paradigm can serve effectively to draw a more 

comprehensive picture of this phenomenon. Hymes (1962, 1964, 1972, 1974, 1986), 

recognized as the founding father of this particular approach, proposed the ethnography of 

communication (formerly called the ethnography of speaking) as a method to investigate 

patterns of language use within speech communities. Taking the issue from a social semiotic 

perspective, I replace “language” with “semiotic resources” and similarly “speech 

communities” with Lave and Wenger’s (1991) concept of “communities of practice” in order 

to extend the scope of communication to other semiotic resources along with language and to 

highlight the distinctive features of every community when using or practicing these semiotic 

resources.  

Viewing communication as a socioculturally contexted practice, Liddicoat (2009) 

asserts that culture forms a frame in which humans create, convey and interpret social and 

cultural meanings. Therefore, culture gives particular social and cultural meanings to 

semiotic resources by adding co-constructed connotations and associations to the standard 

denotations of these resources. With these tenets in mind, culture can be considered as a form 

of community of practice (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992; Holmes & Meyeroff, 1999) in 

which humans are socialized to use the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources 

of that community and are socialized into the values, behaviors, practices of that community 

through these semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources (Baquedano-Lopez & 

Kattan, 2008; Garrett & Baquedano-Lopez, 2002; Gonzalez, 2005; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; 

Zuengler & Cole, 2005). In line with these notions, Samovar, Porter, and Jain (1981) state,  

“Culture and communication are inseparable because culture not only 

dictates who talks to whom, about what, and how the communication 
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proceeds, it also helps to determine how people encode messages, the 

meanings they have for messages, and the conditions and circumstances under 

which various messages may or may not be sent, noticed, or interpreted... 

[Therefore,] culture...is the foundation of communication.” (p. 24)  

With the interwoven connection between semiotic resources and culture in mind, 

Hymes (1964, p. 9), referring to Saussure (1929) and Levi-Strauss (1960), underscores that 

semiotics can offer most readily logical analysis; however, he cautions that “the empirical 

filed of study of systems of signs in systems of use” appears to be lost from sight. Therefore, 

he suggests that the context of a given community must be taken as a frame of reference to 

investigate the communicative habits of that community as a whole and to detect the use of 

channels or codes employed as part of the resources drawn upon by its members. In line with 

these notions, Hodge and Kress (1988, p. 40) outline the functions of the context as follows:  

• The context of semiotic resources consists of a series of texts (the structure of 

messages or message paths which include a socially associated unity), in which 

the categories of participants and relationships are assigned particular meanings.  

• Participants’ behaviors are restricted and governed by logonomic systems (a set of 

rules specifying circumstances for production and reception of meanings such as 

language systems) operating though messages about the participants’ identity and 

relationship, which signify status, power, and solidarity.  

• Participants typically use numerous resources to convey messages about the status 

of the semiotic (or communicative) exchange and their own and others’ roles.  
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• If there is no direct contact among all participants in a semiotic exchange, 

producers are likely to to incorporate instructions designating producers, receivers 

and contexts into the form of their text.  

• Every semiotic event includes an ideological content, and therefore the set of 

messages which constitute the semiotic exchange signifies an overall version of 

social relations.  

Hymes (1964) illustrates the role of culture in communication by challenging 

Bloomfield’s abstraction of message-form (sign type) and context of use from each other. He 

focuses on two different communicative events in which the same utterance is used by two 

different participants to transmit different messages - “I am hungry” by a beggar to obtain 

food and by a child to avoid going to bed. Based on these two different events, Bloomfield 

defines linguistic as the study of what is the same in both events. Hymes aptly notes that in 

this definition linguistic form is divorced from pragmatics. He, therefore, suggests that 

communication needs to be studied in the context of its community to decipher patterns 

peculiar to the communicative activity, patterns which are often investigated separately 

through the light of some certain frame of reference in certain disciplines. Such an approach 

can establish a socioculturally-contexed view of communication in every community of 

practice. Given these underpinnings, I propose an alternative view in which social semiotic 

and ethnography of communication are merged to examine the phenomenon communication. 

I refer to this alternative view as the semi-ethnography of communication in this study. 

Along this line of thought, Robinson (1988) offers a symbolic definition of culture (as 

context) in which it is viewed as a “dynamic systems of symbols and meanings” (p. 11). She 

explains that past experience affects meaning, which then influences future experience, 
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which then affects succeeding meaning, and so forth. This particular view corresponds to 

Waugh’s (1981, 1984) notion of the potentiality of everything to function as a semiotic 

resource created through human experience and varies across semiotic worlds. That is, since 

the kinds and uses of semiotic resources (and thus the meanings they signify) change/evolve 

across time (chronemics) and space (proxemics), cultures vary and differ in this semiotic 

universe. This notion is compatible with the Saussurean concept of diachronic and 

synchronic aspects of language (and also other semiotic resources) – although Saussure 

discards the diachronic aspect as the object of study. Apart from providing the basis for the 

evolution of semiotic resources and thus culture, time and space themselves can function as 

semiotic resources denoting various meanings in different communities of practice 

(Pennycook, 1985). Hall (1966), for instance, focused on the denotations of space and 

identified four different types of distance involved in communication: intimate, personal, 

social, and public. In the light of this classification, he characterized some cultures as “low-

contact” (e.g., Arab, Latin American, Greek, and Turkish) and others as “high-contact” (e.g., 

Northern European, North American, and Japanese). Therefore, a semio-ethnographic 

approach can serve effectively to understand how communication occurs.  

Based on the semio-ethnographic view of communication, Hymes (1986) identified a 

number of components which play a pivotal role in communicative encounters. These 

include setting and scene, participants, ends, act sequence, key, instrumentalities, norms, and 

genre. To assist in remembering these components easily, he devised the mnemonic device 

of “SPEAKING” grid in English (or “PARLANT” in French to avoid the accusations of 

ethnocentrism). Hymes (1986) and Kiesling (2012) explain these components as follows:  



 53 

Setting refers to the time, place, and physical circumstances of the communicative 

event (e.g., a trial takes place in a court room, and a wedding in the US is held in homes, 

hotels, or outdoors), and scene refers to the psychological setting or cultural definition of the 

setting (e.g., a trial is a serious event, and a wedding is festive and playful event). 

Participants consist of people who take part in the communicative event and also have 

different social roles or status (e.g., a judge, a plaintiff/prosecutor, a defendant, lawyer, bride, 

and groom). Ends refer to the purposes aimed to be achieved in the communicative event 

(e.g., reaching a verdict in the trial). Act sequence includes both form and content. Form 

refers to the stylistic factors and choices (e.g., directness and indirectness), and content refers 

to the content of the event and the order of the acts in the event. Key characterizes the “tone, 

manner, or spirit” of the event or of each act in the event. It is basically concerned with the 

emotional tone recognized as such by the culture at hand. Instrumentalities are related to the 

channels and forms of speech (which can be renamed as “forms of semiotic production” to 

extend the scope of communicative production to other social semiotic resources). Channels 

can be understood as the choice of oral, written, telegraphic, semaphore, or other media of 

used for communicative production. Forms of semiotic production include language, variety, 

dialect, register, and codes from the repertoire of the community of practice. Norms are 

classified into two categories – namely, norms of interaction and norms of interpretation. The 

former is related to rules that govern communication (e.g., who should talk where and when), 

and the latter is concerned with interpretations based on the history, ideologies, and practices 

co-constructed and shared within the community. Finally, genre include different categories 

like “poem, myth, proverb, riddle, curse, prayer, oration, lecture, commercial, form letter, 

editorial” (Hymes, 1986, p. 65). 
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The connection between culture (as context) and communication and also the 

distinction between semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources indicate that 

humans need to have some abilities or capabilities in order to survive in this semiotic 

universe. In response to this need, Hymes (1972) pinpointed the requirement for a model 

which views humans as “communicating beings” and incorporates the apparent and 

constitutive role of both semiopragmatic and socio-pragmatic factors (p. 271). He, therefore, 

suggested the model of “communicative competence” to address this need and requirement. 

In the following part, I will explicate this model and present some of the other models that 

build upon it (particularly, in the filed of applied linguistics).    

1.3. The Model of Communicative Competence 

Hymes (1962, 1964, 1972, 1974, 1986), assuming an ethnographic approach to 

communication, critiques the Chomskyan transformational generative grammar for divorcing 

language (which, in this study, refers to semiotic resources used in communication) from its 

sociocultural dimension. He maintains that the distinction between linguistic competence and 

linguistic performance, which is based on the Saussurean conceptions of langue and parole 

and claimed to be superior, is fallacious. This is because while the former refers merely to 

“tacit knowledge of of language structure, that is, knowledge that is commonly not conscious 

or available for spontaneous report, but necessarily implicit in what the (ideal) speaker-

listener can say”, the latter refers to solely “the processes often termed encoding and 

decoding” (Hymes, 1972, p. 271). He notes that both definitions disregard the pivotal role of 

sociocultural features or factors in communication. He explains this phenomenon further 

through the analogy of the “Garden of Eden” by stating,  
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“Human life seems divided between grammatical competence, an ideal 

innately-derived sort of power, and performance, an exigency rather like the 

eating of the apple, thrusting the perfect speaker-hearer out into a fallen world. 

… The controlling image is of an abstract, isolated individual, almost an 

unmotivated cognitive mechanism, not, except incidentally, a person in a 

social world” (p. 272)  

In this analogy, Hymes underscores that the Chomskyan view of language (and also 

other semiotic resources) focuses on the ideal speaker-hearer relationship and abstracts both 

humans and semiotic resources from the sociocultural context in which they enculturate. 

Moll (2014) supports this notion by comparing two students in one of his studies. He points 

out that although these two students “shared, ostensibly, the same ‘social situation of 

development’ … [they] … experienced it differently, living socially, emotionally, 

linguistically, and intellectually different lives” (p. 104). He explains this phenomenon by 

referring to his concept of vivencia which refers to Vygotsky’s term perezhivanie described 

as lived experience. He notes that development and context are inseparable because the 

intellectual and emotional aspects of the communicative situation are combined. Similarly, 

Gonzalez Rey (2009) underscores that humans experience the same event differently due to 

the unity of emotion, personality, and context.  

Based on this line of thought, it can be inferred that semiotic resources exists not as 

discrete or autonomous constructs but rather as social and cultural symbolic systems or 

practices both shaping/creating and shaped/created by the structures and forces of the society 

or social institutions within which humans live and operate (Fairclough, 1989; Liddicoat, 

2001). To illustrate this intricate interconnection between semiotic resources and culture (and 
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thus the socioculturally contexted nature of communication), Liddicoat (2009) provides 

various examples of how linguistic items (e.g., grammar and vocabulary) “are culturally 

embedded elements” that represent “different conceptualization of the world of experience” 

(p. 130). For instance, he focuses on the differences observed between English and Japanese 

languacultures in relation to the verb “give.” He states that while the interpersonal 

dimensions and relationships involved in the act giving are salient in Japanese, they are not in 

English. That is, since the act of giving between human beings in Japanese is relational, there 

are four different variants of the verb “give” in Japanese: kureru, ageru, kudasaru, and 

sashiageru. However, such a case is not observed in English.  

In another example, Waugh (1981) focuses on English and French languacultures to 

show how these two semiotic worlds differ from one another in terms of creating and 

signifying social and cultural meanings. She states, “while English has both do and make, 

French has only faire, which corresponds partly to do and partly to make” (p. 187, underlined 

in the original). She further maintains that while French does not have real counterparts for 

some uses of do, it has some different words which overlap with some uses of make. 

Similarly, do and make have no counterparts that overlap with some certain uses of faire. 

This particular example clearly indicates that depending on their lived experience humans 

create and use semiotic resources differently to communicate. Hence, semiotic resources 

(e.g., language) cannot be considered as systems divorced from the sociocultural context or 

culture in which they are created and shaped dynamically.  

With these underpinnings in mind, Hymes (1972) aptly notes that children acquire 

knowledge of semiotic resources both structurally and socioculturally to be able to operate 

effectively and appropriately in a given semiotic world. They cultivate “competence as to 
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when to … [communicate], when not [to], and as to what to … [communicate] with whom, 

when, where, in what manner” (p. 277). They build the ability to acquire a repertoire of 

communicative acts to participate in communicative events and to gauge their achievements 

by others. Citing Goffman (1956, 1963, 1964), Hymes (1972) underlines that this 

competence is also “integral with attitudes, values, and motivations concerning … [semiotic 

resources], … [their] features and uses, and integral with competence for, and attitudes 

toward, the interrelation of … [semiotic resources] with the other code of communicative 

conduct” (pp. 277-278). He, therefore, suggests four different questions to be taken into 

consideration (p. 281):  

• Whether (and to what degree) something is formally possible; 

• Whether (and to what degree) something is feasible in the virtue of the means of 

implementation available; 

• Whether (and to what degree) something is appropriate (adequate, happy, 

successful) in relation to a context in which it is used and evaluated;  

• Whether (and to what degree) something is in fact done, actually performed, and 

what its doing entails.  

The first question refers to the possibility of the structural existence of all the forms 

within a formal system and thus corresponds to the grammaticality or ungrammaticality of 

these forms within this system. The second question is predominantly related to the 

implementation of the possible forms depending on “psychological factors such as memory 

limitation, perceptual device, effects of linguistic properties such as nesting, embedding, 

branching, and the like” (Hymes, 1972, p. 285). The third question refers to the contextual 

acceptability of the possible and feasible forms. This acceptability is based on the contextual 
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rules and parameters governing the use of these forms. The final question is concerned with 

the actual performance or occurrence of forms. Something may prove possible, feasible, and 

appropriate but may not occur. With these four questions in mind, Hymes (1971) defined the 

goal of the model of communicative competence as “show[ing] the ways in which the 

systemically possible, the feasible, and the appropriate are linked to produce and interpret 

actually occurring [socio]cultural behavior” (p. 286). He noted that these four questions 

apply to both first language (L1) and second/foreign language (L2) acquisition and learning.  

In the light of the Hymesian premises, scholars and researchers in the field of applied 

linguistics devised different models of communicative competence (e.g., Canale & Swain, 

1980; Canale, 1983; Bachman, 1990; Celce-Murcia, Dornyei, & Thurrell, 1995; Celce-

Murcia, 2008). In these models, they suggested several competences that L2 learners need for 

effective and appropriate navigation in a given socio-semiotic world – including linguistic, 

sociolinguistic, discourse, strategic competences, and so on (see Appendix A for some of 

these models). At this point, it is important to explain the concepts of effectiveness and 

appropriateness.  The former refers to “an individual’s ability to produce intended effects 

through interaction with the environment, … [which] is obtained through learning and 

socializing processes” (Chen & Starosta, 2008, p. 217), and the latter is related to “the ability 

… to meet the basic contextual requirements of the situation, … [including] the verbal 

context, … the relationship context, … and the environmental context” (Wiemann & 

Backlund, 1980, p. 191). In the light of these explanations, I will introduce only Celce-

Murcia’s (2008) revised model of communicative competence in this dissertation because it 

informs the conceptual framework developed in this study. In her revised model, she 
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identified six different competences, including discourse, sociocultural, linguistic, formulaic, 

interactional, and strategic competences (see Figure 2).   

 

Figure 2. Celce-Murcia’s Revised Model of Communicative Competence (reprinted from 

Celce-Murcia, 2008, p. 45)  

According to the model, discourse competence plays a central role in communication 

and is defined as the “selection, sequencing, and arrangement of words, structures, and 

utterances to achieve a unified spoken message” (Celce-Murcia, 2008, p. 46). It consists of 

cohesion (rules related to use of reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical 

chains), deixis (situational basis accomplished via use of personal pronouns, spatial terms, 

temporal terms, and textual reference), coherence (expressing and maintaining purpose, old 

and new information, temporal continuity, and organization), and generic structure (formal 



 60 

schemata that assists in identifying the type of the discourse, such as conversation, narrative, 

interview, and so on).  

Sociocultural competence is concerned with L2 learners’ pragmatic knowledge to 

communicate meanings appropriately in the sociocultural context of communication. It 

incorporates social contextual variables (e.g., age, gender, status, social distance, and social 

power), stylistic appropriateness (e.g., politeness strategies, genre, and register), cultural 

variables (e.g., background knowledge of the target community of practice, dialects, regional 

differences, and cultural awareness). L2 learners can acquire these sub-competences through 

the knowledge of the life, traditions, history, and literature of the target socio-semiotic world.  

Linguistic competence refers to the knowledge of phonology (e.g., segmental and 

suprasegmental components), lexicon (e.g., content and function words), morphology (e.g., 

parts of speech, and grammatical inflections), and syntax (e.g., sentence structures, 

modification, and subordination). Closely related to this competence is formulaic 

competence. While the former refers to the recursive and open-ended systems 

aforementioned, the latter refers to the fixed and prefabricated chunks of language used 

predominantly in everyday communication (e.g., routines, collocations, idioms, and lexical 

frames).  

Interactional competence is related to the hands-on aspect of communicative 

competence and consists of three sub-competences. These include (a) actional competence to 

perform speech acts (e.g., apologizing, refusing, requesting, and complaining), (b) 

conversational competence (e.g., taking turns, initiating/terminating conversations, and 

diverging from the topic), and (c) nonverbal/paralinguistic competence of kinesics (body 

language), proxemics (use of space), haptics (touching), and nonlinguistic utterances (e.g., 
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Ahhh!, Huh?). Interactional competence has substantial importance in communication 

(Celce-Murcia, 2008) because the execution of speech acts differs across sociocultural 

contexts (Tamanaha, 2003) and thus humans need to know how to perform these speech acts 

(Alcon-Soler, 2008).  

Finally, drawing on Oxford’s (2001) taxonomy of language learning strategies, Celce-

Murcia (2008, p. 50) defines strategic competence as “specific behaviors or thought 

processes” used for enhancing communication in a given community of practice. She 

highlights the importance of three strategies, including cognitive (e.g., strategies that use 

logic and analysis such as outlining, summarizing, and organizing), metacognitive (e.g., 

making self-evaluation, and compensating for missing or partial knowledge), and memory-

related (e.g., recalling or retrieving information via acronyms, images, or sounds). She adds 

some further strategies as achievement (e.g., approximation, circumlocution, and miming), 

stalling/time-gaining (e.g., using phrases like “Where was I?”), self-monitoring (e.g., self-

repair utterances like “I mean…”), interacting (e.g., appeals for clarification, meaning 

negotiation, and confirmations checks) and social (e.g., seeking out native speakers or 

opportunities to communicate).  

Despite the multitude of communicative competence models, scholars and educators 

question their validity as a pedagogical approach to acculturate or socialize L2 learners into 

the target sociocultural context (e.g., Alptekin, 2002; Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009; 

Thanasoulas, 2001). In other words, the adaptation and application of the model in the L2 

classroom has been considered to be inadequate in terms of equipping L2 learners with the 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral knowledge and skills they need in a given community of 

practice (Alptekin, 2002; Thanasoulas, 2001). The primary reason for this inadequacy has 
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been identified as the teaching and learning of the idealized monolithic native speaker-

listener norms and conventions, in which diversities are disregarded. Dervin (2012) explains 

this phenomenon by suggesting the concept of “diverse diversities”, through which he (2016) 

emphasizes the importance of the “shift from the other as diverse only to we are all diverse”. 

Citing Shafak (2013, p.16), he exemplifies this phenomenon as follows: 

“She was aware of how different the Topraks [Pembe’s Turkish 

surname] were from their English neighbors, and yet Turks and Kurds were 

different from one another too, and some Kurds were completely unlike other 

Kurds. Even in her tiny village by the Euphrates [name of river] every family 

had another story, and in every family no two children were ever the same”. 

(p. 16)  

In this example, he emphasizes the diversities observed not only between Turkish and 

English people but also between Turks and Kurds, and also among Kurds. With this 

particular notion in mind, scholars and laymen alike pointed out that the existing 

communicative competence models fail to address the diverse diversities. Therefore, they 

have called for more comprehensive and well-established frameworks or models that can 

better account for L2 learners’ communicative needs. This call has drawn attention to the 

importance of the models of intercultural communicative competence (ICC) as a 

socioculturally responsive pedagogy to equip L2 learners with the affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral knowledge and skills they need in a given socio-semiotic world (Chen & Starosta, 

2000; Thanasoulas, 2001; van Compernolle & Williams, 2012). Thus, I will focus on 

frameworks or models of ICC in the following section.  
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2. Definition of Intercultural Communicative Competence 

Emerging out of research into the experiences and cross-cultural problems of 

westerners working abroad, such as Peace Corp volunteers, in the 1950s, 1960s, and early 

1970s (Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 2007; Fantini, 2012), ICC has been used 

interchangeably with several other terms which suggest some additional nuances often 

addressed implicitly in research. These include intercultural communicative competence, 

intercultural sensitivity, symbolic competence, cross-cultural adaptation, ethnorelativity, 

multiculturalism, transcultural competence, among others (Fantini, 2006). Likewise, various 

definitions of intercultural competence have been suggested in the related literature. For 

instance, Chen and Starosta (2008) define intercultural competence as “the ability to 

negotiate cultural meanings and to execute appropriately effective communication behaviors 

that recognize the interactants’ multiple identities in a specific environment” (p. 219). It is 

clear in this definition that L2 speakers are expected to interact effectively and appropriately 

with people in a particular environment and fulfill their communicative goals by showing 

respect and affirmation towards the multilevel cultural identities of those they interact with.   

In a similar vein, Fantini (2006) defines ICC as “a complex of abilities needed to 

perform ‘effectively’ and ‘appropriately’ when interacting with others who are linguistically 

and culturally different from oneself” (p. 12). He (2012) further maintains that while 

effective refers to L2 learners’ own view of their intercultural communicative performance 

(e.g., an etic or outsider view of the target socio-semiotic context), appropriate refers to the 

perception of this performance by people from this socio-semiotic context (e.g., an emic or 

insider view). Taking the issue from a social semiotic point of view, Kramsch (2006) uses the 

term “symbolic competence” as an alternative for ICC. She defines symbolic competence as 
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“the ability not only to approximate or appropriate for oneself someone else’s language, but 

to shape the very context in which the language is learned and used” (p. 664). She (2011) 

contends that while language is a symbolic means of representation, action, and power, 

speakers and learners are symbolic selves formed by symbolic systems, like language, that 

shape and are shaped by others. In this regard, Kramsch and Whiteside (2008) maintain that 

symbolic competence enables one (a) to position oneself in different symbolic spaces, (b) to 

perform and construct various historticities in communication, (c) to perform and create 

alternative realities, and (d) to manipulate and reframe context on multiple scales of time and 

space.  

Given the multiplicity of definitions above, different models or frameworks of ICC 

have been proposed in the related literature. Spitzberg and Changnon (2009) classify these 

models or frameworks into five broad categories: compositional, co-orientational, 

developmental, adaptational, and causal path. In compositional models, the components of 

ICC are identified; however, the relations among these components are not specified. In co-

orientational models, the conceptualization of the interactional success of intercultural 

understanding is of key importance, and therefore the focus is on a particular criterion of 

communicative mutuality and shared meanings. In developmental models, the emphasis is on 

stages of progression or maturity because ICC is deemed to evolve over time. In adaptational 

models, communication includes multiple interdependent interactants who mutually adjust to 

one another. Finally, causal process models are identified to reflect ascertained 

interrelationships among components which are easily transformed from or into propositions 

that can be tested. Spitzberg and Changnon (2009) offer several different models under each 

of these categories (see Appendix B, for a detailed classification of ICC models). However, 
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due to limited space, I will focus only on those that provide the basis for the conceptual 

framework of the present study in the next two parts.  

2.1. Byram ’s Intercultural Communicative Competence Model  

Identified as a co-orientational model, Byram (1997, 2009) suggests four major 

competences in his ICC model: linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse, and intercultural. Within 

intercultural competence, Byram posits five major factors (saviors) as the constituents of 

intercultural competence - namely critical cultural awareness, attitudes, knowledge, skills of 

interpreting/relating, and skills of discovery/interaction (see Figure 3).    

 
Figure 3. Byram ’s Intercultural Communicative Competence Model (reprinted from 

Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009, p. 17) 
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 According to Byram (1997, 2009), critical cultural awareness refers primarily to the 

pedagogical purposes of L2 teaching and learning, and therefore plays a central role in 

developing intercultural competence. It aims to encourage L2 learners “to reflect critically on 

the values and, beliefs, and behaviors of their own [and the target] society” (Byram , 2009, p. 

323). The knowledge factor is concerned with developing general and procedural knowledge 

of social groups, their products and practices, and general processes of social and individual 

interactions. Attitudes are related to the attitudinal aspects of relativizing oneself, valuing and 

respecting cultural diversity, and exhibiting curiosity and openness toward other cultures. As 

for skills, Byram notes that they are dependent on the individual’s knowledge and attitudes, 

and are of great importance for the success of communicative exchanges in a given socio-

semiotic world.  

He classifies the skills into two distinct parts: skills of interpretation and relation, and 

skills of discovery and interaction. While the former refers to interpreting and explaining 

things from other cultures and relating them to one’s own culture, the latter is concerned with 

acquiring and operating new knowledge of a culture and operating this knowledge and 

attitudes under the constraints of real-time communication and interaction. As can be 

understood from this model, all these components serve to foster intercultural awareness 

which is deemed fundamental for intercultural competence. Besides, it is clear that that 

culture plays a pivotal role in encoding and decoding utterances, and that the cultural context 

of discourse is highly important for understanding meanings. 

2.2. Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity 

Based on his research conducted in the 1970s and 1980s, Bennett (1986, 2004) 

developed a dynamic model of intercultural competence to explain how individuals respond 
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to cultural differences and move from a monocultural worldview to more differentiated, 

complex and sophisticated multicultural worldviews. In his model, he underscores the need 

for the internalization of a key-organizing concept required for the development of 

intercultural sensitivity: difference. He explains that since cultures differ fundamentally from 

one another, L2 learners need to develop an affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

understanding of cultural differences in order to be able to navigate effectively and 

appropriately in a given community of practice. In the light of these notions, he points out 

that L2 learners show a shift from ethnocentrism to entnorelativism as they learn more about 

the target socio-semiotic world. He (2004) defines the former as “the experience of one’s 

own culture as ‘central to reality’” and the latter as “the experience of one’s own beliefs and 

behaviors as just one organization of reality among many other viable possibilities” (p. 62). 

With this shift, L2 learners gain more intercultural sensitivity to the target socio-semiotic 

world. Regarding the dichotomy of ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism, he he suggests a 

continuum of six stages for the development of intercultural sensitivity: denial, defense, 

minimization, acceptance, adaptation, and integration. While the first three stages are 

classified as the ethnocentric, the last three are categorized as ethnorelative (see Figure 4).  

Figure 4. Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (reprinted from 

Spitzberg & Changnon, 2009, p. 23)  
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In the denial stage, L2 leaners deny the difference or existence of the other culture, 

and view their own culture as the central worldview because they have not attributed 

meaning to the other culture. The defense stage reflects a “us” versus “them” perspective in 

which L2 learners recognize the differences but denigrate the other culture and promote the 

superiority of their own culture. In some cases, a variation of defense, called reversal, can be 

observed (Bennett, 1986, 2004). However, in reversal, they prioritize the host culture over 

their own culture; therefore, a polarized “us and them” worldview is still maintained. The 

third stage, minimization, represents that L2 learners acknowledge cultural differences but 

conceive all cultures as similar by assuming a universalistic worldview and yet still bringing 

their own culture center-stage. These three ethnocentric stages are followed by more 

ethnorelative stages of acceptance, adaptation and integration. In the acceptance stage, L2 

learners accept and respect cultural differences. In the next stage, adaptation, they develop 

the ability to employ such acceptance in their behaviors through empathy and pluralism. In 

the final stage, integration, they expand their worldview by incorporating other worldviews 

into their own. With these explications in mind, Bennett’s model has served as the basis for 

several assessment tools developed to measure L2 learners’ intercultural sensitivity and 

competence in recent years (e.g., Intercultural Sensitivity Scale by Chen & Starosta, 2000). 

2.3. Critique of Models of Intercultural Communicative Competence 

Chen and Starosta (1996, 1998, 2000), emphasizing the contribution of the existing 

models of ICC, argue that these models fail to provide a holistic or comprehensive picture 

how communication takes place. They attribute the reason for this failure to the confusion 

embedded in the misperception of three concepts: intercultural sensitivity, intercultural 

awareness, and intercultural communication competence. In this study, I refer to the third 



 69 

concept, namely intercultural communication competence, as intercultural performance to 

avoid any confusion that may result from the wording of this concept and the name of the 

model and also to better account for what is meant by this concept. They underscore that 

these concepts are intertwined and yet separate because they relate to different aspects of ICC 

– namely, affective, cognitive, and behavioral.  In other words, the concepts of intercultural 

sensitivity, intercultural awareness, and intercultural performance correspond to the affective, 

cognitive, and behavioral aspects of ICC respectively. Emphasizing the role of intercultural 

communicative competence as an umbrella or overarching concept for these three aspects, 

they explain each of them as follows:  

 “[T]he cognitive aspect of intercultural communication competence is 

represented by the concept of intercultural awareness that refers to ‘the 

understanding of culture conventions that affect how we think and behave’ 

(Chen & Starosta, 1998-9). The affective aspect of intercultural 

communication competence is represented by the concept of intercultural 

sensitivity that refers to the subjects’ ‘active desire to motivate themselves to 

understand, appreciate, and accept differences among cultures’ (Chen & 

Starosta, 1998, p.231). And the behavioral aspect of intercultural 

communication competence is represented by the concept of intercultural 

adroitness that refers to ‘the ability to get the job done and attain 

communication goals in intercultural interactions’ (Chen & Starosta, 1996, p. 

367)” (2000, p. 3)  

Based on this particular understanding of ICC, intercultural communicative 

competence requires the knowledge of both how to communicate effectively and 
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appropriately with people from different socio-semiotic backgrounds and how to achieve 

communicative goals by respecting and acknowledging the multi-layered identities of people 

who take part in communicative acts or set of acts (Chen & Starosta, 2008; Collier, 1989). 

Drawing on Belay (1993), Chen and Starosta (2008, p. 221) suggested the model of 

“interactive-multiculture building” to address all these aspects in intercultural 

communication. This model includes a transformational process of symmetrical 

interdependence of affective (intercultural sensitivity), cognitive (intercultural awareness), 

and behavioral (intercultural adroitness) aspects. Figure 5 serves effectively to illustrate this 

model. 

 

Figure 5. A Model of Interactive-Multiculture Building (built on Chen & Starosta, 2008)  

The affective aspect of ICC emphasizes the importance of the emotions or changes in 

the emotions triggered by people, context, and communicative events. With the notion of 

projecting and receiving positive responses in intercultural communication, the primary goal 
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is to foster respect for sociocultural differences and to augment intercultural sensitivity 

(Bennett, 1986, 2004; Chen &Starosta, 208; Chen & Tan, 1995). Chen and Starosta (2000, 

2008) assert that this aspect includes four personal attitudes: self-concept (e.g., self-esteem, 

self-confidence, extroverted personality, self-reliance, and perseverance), open-mindedness 

(e.g., willingness to recognize, appreciate, and accept differences), nonjudgmental attitudes 

(e.g., no prejudice), and social relaxation (e.g., the ability to reveal little social anxiety). 

These four major personal attributes constitute the basis for the affective aspect of ICC and 

enable L2 learners to accept and respect sociocultural differences. 

The cognitive aspect of ICC focuses on the evolution of the personal thinking about 

the distinctive features or characteristics of one’s own and others’ semiotic resources and 

sociocultural context (Chen & Starosta, 2008; Triandis, 1977). It basically consists of two 

factors: self-awareness/monitoring and cultural awareness. The former incorporates “(a) 

concern with social appropriateness of one’s self-presentation, (b) attention to social 

comparison information as cues to situationally appropriate expressive self-presentation, (c) 

the ability to control and modify one’s self-presentation, (d) the use of this ability in 

particular situations, and (e) the modification of one’s expressive behavior to meet the 

requirements of particular situations” (Synder, 1974, 1979, 1987, as cited in Chen & Starosta, 

2008, p. 223). The latter focuses on the perception and knowledge of the norms and 

conventions in one’s own and others’ cultures, which influence how people think and 

behave. It includes the knowledge of socio-semiopragmatic resources such as sociocultural 

values, norms, customs, identity, gender, and systems.  

Finally, the behavioral aspect of ICC is concerned with intercultural adroitness 

(verbal and nonverbal communicative skills), the ability to perform communicative acts, and 
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the achievement of communicative goals. It includes message skills (the knowledge and 

ability to use semiopragmatic resources such as language, body movement, and space), 

appropriate self-disclosure (the willingness to disclose information about oneself explicitly 

and appropriately to others in intercultural communication), behavioral flexibility (the ability 

to choose appropriate behaviors in different socio-semiotic contexts), interaction 

management (the ability to take turns, open, and close conversations), and communication 

skills (social skills of empathy to understand others’ emotions, and of identity maintenance to 

to maintain others’ identity in intercultural communication).    

Base on the explanations above, it is apparent that none of the three aspects 

overwhelm the others in terms of their importance for effective and appropriate intercultural 

communication. Chen and Starosta (2008) underscore that these three aspects must be 

considered as a whole in order to understand the interdependence and interconnection 

between them and to draw a comprehensive and holistic picture of ICC. This is because the 

existing models of ICC fail to provide a holistic picture of the phenomenon due to their 

focusing predominantly on one aspect and ignoring the others. This lack has also lead to the 

failure to provide a clear and transparent direction for the development of valid and reliable 

instruments to assess ICC (Deardorf, 2011; Fantini, 2009; Snicrope, Norris, Watanabe, 

2007). With these notions in mind, Chen and Starosta (1998, 2000, 2008) have identified 

various challenges in the ICC literature, which they separate into those operating on the 

conceptual and operational levels. 

At the conceptual level, scholars and researchers have posited several different 

challenges (Chen and Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008; Snicrope, Norris, Watanabe, 

2007). First, the abundance of literature on ICC causes a confusion with the definition of the 
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concept of competence. Chen and Starosta (2008) assert that the confusion stems from the 

dichotomy between competence as “an inherent ability (trait)” and competence as “a learned 

ability (state)” (p. 227). Considering this dichotomy, Spitzberg & Cupach (1989) posit four 

major distinguishing characteristics. First, traits are relatively enduring over time, whereas 

states are short-lived. Second, while traits are manifested discontinuously, states are 

manifested continuously. That is, while the former exists despite the nonexistence of its 

observable referent, the latter exists only during its manifest referent. Third, traits have 

abstract features and are inferred, whereas states have concrete and tangible properties. 

Therefore, the former is distinct and abstracted from its here-and-now referents; on the other 

hand, the latter is apparent and embodied in here-and-now manifestations. Finally, while 

traits result from complex personal factors, states result from immediate situational factors. 

With these characteristics in mind, trait competence can be considered as dispositions, 

whereas state competence can be viewed as situational events or occurrences. They add that 

since most of the conceptualizations of competence are trait-oriented, the majority of the ICC 

models and measures represent trait. Considering this dichotomy, Chen and Starosta (2008) 

assert that future research needs to determine whether to treat trait competence and state 

competence separately or together.  

Second, the dichotomy of intercultural communication as competence or performance 

represents another challenge in the models of ICC. As aforementioned, Chomsky (1965) 

focuses on the idealized speaker-hearer language and distinguishes between competence and 

performance. He describes the former as the tacit knowledge of language structures and the 

latter as the implementation of that knowledge. As noted above, from an ethnographic 

perspective, Hymes (1962, 1972, 1974, 1986) argues that such a dichotomy abstracts 
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language (and thus communication) from its sociocultural contexts. In response to this 

distinction, Chen and Starosta (2008) note that future research should include both 

competence and performance as properties of ICC.  

Third, the confusion between the terms effectiveness and competence poses a 

challenge to provide a consistent framework of ICC (Chen & Starosta). They maintain that 

while many scholars prefer the term effectiveness instead of competence (e.g., Hammer et 

al., 1978; Ruben, 1988), others use these terms interchangeably (e.g., Ruben, 1976, 1977; 

Ruben & Kealey, 1979). The need for the standardization of these terms (and also other 

related terms as sketched out by Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 2007; Fantini, 2012) is 

crucial for a compatible view of ICC. Chen & Starosta (2008) point out that effectiveness can 

serve as an element of ICC, along with appropriateness.  

Fourth, the existing ICC models are centered on either a culture-general or culture-

specific approach – with the majority being culture-general oriented. However, Chen and 

Starosta (2008) pinpoint the need to balance between both approaches. They contend, for 

instance, that research from Chinese, Japanese, Korean, and Indian perspectives shed seminal 

light on the conceptualization of ICC because such culture-specific approaches provide basis 

for the discovery of common themes within and across different socio-semiotic worlds. 

Along this line of thought, Heath (1982) draws attention to the distinction between macro- 

and micro-ethnographic approaches to social interaction or communication. She states that a 

macro or holistic approach fails to yield valid and reliable outcomes with regard to the 

phenomenon at hand. Therefore, she underscores that a micro approach can serve effectively 

to study the minutiae of a given socio-semiotic world (e.g., a lesson within a classroom, a 

conversation between a teacher and a principal, an athletic game, a composing activity, and a 
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reading circle). She further adds that the study of such fine pieces from a diachronic 

perspective can decipher the rule-governed underpinnings of social behaviors because they 

“are ‘wholes’ … [and] have a structure and rules of their own, and justification for revealing 

details of their own composition, participants, settings, and rules” (Heath, 1982, p. 38).   

Fifth, the conceptualization and application of the existing ICC models have been 

confined to one or at most two of the aspects suggested by Chen and Starosta (1998, 2000, 

2008) – namely affective, cognitive, and behavioral. For instance, although Bennett (1986, 

2004) emphasizes the importance of developing a positive and affirmative understanding of 

cultural differences on the basis of the three aspects of ICC, his model prioritizes the 

affective one over the other two (Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 2007). Similarly, Celce-

Murcia’s (2008) communicative competence model focuses on the cognitive and behavioral 

aspects of ICC but not on the affective one. Therefore, these models pose some challenges to 

draw a holistic picture of these three aspects.  

Finally, the ICC models often focus the role of “language” and thus fail to provide 

adequate room for other social semiotic resources in used intercultural communication 

(Hodge & Kress, 1988; van Leewuen, 2005). However, as explained in the first two sections, 

communication in L1 and L2 incorporates both semiopragmatic resources (e.g., language, 

kinesics, oculesics, proxemics, paraverbal features, haptics, chronemics, and oculesics) and 

socio-semiopragmatic resources (e.g., social power, social distance, gender, degree of 

imposition, social identity, and the like) (Hall, 1966; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Gilmore, 1985; 

van Leewuen, 2005; Pennycook, 1985). Therefore, these two types of semiotic resources 

must be included in future ICC research to account for the role of all semiotic resources in 

intercultural communication.  
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At the operational level, Chen and Starosta (2008) identified three major challenges - 

including (a) how to locate ICC, (b) how to approach to ICC, and (c) how to measure or 

assess ICC. The first challenge is related to the clarification of how to locate ICC. Chen and 

Starosta (2008, p. 228) explained this issue by drawing on the three alternatives suggested by 

Ruben (1989):  

• The message sender alternative claims that competence is what an individual 

displays or possesses. ��

• The message receiver alternative claims that competence is based on the 

evaluation of the message receiver, no matter what the sender possesses. ��

• The dyadic, or systemic, or culture-based alternative claims that competence is 

based on relational, social, or cultural rules instead of on an individual such as the 

sender and the receiver. ��

They point out that while the research on the Western orientation of ICC focuses on 

the first two alternatives, the studies on other cultures, such as Japanese (Miyahara, 1994) 

and Korean (Yum, 1994), tend to focus more on the third alternative. The second challenge 

stems from a similar concern and therefore focuses on how to approach to ICC. Chen and 

Starosta (2008) stress that the existing body of literature on intercultural communication 

manifests a Eurocentric perspective and identifies Western-oriented properties as the 

constituents of ICC. Therefore, scholars and researchers need to focus on non-Western socio-

semiotic worlds and discover new elements of ICC. In this regard, Chen (1994) and Yum’s 

(1994) studies are of seminal importance because they shed light on the elements of ICC 

from Chinese and Korean perspectives respectively.  
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The final challenge is concerned with how to assess or measure ICC. In related 

literature, the approaches and thus instruments used for assessing intercultural competence 

are classified into three broad categories: direct, indirect and mixed (Snicrope, Norris, 

Watanabe, 2007; Fantini, 2009; Deardorf, 2011). Indirect assessment tools include self- or 

other-report measures such as surveys developed on the basis of some models or frameworks 

of ICC, including the Behavioral Assessment Scale for Intercultural Competence (BASIC), 

the Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ISCI), the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI), 

the Assessment of Intercultural Competence (AIC) among others. The concerns with indirect 

measures have given rise to the use of direct methods such as performance assessment, 

portfolio assessment, and interviews. However, since neither direct nor indirect tools can 

adequately assess intercultural communication, scholars have suggested a mixed method 

(both direct and indirect methods) to measure ICC (e.g., the Intercultural Competence 

Assessment Project, abbreviated as INCA).  

Based on the conceptual and operational challenges explained above, it is evident that 

the notion of intercultural communication and its constitutive competences have substantial 

importance to understand how communication takes place in a given socio-semiotic world. 

With this importance in mind, Chen and Starosta’s (1998, 2000, 2008) three-dimensional 

perspective based on the affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects can serve effectively to 

develop a more comprehensive and well-established framework in order to better account for 

L2 learners’ communicative needs. Moreover, the formulation of this framework through the 

lens of social semiotics and ethnography of communication can lead to a socioculturally 

responsive pedagogy to equip L2 learners with the affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

knowledge and skills they need in today’s socio-semiotically created world (Chen & 
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Starosta, 2000; Thanasoulas, 2001; van Compernolle & Williams, 2012). In the light of these 

notions, I will explicate the ICC model of the present study in the next section.  

3. Conceptual Framework of the Present Study  

Building on social semiotics and ethnography of communication, I referred to Chen 

and Starosta’s (1998, 2000, 2008) ternary (affective-cognitive-behavioral) perspective of 

intercultural communication to develop the conceptual framework of the present study. In 

this line of reasoning, I combined three different ICC models to better account for each of 

these aspects. These include Celce-Murcia’s (2008) revised model of communicative 

competence, Bennett’s (1986, 2004) developmental model of intercultural sensitivity, and 

Byram’s (1997, 2009) intercultural communicative competence (see the previous sections for 

the explanation of these models). Although these models overlap with one another to a great 

extent, they still incorporate some differences from each other and fail to provide a holistic 

view of the affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects of ICC. Therefore, the combination 

of these three models can lead to a more comprehensive framework for this study.  

Celce-Murcia (2008) identified six major competences in her revised model of 

communicative competence: discourse, sociocultural, linguistic, formulaic, interactional, and 

strategic (see Figure 2). Of these competences, I maintain three of them – namely, discourse, 

interactional, and strategic competences - and yet broaden their scope to be able to 

encompass all the semiotic resources, other than language, used in communication. However, 

I merge linguistic and formulaic competences and rename them as semiopragmatic 

competence. The rationale behind this approach lies in the consideration of communication 

from both social semiotic and ethnographic perspectives. That is, I assume that these two 

competences circumscribe communication merely to language and ignore the crucial role of 
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other semiotic resources as examined by numerous scholars (e.g., (Danesi, 2004; Gilmore, 

1985; Gumperz & Hymes, 1964; Hall, 1966; Hallliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Hymes, 

1962, 1964, 1972, 1986; Mehawesh, 2014; Parret, 1983; Pennycook, 1985; van Leewuen, 

2005; Waugh, 1981, 1984). Moreover, seeing the interdependence and connection between 

the semiopragmatic and the socio-semiopragmatic resources, I rename socio-cultural 

competence as socio-semiopragmatic competence. Within this competence, I extend the 

scope of sociocultural factors to the traditions, history, religion, politics, literature, art, music, 

and sports of the target community of practice.   

Bennett (1986, 2004), as aforementioned, highlighted the importance of developing a 

positive view of cultural differences on the basis of affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

aspects of ICC in his developmental model of intercultural sensitivity. In this regard, he 

suggested a shift from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism by positing three stages for the 

former (denial, defense, and minimization) and three stages for the latter (acceptance, 

adaptation, and integration). However, Bennett’s model focuses predominantly on the 

affective aspect and underestimates the role of other two in the development of ICC. 

Sinicrope, Norris and Watanebe (2007) support this phenomenon by highlighting the 

ambiguity related to the description and role of communication in the model. Furthermore, 

Bennett assumed L2 learners will show a linear development of intercultural sensitivity as 

they get exposed to a given socio-semiotic context. However, considering the multitude of 

micro and macro socio-semiotic factors in the target context and the linkages within and 

across these two types of factors, it is clear that L2 learners are likely to manifest nonlinear 

development of intercultural sensitivity. In other words, while they may attain intercultural 

sensitivity in a particular communicative event, they may not achieve this sensitivity in 



 80 

another communicative event. Therefore, they are likely to fluctuate between ethnocentrisms 

and ethnorelativism in the process of gaining intercultural communicative competence 

(Garrett-Rucks, 2012). Consequently, a linear development of intercultural sensitivity as 

suggested by Bennett cannot be granted when the diversity of social and cultural elements 

existing in the target socio-semiotic context is considered. Based on this line of thought, 

Bennett’s developmental model of intercultural sensitivity contributes to the framework of 

this study by drawing attention to the affective aspect of ICC (which I also refer to as 

intercultural sensitivity) through the move from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism and 

highlighting the fluctuation between these two axes within and across various micro and 

macro socio-semiotic factors.  

Finally, Byram  (1997, 2009) suggested four major competences in his model of 

intercultural communicative competence: linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse, and 

intercultural (see Figure 3). Showing considerable overlap with Celce-Murcia’s model by 

including linguistic and discourse competences, this model contributes to the framework of 

the present study by adding one more competence: intercultural competence. As introduced 

in the previous section, Byram identified five different factors (saviors) within the scope of 

this competence – including critical cultural awareness, attitudes, knowledge, skills of 

interpreting/relating, and skills discovery/interaction. However, I include only three of them 

in the framework of this study: critical cultural awareness, knowledge, and skills of 

interpreting/relating. This is because the factor of attitudes overlaps with Bennett’s 

developmental model of intercultural sensitivity and the factor of skills of 

discovery/interaction overlaps with Celce-Murcia’s revised model of communicative 

competence.  
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In the light of (a) social semiotics, (b) ethnography of communication, (c) affective-

cognitive-behavioral aspects of intercultural communication, and (d) the combination of the 

three models above, I propose a new framework to conceptualize and apply ICC both in 

intercultural communication research and in L2 pedagogy (see Figure 6). I refer to this 

framework as “Semio-Ethnographic Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence”, 

which can be abbreviated as “SEMICC”. The model includes seven different and yet 

intertwined competences of intercultural communication: discourse, semiopragmatic, socio-

semiopragmatic, intercultural, interactional, strategic, and intercultural sensitivity 

(represented as ethnocentric and ethnorelative in the figure).  

 

Figure 6. Semio-Ethnographic Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence 

(SEMICC) 
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Of these competences, intercultural sensitivity and strategic competences exist at 

every stage of intercultural communication; therefore, they both rotate around all the other 

competences. As can be understood from the identified competences, this model does not 

reject the models developed by other scholars or researchers in the related literature, but 

rather draws substantially on them in its conceptualization and formation. In this framework, 

there are also two points integral to the model: (a) critical intercultural sensitivity and (b) the 

dichotomy of tacit and operational knowledge. Critical cultural awareness can be explained 

by referring to Byram ’s (1997) definition, in which he describes it as the “ability to evaluate 

critically and on the basis of explicit criteria perspectives, practices and products in one's 

own and other cultures and countries (p. 53). As can be understood from this definition, 

critical cultural awareness operates on two planes: self and other. This is because humans are 

expected to critically reflect on both their own and others’ social semiotic resources, 

discourses, practices, and products to be able to operate effectively and appropriately in a 

given socio-semiotic world.  

The second point can be explicated by drawing on Chomsky’s dichotomy of 

competence and performance (1957, 1965), Hymes’ critique of this dichotomy (1962, 1964, 

1972, 1986), and Larsen-Freeman’s (2014) three-dimensional grammar teaching framework. 

In all competences, except for intercultural sensitivity competence, there are two equally 

important types of knowledge: tacit knowledge (form/structure and meaning/semantics) and 

operational knowledge (use/pragmatics). The former refers to the recognition of the semiotic 

resources in a given community of practice and the knowledge of what these semiotic 

resources signify or stand for in this sociocultural context. The latter refers to the knowledge 
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and ability to operationalize or use this tacit knowledge for communicative goals in this 

community or context.  

To explain this dichotomy, I will focus on semiopragmatic competence and a related 

example given by Larsen-Freeman (2014). L2 learners may recognize semiopragmatic 

resources in a given community of practice and know the social and cultural meanings they 

signify in this community, but may not know how to use them for communicative purposes 

or how these semiopragmatic resource functions in conjunction with other semiopragmatic 

and/or socio-semiopragmatic resources in this sociocultural context. In this line of reasoning, 

Larsen-Freeman (2014) gives the example of phrasal verbs to illustrate what L2 learners need 

to know when using grammar in a given languaculture. At this point, it is, however, 

important to note that she treats form and meaning as different dimensions and thus does not 

combine them under “tacit knowledge” as I do in this study. Regarding the form dimension, 

she states that phrasal verbs consist of a verb and one or two particles (e.g., look up, and keep 

up with), that most of them can be separated from their particles by an intervening object 

(e.g., look the word up), and that they have distinctive stress and juncture patterns. As for the 

meaning dimension, she classifies them into literal phrasal verbs in which the encoded 

meaning(s) can be figured out easily and figurative phrasal verbs in which the verb and and 

its particle(s) are of little help in deciphering the meaning(s) encoded. Finally, for the use 

dimension, she distinguishes between formal and informal languages as to where and when 

to use phrasal verbs. She notes that phrasal verbs are preferred in informal language, whereas 

single-word verbs conveying the same meaning are preferred in formal language. This 

example shows that while form and meaning dimension are related to the tacit knowledge of 
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phrasal verbs, the use dimension is concerned with the operational knowledge of phrasal 

verbs.  

The underpinnings laid up to this point indicate that L2 learners need to have 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral abilities and skills to be able to communicate effectively 

and appropriately in a given socio-semiotic context. Besides, they need to have both the tacit 

and operational knowledge of the semiotic resources used for communication in this context. 

In this line of reasoning, scholars and researchers argue about the impact of two important 

variables on L2 learners’ ICC: the proficiency of the target semiotic resources and the length 

of residence in the target socio-semiotic context. While some scholars claim that proficiency 

and length of residence (LoR) have significant effect on L2 learners’ ICC (e.g., Dewaele, 

2008; DuFon, 2010; Kinginger, 2008; Kinginger & Blattner, 2008; Yates, 2010), others 

argue that they have little or no effect (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Bardovi-Harlig 

& Hartford, 1990; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Robinson, 1997; 

Schmidt, 1993). This line of debate requires further research in order to draw valid and 

reliable conclusions.  

Apart from the impact of proficiency and LoR on ICC, a growing body of literature 

draws attention to the importance of interactional competence in “the increasingly connected 

nature of our age and the unprecedented rise of global communication” (Yates, 2010, p. 301). 

This is primarily because while mistakes concerned with violating the structural system of 

the target semiotic resource (e.g., language) are perceived as proficiency-based challenges or 

problems and thus are tolerated by other parties, mistakes related to violating the target 

sociocultural norms and conventions (e.g., social power, social distance, and so on) are 

evaluated negatively and are less forgiven because they characterize L2 learners as rude, 
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offensive, and uncooperative (Amaya, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Blum-Kulka, House, & 

Kasper, 1989; DuFon, 2010; Martinez-Flor & Uso-Juan, 2010; Yates, 2010).  

Considering these mistakes, scholars and researchers have asserted that face-

threatening speech acts or communicative acts defined as minimal discourse units (Searle, 

1969) or basic and functional communication components (Cohen, 1996) constitute potential 

areas where L2 learners are likely to encounter communicative challenges or problems (e.g., 

Afghari, 2007; Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 2004; Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Nureddeen, 2008; Rose, 

1992; Taguchi, 2007; Zhu, 2012). In the related literature, there are numerous studies that 

examined the use of face-threatening communicative acts in different contexts (e.g., Chinese, 

Japanese, German, and so forth). These communicative acts include, but not limited to, 

requests (e.g., Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Kanik, 2012; Rose, 1992; Tabar, 2012), apologies 

(e.g., Afghari, 2007; Nureddeen, 2008), and refusals (e.g., Al-Issa, 2003; Wannaruk, 20008).  

Similarly, my investigation into the ICC literature showed a large body of research on 

Turkish L2 learners’ interactional competence (referred to as cross-cultural pragmatic 

competence in these studies) in various communicative acts including apologies, requests, 

refusals, and so forth (e.g., Aydin 2013; Bayat, 2012; Bikmen & Marti, 2013; Istifci, 2009; 

Kilickaya, 2010; Tuncel, 2011). However, I found no study that focuses particularly on 

international contexts in which Turkish L2 speakers interact with people from other 

languacultural backgrounds. Given this overall basis, the case of Turkish international 

graduate students studying in the United States represents a huge gap to be explored in this 

literature. The present study aims to investigate the ICC of Turkish international graduate 

students in the United States by drawing on their affective, cognitive, and behavioral abilities 

and skills to communicate with people from different socio-semiotic backgrounds. In this 
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respect, this research focuses on Turkish international graduate students’ (a) intercultural 

sensitivity to US socio-semiotic world, (b) intercultural performance in using American 

English to make apologies, requests, and refusals, and (c) intercultural awareness of US 

socio-semiotic world. It also focuses on the causal effect of proficiency and length of 

residence on their intercultural sensitivity and intercultural performance in using American 

English.  

4. Chapter Summary  

In this chapter, I introduced the proposed conceptual framework of the present study 

through the synthesis of several bodies of literature drawn from social semiotics, 

ethnography of communication, and intercultural communicative competence. I divided the 

chapter into four sections. In the first section, I described the concept of communication 

through the lens of social semiotics and ethnography of communication respectively. Then I 

explained the model of communicative competence with particular focus on Celce-Murcia’s 

(2008) revised model of communicative competence. In the second section, I defined the 

concept of intercultural communicative competence (ICC) and presented two ICC models, 

namely Bennett’s (1986, 2004) developmental model of intercultural sensitivity and Byram 

’s (1997, 2009) intercultural communicative competence. Then I provided a critique of the 

existing ICC models through the related literature. In the third section, I proposed a new ICC 

model called “Semio-Ethnographic Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence 

(SEMICC)” as the conceptual framework for the current research. Building on the above-

mentioned theories and models I identified the competences that L2 learners need for 

effective and appropriate operation in a given socio-semiotic world. In the final section, I 

explained the purpose of the study and presented the research questions under investigation.  
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 CHAPTER 3   

METHODOLOGY 

In this chapter, I will focus on the methodology used in the present study. First, I will 

explain the research design along with the researcher positioning. Next, I will introduce the 

setting and the participants. Regarding the participants, I will make a distinction between the 

study informants and the raters. Then I will describe the instruments used for collecting data 

by drawing on the rationale for the data collection tools and introducing each instrument 

separately – namely, the intercultural sensitivity scale (ISS), the oral discourse completion 

test (DCT), and semi-structured interviews. Finally, I will elucidate the data collection 

procedure and the analysis of the data.  

1. Research Design 

In the present study, I employed a mixed-methods convergent parallel research 

design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) to collect, analyze, and interpret data related to 

Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural communicative competence (ICC) in 

US socio-semiotic world. I used both quantitative and qualitative approaches to shed light on 

the research questions under investigation (see Figure 7). I employed these approaches to 

collect and analyze the data by providing equal room for both strands and keeping them 

independent of each other. However, I merged the results during the overall interpretation to 

see how these data sets converged and diverged in terms of casting light on the 

aforementioned research questions. Specifically, at the data collection stage, I used an 

intercultural sensitivity survey (ISS) and an oral discourse completion test (DCT) to collect 

quantitative data, and semi-structured interviews to collect qualitative data. Similarly, at the 

analysis stage, I analyzed the ISS and oral DCT data quantitatively and semi-structured 
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interview data qualitatively. Finally, at the interpretation stage, I compared these two data 

sets to see how they converged or diverged in relation to the above-mentioned research 

objectives.  

 

Figure 7. Mixed-methods Convergent Parallel Research Design (adapted from Creswell & 

Plano Clark, 2011, p. 69) 

The reason for choosing the mixed-methods convergent parallel research design for 

the current study was multi-layered.  That is, scholars point out that this research design has 

several advantages over other designs, such as purely quantitative, purely qualitative, or both 

methods but with one dominant, and the like (Jick, 1979; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 

2007). These advantages include (a) obtaining more reliable data, (b) validating and 

explicating findings from another approach and thus producing more comprehensive, 

consistent, and reliable conclusions, (c) eliciting thicker and richer data by providing breadth 

and corroboration in relation to the research objectives, and (d) leading to the synthesis or 
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integration of theories or serving as a litmus test for competing theories. With all these 

benefits in mind, this research design served as the most applicable and useful research 

paradigm for the present study.   

2. Researcher Positioning 

As the researcher, I shared several commonalities with the study informants (Turkish 

international graduate students in the USA), due to coming from the same or similar socio-

semiotic backgrounds. These commonalities contributed to this research positively. First and 

foremost, like my study informants, I am a nonnative speaker of American English and went 

through similar educational practices when learning it in Turkey. Therefore, I could easily 

predict and detect what communicative challenges or problems they would encounter in the 

US socio-semiotic world. Based on this prediction and detection, I could address some of 

these challenges or problems and elicit richer data related to them in the current study. 

Second, I speak Turkish as my first/dominant language like all the study informants and 

Kurdish as my heritage language like some of my study informants. This shared 

languacultural background benefited the process of data collection of the study by easing the 

recruitment of the informants and the establishment of the groundwork for rapport when 

communicating with them. Finally, I had been a Turkish international graduate student in the 

United States for about two years at the time of the study. During this length of residence, I 

also experienced similar communicative challenges or problems when interacting with 

people from other socio-semiotic backgrounds, including my professors, classmates, fellow 

students, and so forth. Therefore, I could derive richer data, which would otherwise be 

difficult to collect and analyze.  



 90 

Given the above points, I based the current research on an emic perspective regarding 

the role of the researcher. And thus the present study can be classified as “backyard 

research”, as termed by Glesne (2011, p. 41). Despite its potential benefits, Glesne asserts 

that such backyard studies might pose some problems or challenges to the researcher: 

“Previous experiences with settings or peoples can set up expectations for certain types of 

interactions that will constrain effective data collection” (p. 41). This is because the 

researcher already has a role in his/her interactions with the participants (e.g. friend, teacher, 

relative, and so on), and thus both the researcher and the participants may experience 

confusion at times over which role the researcher is or should be assuming. Another 

drawback of backyard research posited by Glesne is related to ethical issues and political 

dilemmas. Since the researcher is an established insider, his/her interviews with or 

observations of students, colleagues, or friends may cause guilt and anxiety. Glesne further 

adds that the researcher may feel vulnerable when confronted with politically charged 

situations. A final problem associated with backyard research is concerned with information 

that is politically risky to know, termed “dangerous knowledge” by Glesne. However, I 

observed that these issues did not pose any threats to the present study, which was 

particularly obvious when I conducted the interviews with the study informants. First, since 

the study informants were graduate (master’s or doctoral) students, they had familiarity with 

such academic or scientific studies. Therefore, they had no confusion over which role I 

assumed at the time of the study. Second, the rapport established between the study 

informants and me served effectively to decrease possible threats. Third, the data collection 

procedure substantially helped overcome any threats. That is, since the study informants 

completed the ISS online, they did not face the above threats. Moreover, because they 
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completed the DCT in about 15 minutes either face-to-face or online through Skype at their 

convenience, they felt motivated when participating in the study. In addition, since I 

conducted the semi-structured interviews either individually or in groups depending on the 

preference of the participants, they had the opportunity to enjoy the friendly atmosphere of 

the interview protocols and therefore express themselves independently and comfortably. 

Finally, since I contacted and communicated with the study informants a few times to inform 

them about the details of the study beforehand, they had heightened consciousness about the 

research. Therefore, the influence of the above issues was at a minimal level.  

3. Research Site 

I carried out the current study with Turkish international graduate students seeking 

master’s (MA, MS, or Med) and/or doctoral (PhD or EdD) degrees in different 

programs/departments at different universities across the United States. The following table 

presents the list of these degree levels, programs/departments and universities along with the 

states where they are located (see Table 1). As can be seen in the table above, I conducted the 

research with graduate students studying in 26 different programs/departments at 15 different 

universities located in many different states across the United States. Of these students, while 

21 of them (81%) were at the doctoral level, 5 of them (19%) were at the master’s level. 

Depending on the location and availability of the study informants at the time of the study, I 

employed different means to get access to them and apply the tools – specifically, 

asynchronous web meetings, synchronous web meetings, and face-to-face meetings. 
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Table 1. 

List of the Programs/Departments and Universities  

 Degree Program/Department  University and Location 

1  PhD Counselor Education and Supervision Duquesne University, 

Pennsylvania 

2  PhD Literacy, Culture and Language 

Education 

Indiana University Bloomington, 

Indiana 

3  PhD Special Education Kent State University, Ohio 

4  PhD Civil Engineering New Mexico State University, 

New Mexico 

5  PhD Operations Management  Northcentral University, Arizona 

6  PhD Gifted Education Purdue University, Indiana 

7  PhD History The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

8  PhD Middle Eastern and North African 

Studies  

The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

9  PhD Sociology The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

10  PhD Second Language Acquisition and 

Teaching  

The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

11  PhD Special Education  The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 
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Table 1. 

The List of the Programs/Departments and Universities (Continued) 

 Degree Program/Department  University and Location 

12.  PhD Rehabilitation Counseling  The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

13.  PhD Chemistry The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

14.  PhD Electrical and Computer Engineering  The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

15.  PhD Mechanical Engineering  The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

16.  PhD Mining Engineering  The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

17.  EdD Gifted Education,  The University of Arkansas at 

Little Rock, Arkansas 

18.  PhD Measurement and Statistics The University of Illinois at 

Chicago, Illinois 

19.  PhD Special Education The University of Kansas, 

Kansas 

20.  PhD Physics The University of 

Massachusetts Lowell, 

Massachusetts 
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Table 1. 

The List of the Programs/Departments and Universities (Continued) 

 Degree Program/Department  University and Location 

21  PhD Plastics Engineering  The University of Massachusetts 

Lowell, Massachusetts 

22  MA Visual Impairment The University of Arizona, 

Arizona 

23  MA Research Methods and Statistics The University of Denver, 

Colorado 

24  MS Electrical and Computer Engineering  The University of Akron, Ohio 

25  MA Special Education  Kent State University,  

26  M.Ed. Learning, Design, and Technology  Pennsylvania State University, 

Pennsylvania 

For asynchronous web meetings, I used the Qualtrics software provided for faculty, 

staff, and students by the University of Arizona to send the ISS to the informants to 

complete. As for synchronous web meetings, I used Skype to conduct online synchronous 

meetings to implement the DCT and conduct the semi-structured interviews. Finally, for 

face-to-face meetings, I arranged in-person meetings with the informants at the University of 

Arizona to apply both the DCT and semi-structured interviews. Except for two of the semi-

structured interviews, I conducted the interviews with the study informants at the University 

of Arizona because it helped me get easy access to the interviewees and served effectively as 

a convenient research setting for the interviews. I carried out the interviews in one of the 



 95 

group study rooms reserved in the Main Library at the University of Arizona or at some other 

places where the interviewees felt comfortable during the interview protocol (e.g., at a café).  

4. Participants 

In the present study, there were two groups of participants: the study informants who 

provided the data and the raters who graded the performance of the study informants. 

Detailed information about these two groups of participants is provided below.  

4.1. Study Informants 

At the selection stage, I used specific criteria to recruit the study informants. These 

included the recruitment of those who (a) were born in Turkey, (b) spoke Turkish as their 

first/dominant language, (c) finished their bachelor’s study in Turkey, and (d) learned 

English as a foreign language  through formal or informal education to a certain degree 

before arriving in the US. The rationale behind these criteria was to minimize the effect of 

some confounding variables that might interfere with the reliability of the data to be collected 

– specifically, the impact of exposure to English due to their birth place, first/dominant 

language, length of residence in a country where English might be the dominant language, 

and experience with the context where they learned English.  

Based on the criteria above, 32 Turkish international graduate students seeking 

master’s and/or doctoral degrees in different programs/departments at different universities 

across the United States participated as the study informants in this research. Of these 

informants, 18  (56%) were female, 14 (44%) were male, between 24 and 36 years old, with 

an average of 28.3. Regarding their marital status, 8 of them (25%) were married, 24 (75%) 

were single, and the partners of those who were married had different languacultural 
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backgrounds – Turkish (N = 5), Kurdish (N = 1), English and Spanish (N = 1), and 

Mongolian (N = 1).  

As for their educational background (see Table 2), all the study informants completed 

their bachelor’s study in different programs (e.g., history, geological engineering, elementary 

education, science education, and the like) in either state or private universities in Turkey. In 

these universities, they received education in different languages (namely, Turkish or 

English) due to the policies pertaining to the medium of instruction. While 20 of them (62%) 

were instructed in Turkish, 12 (38%) were instructed in English. Of the latter group, 2 of 

them received education in English due to studying in an English-language-related field but 

not due to the medium of instruction in their universities. Given these figures, it is salient that 

12 of the study informants had more exposure to English than the others. Moreover, during 

their bachelor’s study, while 22 of the informants did not go to a foreign country, 8 of them 

visited the United States with varying lengths of residence and 4 of them went to other 

countries (including Estonia, Sweden, Germany, and Finland) via student exchange 

programs. These visits were likely to have had some positive effect on their overall ICC.  

Regarding their master’s study, while 27 of them (84%) had completed M.A., 5 

(16%) were still in their programs at the time of the study. Those who were still in their 

master’s program sought their degrees in US universities. As for those who finished their 

master’s study, 13 of them (48%) earned their degrees at Turkish universities, whereas 14 

(52%) received their degrees at US universities. Considering those who earned their master’s 

degrees in Turkish universities, 10 of them received their instruction in English, and 3 in 

Turkish. Based on these figures, it is apparent that except for 3 informants (9%), the rest 

(91%) had exposure to English through their academic pursuits, namely their master’s 
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studies. However, this exposure does not guarantee a high level of ICC in US socio-semiotic 

world. 

Table 2. 

Educational Background of the Study Informants (N=32) 

 Degree Levels 

BA MA PHD 

Degree Completion 32 Completed: 27  

In Progress: 5 

27 

Location of University Turkey: 32 Turkey: 13 

USA: 14 

USA: 27 

MI at Turkish Universities Turkish: 22 

English: 12 

Turkish: 10 

English: 3 

English: 27 

Finally, it can be understood from these numbers that 27 of the informants were 

pursuing a doctoral degree at the time of the study. As for their plans after completing their 

degrees in the United States,12 of them (37.5%) reported a strong desire to return to Turkey 

permanently, 12 (37.5%) planned to stay in the United States temporarily to continue their 

master’s, doctoral or postdoctoral studies, 5 (16%) decided to settle down in the United 

States, and 3 (9%) were unsure about future residence plans.  

The informants also had several differences related to their language background – 

including their heritage language2, first language3, the other languages they knew, and their 

proficiency in English. First, 28 of them (88%) were heritage speakers of Turkish, 3 (9%)  

Kurdish and only 1 (3%) Arabic. Second, all the informants spoke Turkish as their first 

                                                
2 Heritage Language: The language that someone uses at or inherited from home and that 

differs from the language used in mainstream society (He, 2011) 
3 First Language: The language used in mainstream society (He, 2011) 
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language. Finally, they could also speak some languages other than their heritage and first 

languages, including English (N=32), German (N=3), French (N=2), Spanish (N=2), Arabic 

(N=1), and Mongolian (N=1). Considering English, they all learned it as a foreign language 

in Turkey. However, 18 of them added that they went to language school in the United States 

to master their English for their academic pursuits. Based on this overall background, I 

collected data related to the informants’ self-evaluation of their proficiency in English (see 

Table 3).  

Table 3. 

Study Informants’ Self-Evaluation of Proficiency in English 

 Beginner Elementary Pre-

intermediate 

Intermediate Upper-

intermediate 

Advanced Near 

Native 

Reading - - - - 11 14 7 

Writing - - - 1 13 16 2 

Listening - - - 2 7 15 8 

Speaking - - - 5 11 13 3 

Vocabulary - - 1 5 8 15 3 

Grammar - - - 1 13 14 4 

Overall  - - - - 14 14 4 

Table 3 shows that considering their overall proficiency in English, 14 of them (44%) 

reported to being upper-intermediate, 14 (44%) advanced and 4 (12%) near native. As for 

their proficiency in reading, writing, listening, grammar, vocabulary, and grammar, they 

reported a variety between intermediate and near native, with one of the informants reporting 
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pre-intermediate level of proficiency in vocabulary. Apart from their self-evaluations, I also 

collected data related to their TOEFL (Test of English for English as a Foreign Language) 

scores. Their scores ranged from 72 to 116, with a mean of 90.75. Moreover, they reported 

that they had resided in the US for varying periods of time, ranging from 1 and 10 years 

(M=4.04) at the time of the study. Given these standardized scores and length of residence, it 

is evident that they had adequate proficiency to be able to follow their academic studies and 

navigate in the US socio-semiotic world. 

4.2. Raters 

In the present study, there were also 4 independent raters (2 males and 2 females) 

who graded the study informants’ pragmatic competence in the aforementioned 

communicative acts on the DCT. They were between 27 and 37 years old at the time of the 

study and were L1 (first language) speakers of American English. They specialized in 

language studies at the doctoral level in the Second Language Acquisition and Teaching 

(SLAT) PhD Program and worked as teaching assistants in the English, Spanish, or French 

language programs at the University of Arizona. Therefore, it was certain that the raters were 

trained in language-related studies and had a background in the concepts of intercultural 

communicative competence, semiopragmatic performance, socio-semiopragmatic 

performance and communicative acts (which was also revealed during my initial talks about 

these concepts with them). The rationale behind having four raters in the present study was 

three-fold: First, since the assessment and evaluation of test items might change from rater to 

rater, I recruited four raters to guarantee the reliability of the test scores to some extent. 

Second, since the use of English varies across the United States, I chose the raters from four 

different states (namely, Washington, South Dakota, Indiana, and Pennsylvania) in the US to 
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minimize the impact of US varieties of English on the study informants’ intercultural 

communicative competence. Third, because gender differences might be a variable 

influencing the given test scores, I recruited two male and two female raters to decrease this 

effect.  

5. Instruments 

5.1. Rationale for Data Collection Tools 

Scholars and researchers have devised various approaches and tools to assess 

intercultural communicative competence. In general, these approaches and tools are 

classified into three categories: direct, indirect and mixed (Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 

2007; Fantini, 2009; Deardorf, 2011). Indirect assessment tools include self- or other-report 

measures such as surveys developed on the basis of some models or frameworks of ICC, 

including the Behavioral Assessment Scale for Intercultural Competence (BASIC), the 

Intercultural Sensitivity Inventory (ICSI), the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI), and 

the Assessment of Intercultural Competence (AIC), among others. However, several 

researchers have voiced concerns in relation to the shortcomings of indirect measures, 

particularly those in the self-report format (Altshuler et al., 2003; Arasaratnam & Doerfel, 

2005; Hammer et al., 2003; Williams, 2005). For instance, Altshuler et al. (2003) found a 

“discrepancy between participants’ self-perception of their intercultural awareness and 

sensitivity and their actual abilities” (p. 397). These concerns have given rise to the use of 

direct methods by some researchers, such as performance assessment, portfolio assessment, 

and interviews (Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 2007). However, some researchers have also 

suggested the use of a mixed-methods approach in which direct and indirect assessment tools 

are combined to provide more comprehensive accounts of ICC. For instance, the test battery 
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developed by the intercultural competence assessment project (INCA) includes both direct 

and indirect ways of assessing ICC by using questionnaires, scenarios, and role-plays 

(Sinicrope, Norris, & Watanabe, 2007). Based on this overall rationale, the present study 

employed a mixed-methods approach by using three different tools to elicit data related to 

Turkish international graduate students’ ICC: the intercultural sensitivity scale, the oral 

discourse completion test, and semi-structured interviews.  

5.2. Intercultural Sensitivity Scale  

The intercultural sensitivity scale (ISS) consists of two different parts (see Appendix 

C). The first part elicits background information about the study informants, including their 

gender, age, level of study, length of residence in the USA, TOEFL score when they were 

accepted to their current graduate programs, and self-perception of their English proficiency 

(reading, writing, listening, and speaking, vocabulary and grammar). The second part 

includes a scale of 24 items taken from Chen and Starosta (2000) and is designed in the 

format of a five-point Likert scale with anchors of: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, 

disagree, and strongly disagree. The exploratory factor analysis of the items in the scale 

generates five factors: 

•  Interaction Engagement: Feelings of participation in intercultural communication 

• Respect for Cultural Differences: Orientation to or tolerance toward others’ 

cultures and opinions 

• Interaction Confidence: Confidence in intercultural contexts  

• Interaction Enjoyment:  Positive or negative reactions toward intercultural 

communication 
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• Interaction Attentiveness:  Effort to understand what is happening in intercultural 

communication  

As a whole, the scale shows a high internal consistency with a .86 reliability 

coefficient. Moreover, the scale was compared to seven related measures to ensure its 

validity: interaction attentiveness scale, impression rewarding scale, self-esteem scale, self-

monitoring scale, perspective taking scale, intercultural effectiveness scale, and intercultural 

communication attitude scale. Pearson product-moment correlations demonstrate significant 

correlations between the ISS and the other seven scales at the p > .05 level, with values 

ranging from r=.17 to r=.74. All these statistical analyses indicate that the scale had strong 

reliability and validity as a measure to assess the intercultural sensitivity of Turkish 

international graduate students in the US socio-semiotic context. However, considering the 

contextual difference between the original and present studies, I assumed that the tool might 

lack an adequate level of reliability for the current study. Therefore, I applied the scale to 10 

Turkish international graduate students in the US and carried out a second reliability test. The 

test results indicated a slight increase in the reliability of the scale (.87).  

5.3. Oral Discourse Completion Test  

In the related literature, there are numerous studies of different communicative acts, 

including requests (e.g., Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Kanik, 2012; Rose, 1992; Tabar, 2012), 

apologies (e.g., Afghari, 2007; Nureddeen, 2008), and refusals (e.g., Al-Issa, 2003; 

Wannaruk, 20008). Almost all of these studies have used the oral or written discourse 

completion test (DCT) as the fundamental tool to elicit data related to the communicative 

acts under investigation. However, several scholars and researchers have drawn attention to 
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the inadequacy of the DCT to obtain naturalistic data and thus to approximate L2 speakers’ 

actual performance of communicative acts.  

With this criticism in mind, Billmyer and Varghese (2000) point out that 

ethnographic observations are likely to yield more reliable and valid data with regard to L2 

learners’ actual performance of communicative acts. However, researchers have posited 

several reasons for the use of the DCT to elicit data on communicative acts. First, 

ethnographic observations pose many challenges and difficulties to the researcher in the 

process of collecting spontaneous communicative act data – such as, obtaining extensive 

observational data with comparable socio-semiotic factors (Billmyer &Varghese, 2000; 

Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Hudson et al., 1995; Yu, 2011). Second, the DCT enables the 

researcher to create different scenarios related to a particular communicative act, due to 

providing a means of controlling for various semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic 

variables – including linguistic forms, pragmatic strategies, social power, social distance, and 

the degree of imposition (Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 2004; Chang, 2011; Mirzaei, Roohani, & 

Esmaeili, 2012; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985). Finally, the DCT can be administered to a 

large number of people when compared to ethnographic observations (Olshtain, 1993; Al-

Issa, 2003). Given these assets, I employed the DCT to collect data in the current research. 

However, I decided to use the oral DCT rather than the written one because it enabled me to 

elicit more real-life-like data.  

The oral DCT includes three different communicative acts: apologies, requests, and 

refusals (see Appendix D). The rationale behind choosing these communicative acts is two-

fold: (a) the high number of studies that focused on these communicative acts in the related 

literature (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Chang, 2011; Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Hudson, 
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2001; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Ogierman, 2009), and (b) the high frequency of 

my own encounters with these acts in normal everyday talk in the US. To develop the oral 

DCT, I applied three major stages adapted from Mirzaei, Roohani, and Esmaeili (2012): 

exemplar generation, participant judgment, and selection of scenarios. In the first stage, I 

made a pool of 36 scenarios by adapting 28 of them from several different studies (Afghari, 

2007; Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 2004; Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Nureddeen, 2008; Rose, 1992; 

Taguchi, 2007; Zhu, 2012) and by using my emic perspective to create 8 new scenarios. In 

each communicative act category, there were 12 different situations investigating the 

systematic variation of two important socio-semiopragmatic factors determining 

communicative performance: power and distance (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989; Brown & 

Levinson, 1987; Byon, 2004; Mirzaei et al., 2012; Taguchi, 2007; Zhu, 2012).  

Similar to the design of the scenarios in some studies in the related literature (e.g., 

Afghari, 2007; Byon, 2004; Nureddeen, 2008), I treated the distance variable as a binary 

value in which interlocutors either knew each other (-distance) or did not know one another 

(+distance). Similarly, I treated the power variable as a ternary value in which the hearer was 

either of a lower status (-power), the interlocutors were of equal status (=power), or the 

hearer was of higher status (+power). Based on this rationale, I formed six different 

combinations of power and distance: [+power, +distance], [+power, -distance], [=power, 

+distance], [=power, -distance], [-power, +distance], and [-power, -distance]. For each 

combination, I included two different scenarios in each communicative act category in the 

preliminary DCT, and two L1 speaker of American English proofread all the scenarios for 

any vocabulary or grammatical mistakes.  
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Table 4. 

Description of Scenarios in the DCT 

Situation Description Power Distance 

APO 1 Being late for a meeting with classmates = + 

APO 2 Spilling the coke all over the table = - 

APO 3 Being late for a meeting with a professor  + + 

APO 4 Returning a wrong book to a professor  + - 

APO 5 Hurting a lower-grade student accidentally - + 

APO 6 Forgetting to send an email to a lower-grade student - - 

REQ 1 Asking a stranger to take a photo  = + 

REQ 2 Asking a classmate for another one’s email address  = - 

REQ 3 Asking a professor for an extension of submitting a 

paper  

+ + 

REQ 4 Asking a professor for a letter of recommendation  + - 

REQ 5 Asking a lower-grade student for the sources on a topic - + 

REQ 6 Asking a lower-grade student to participate in a study - - 

REF 1 Refusing to participate in a friend’s study  = + 

REF 2 Refusing a friend to pay for one’s lunch  = - 

REF 3 Refusing to go to a professor’s party  + + 

REF 4 Refusing a professor’s suggestion to take a course  + - 

REF 5 Refusing to talk to lower-grade student due to being a 

hurry 

- + 

REF 6 Refusing to go to the cinema with a lower-grade student - - 

 

In the second stage, I sent the preliminary DCT to 5 Turkish international graduate 

students to rate the situations on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from “always” to “never”) 

in order to determine the frequency with which they confronted them in their daily life in the 

US socio-semiotic context. The responses from the participants led to the final stage of 

forming the DCT, in which I first carried out descriptive statistics to determine the mean 
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score of each situation, and then included the situations with the highest mean scores in each 

combination in the final version of the DCT. Given these procedures, the final version of the 

DCT incorporated 6 situations per communicative act, thus 18 situations in total (see Table 

4).  The reason for following these three steps in forming the DCT was to augment the 

authenticity of the test by selecting the scenarios that were plausible and familiar to the 

participants (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Chang, 2011).   

5.4. Semi-structured Interviews 

To corroborate and enrich the data coverage in the current research, I conducted semi-

structured interviews with 12 participants studying at the University of Arizona (see 

Appendix E for the English version of the interview questions, and Appendix F for the 

Turkish version). I carried out the interviews in Turkish in order to enable the participants to 

express themselves effectively and avoid problems or challenges that may have resulted from 

their proficiency in English. I designed the interviews in two different formats: group and 

individual. The criteria for determining the type of interview depended on (a) the availability 

of the participants to meet at the same time and (b) their level of acquaintance with one 

another. The reason for using these two different approaches in the interviews was to enrich 

the data obtained by providing an interactive environment in which the participants could 

help each other recall their experiences more easily and express their views and beliefs more 

effectively (Glesne, 2011).  

Using semi-structured interviews, I also aimed to triangulate the findings of the ISS 

and DCT by shedding further light on the research questions under investigation. In this 

regard, Fontana and Frey (2005) state that in semi-structured interviews, the interviewer has 

an interviewing guide which usually includes both closed-ended and open-ended questions 
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prepared beforehand; however, in the course of the interview, the interviewer has a certain 

amount of room in which s/he can adjust the sequence of the questions to be asked and add 

further questions depending on the context of the participants’ responses. Moreover, Best and 

Kahn (1998) assert that due to its interactive nature, interviewing has many advantages over 

other types of data collection instruments. For instance, since interviews offer more down-to-

earth descriptions and explanations, they enhance surveys by providing a better 

understanding of the context (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Therefore, the use of interviews in the 

present study had equal importance to the other two tools, namely the ISS and DCT.  

6. Data Collection Procedure 

In order to collect data for the present study, I pursued a number of steps. First, I 

recruited Turkish international graduate students studying in the United States by using my 

personal networks. I also received help from some of my informants to recruit more people. 

Second, I sent them the ISS online by using the Qualtrics software provided for faculty, staff, 

and students by the University of Arizona (UofA). Third, I sent them the consent form for the 

oral DCT and arranged meetings with them to complete the test. Depending on the location 

and availability of the informants, I conducted either Skype or face-to-face meetings. I used 

the voice-recording feature of my IPhone to record the meetings. Finally, I employed two 

Skype and ten face-to-face semi-structured interviews by making voice recordings. Except 

for the Skype interviews, I conducted the remaining interviews either at a study room 

reserved in the Main Library at the UofA or at a place where the interviewees felt 

comfortable during the interview protocol. I carried out the interviews immediately after the 

completion of the DCT to get instantaneous data related to the informants’ experience with 
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the DCT and avoid any loss of data that might result from the time gap between the DCT and 

the semi-structured interviews.  

7. Data Analysis  

As I mentioned in the research design section, the analysis of the data also included 

both quantitative and qualitative strands. Considering the former strand, I analyzed the data 

elicited through the ISS and DCT quantitatively by using the Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS 22.0). I used the software to determine the reliability of both tools and 

normality of the data gathered via these instruments. Ascertaining the reliability of the tools 

and the normality of the data, I did a descriptive analysis to measure frequency rates, means, 

percentages, and standard deviations for the data collected. In addition, I did simple and 

multiple regression analyses to detect the relationship (a) between the ISS and DCT,  (b) 

between the ISS and Turkish international graduate students’ proficiency and length of 

residence in the US, and (c) between the DCT and Turkish graduate students’ proficiency 

and length of residence in the US. As for the latter strand, I did qualitative analysis for the 

data obtained through both the DCT and semi-structured interviews. In the qualitative 

analysis, I used different approaches introduced in the related literature, including content, 

deductive, and inductive analyses (Glesne, 2011; Seidman, 2006).   

Regarding the ISS, Chen and Starosta’s study (2000) indicated that the scale had a 

high level of reliability with .86 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient. In other words, the ISS 

yielded a high level of internal consistency in relation to how closely related the items in the 

scale were as a group. However, I assumed that the differences related to the settings and 

participants between the current and source studies could interfere with the reliability of the 

test. Hence, I carried out a second test to determine the reliability of the scale to assess 
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Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural sensitivity to US socio-semiotic world. 

The results of the test indicated a higher level of reliability than the one in the source study, 

with .87 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient (p > .05). Confirming the reliability of the scale, I 

employed a normality test to determine whether the data were normally distributed. The 

rationale behind employing this test lies in the literature on statistical analysis in which a 

normal distribution of the predicted dependent variable scores (in this case, participants’ 

intercultural sensitivity scores) is required to use mean scores for the interpretation of the 

data obtained (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). Based on this requirement, the skewness (the 

symmetry of a distribution) and kurtosis (the clustering of scores toward the center of a 

distribution) values of the dependent variable are calculated to determine the normality of the 

data. In a perfect normal distribution, the mean, median and mode have equal values, and 

therefore the skewness and kurtosis values are zero. However, scholars have different notions 

about the acceptable range of skewness and kurtosis. That is, while some assert that a 

threshold of ± 0.5 can indicate a departure from normality (e.g., Runyon, Coleman, & 

Pittenger, 2000), others contend that ± 1 or ± 2 range is acceptable for skewness and kurtosis 

(e.g., George & Mallery, 2003; Morgan, Griego, & Gloeckner, 2001). With these theoretical 

underpinnings in mind, I employed the normality test to be able to use the mean values and 

standard deviations in the interpretation of the data obtained via the ISS. The test showed a 

normal distribution of the data on the ISS (a detailed analysis of the normality test is 

provided in the following chapter).  

 As for the analysis of the DCT data, I employed an approach based on “the 

consensual assessment technique” introduced by Terasa Amabile in 1982 and then developed 

by other scholars in the area of creativity assessment (Amabile, 1982, 1983, 1996; Baer, 
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1993; Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile, 2004; Baer & McKool, 2009). In this technique, three 

different aspects are required for a given task (Amabile, 1983): (a) It must yield some 

product or clearly observable response to be made available for judges/raters’ judgment; (b) 

it must be open-ended enough to allow substantial flexibility and novelty in responses; and 

(c) it should not depend heavily on certain special skills. Likewise, there are also several 

other requirements for the assessment procedure. First, raters should have experience with 

the domain in question. To put it differently, external observers who have not been 

preselected on any dimension other than familiarity with the domain should be able to make 

an assessment. Second, raters should assess the given responses independently. Third, raters 

should be asked to assess the responses on other dimensions in addition to the dimension in 

question. Fourth, raters should be asked to assess the responses relative to one another 

according to a given dimension, rather than rating them on the basis of some absolute 

standards they might have for work in their domain. Finally, each rater should see the 

responses in a different random order and consider the various dimensions of assessment in a 

different random order.  

In the light of these criteria, the DCT included scenarios that did not require any 

special skills for their completion and yet allowed the production of observable, flexible, and 

novel responses. Similarly, I designed the assessment procedures of the DCT along the lines 

of the consensual assessment technique. First, I transcribed each informant’s responses to the 

situations in the DCT on separate sheets and replaced his/her name with a number for the 

purpose of confidentiality. Then, I compiled all the responses given to each situation under 

the related scenario to make the process of grading easier for the raters. However, I changed 

the order of the situations in each communicative act category to randomize the responses as 
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prescribed in the selected assessment technique. In order to grade the informants’ 

competence on the DCT, I prepared four sets of transcriptions (each including all the 

informants’ responses) and sent one set along with a grading manual to each of the raters (see 

Appendix G, for the training manual for the raters, which was adapted from Hudson et al., 

1995). The raters graded the responses on a five-point Likert scale with anchors of: very poor 

(1), poor (2), fair (3), good (4), and very good (5). The raters assessed and evaluated the 

informants’ response to each situation according to their semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic appropriateness. In other words, participants’ responses were rated 

according to their semiotic appropriateness.  

In order to obtain agreement among the raters in terms of rating, I employed an inter-

rater reliability test by using SPSS. The statistical analysis indicated a high level of inter-rater 

reliability with .88 Intraclass Correlation Coefficient. At this point, a caveat was in order: In 

case of an inconsistency, I planned to organize a discussion protocol among the raters to 

increase the level of agreement to an acceptable level. However, since the statistical analysis 

revealed a high level of inter-rater reliability among the raters, I did not implement the 

discussion protocol. After determining the inter-rater reliability, I pursued some further steps 

in order to use descriptive statistics (e.g., mean values, standard deviations, and so forth) in 

the interpretation of the DCT data. First, for each informant, I added the four sets of scores 

given by the raters and then divided them by four to obtain overall mean values. Second, 

similar to the procedures applied in the analysis of the ISS, I conducted the reliability and 

normality tests respectively.  I employed the reliability test to determine the internal 

consistency of the scenarios in terms of assessing Turkish international graduate students’ 

performance in using Amrican English in US socio-semiotic world – specifically, the 
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behavioral aspect of their ICC. The statistical analysis indicated a high level of reliability 

with .88 Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient (p > .05). Finally, I did the normality test to 

determine the normal distribution of the data on the DCT. The test showed that the data were 

normally distributed on the DCT (a detailed analysis of the normality test is provided in the 

following chapter).  

The reliability and normality tests for both the ISS and DCT indicated that the 

descriptive statistics (namely, mean values and standard deviations) could be used to analyze 

the data elicited through these two tools. In the interpretation process of the descriptive data, 

the boundaries of each response category in the 5-point Likert scales from 1 to 5 were 

calculated by dividing the serial width 4 by the number of responses 5 and were found to be 

0.8 (Zehir Topkaya, 2010, p. 147). Based on this calculation, the accepted boundaries for 

each response category was as follows:  

1  = 1    + 0.8 = 1.8 

2  = 1.8 + 0.8 = 2.6 

3  = 2.6 + 0.8 = 3.4 

4  = 3.4 + 0.8 = 4.2 

         5  = 4.2 + 0.8       = 5 

A score between 3.4 and above on the scale was regarded as the indicator of moderate 

(average) level of ICC, and 4.2 and above as high; any score below 3.4 was considered to 

reveal low ICC. The rationale behind forming these boundaries and thus levels was to 

interpret the quantitative more effectively (Zehir Topkaya, 2010).  

In order to find out the relationship between the ISS and DCT, I employed a simple 

regression analysis. The purpose of this analysis was to see whether the ISS and DCT 
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converged or diverged from one another in terms of predicting Turkish international graduate 

students’ ICC in US socio-semiotic world in general and their ICC in the related 

communicative acts in particular. Moreover, I carried out multiple regression analyses to 

estimate whether the study informants’ English language proficiency and length of residence 

in the United States (the independent variables) had an effect on their intercultural sensitivity 

to US socio-semiotic world and competence to use English in the aforementioned 

communicative acts (the dependent variables).  

In the analysis of the qualitative data elicited through both the DCT and semi-

structured interviews, I used three different approaches (Glesne, 2011): content, deductive, 

and inductive analyses. I did content analysis to analyze the data gathered via the DCT. In 

my analysis, I utilized the semiopragmatic (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, and so on) and socio-

semiopragmatic (e.g., social power, social distance, and so forth) cues provided in the DCT 

scenarios in order to elaborate the appropriateness of the responses given to these scenarios. 

With these particular points in mind, I focused on the scenarios that received the highest and 

lowest overall scores and the scenarios that received the highest and lowest overall 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic scores. Sample responses from the informants 

who achieved the highest and lowest scores in relation to the above-mentioned points were 

provided to illustrate the results derived from these analyses. In the analysis of these sample 

responses, I used the raters’ insights to make sound and reliable elaborations.  

Regarding the analysis related to the semi-structured interviews, I employed all three 

approaches – content, deductive, and inductive. First, I transcribed all the interviews and then 

applied the deductive approach to analyze the interview data. In this approach, I used the 
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related literature, research questions, data collection tools, and the pilot study to develop 

some themes and codes in order to analyze the data (see Table 5).  

Table 5.  

Themes and Codes for Deductive Analysis 

Themes Codes within the Themes 

Semiopragmatic differences vocabulary, grammar, language strategies, body 

language, gestures, space, and so on 

Socio-semiopragmatic differences social power, social distance, degree of imposition, 

gender, and so forth 

Successful intercultural 

communication 

semiopragmatic performance, socio-semiopragmatic 

performance, and socialization 

Sources of intercultural 

communicative challenges 

semiotic differences, exposure to the target culture, 

and sociocultural/socio-semiopragmatic transfer  

Others length of residence, proficiency, 

  

However, I also encountered some other patterns during my deductive analysis, and 

therefore employed the inductive approach to determine which recurring themes might 

emerge across the interview data. Some of the recurring themes included gender, face in 

communication, mode of communication (spoken or written), and body language. Based on 

the findings of the deductive and inductive approaches, I used content analysis to provide 

sample responses or explanations given by the interviewees in order to illustrate these points. 

I also did member-checking with some of the interviewees to see if there were any unclear or 

misunderstood parts.  
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8. Chapter Summary  

In this chapter, I explicated the methodology applied in the present study. First, I 

explained the research design, researcher positioning, and setting. Next, I introduced the 

participants by making the distinction between the study informants and raters. Then I 

described the instruments used for gathering data by drawing on the rationale for the data 

collection tools and introducing each instrument separately – namely, the intercultural 

sensitivity scale (ISS), the oral discourse completion test (DCT), and semi-structured 

interviews. In the last two parts of the chapter, I elucidated the data collection procedure and 

the analysis of the data.  
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS  

In this chapter, I will present the findings related to the ICC of Turkish international 

graduate students in the United States. I will divide the chapter into three different sections 

by drawing on the three aspects of ICC: affective, behavioral, and cognitive. In the first 

section, I will focus on the affective aspect by analyzing the data obtained via the ISS and 

semi-structured interviews. I will explain the study informants’ overall intercultural 

sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and measure the causal effect of their language 

proficiency and LoR on this overall intercultural sensitivity. I will also use the findings 

derived from the analysis of the semi-structured interview data to corroborate the outcomes 

of the ISS. In the second section, I will focus on the behavioral aspect through the findings of 

both the DCT and semi-structured interview data. I will provide the findings related to the 

study informants’ overall intercultural performance in using American English in the 

communicative acts of apologies, requests, and refusals, and then the impact of their 

language proficiency and LoR on this overall performance. Regarding their overall 

intercultural performance in using American English, I will also elaborate their 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances in these communicative acts and 

the relationship between these two performances. In addition, I will scrutinize the connection 

between their affective and behavioral aspects of ICC by comparing the data gathered via the 

ISS and DCT. I will also use the findings of the semi-structured interviews to reinforce all 

the outcomes of the DCT. In the final section, I will examine the cognitive aspect by 

analyzing the data collected via the semi-structured interviews. I will present the findings 

related to how the study informants defined successful intercultural communication, what 
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diversities they observed between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds, and what 

sources they posited for intercultural communicative challenges or breakdowns they 

confronted in the US socio-semiotic world.  

A. AFFECTIVE ASPECT OF ICC: STUDY INFORMANTS’ INTERCULTURAL 

SENSITIVITY TO THE US SOCIO-SEMIOTIC WORLD 

As outlined in the conceptual framework of this study (see Chapter 2), the affective 

aspect of ICC is represented by the concept of intercultural sensitivity described as L2 

speakers’ motivation to understand, appreciate, and accept differences among different socio-

semiotic worlds (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008). In order to investigate this 

aspect, I used both the intercultural sensitivity scale (ISS) and semi-structured interviews. I 

employed both instruments to measure Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural 

sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world. Before analyzing the data collected via the ISS, I 

conducted reliability and normality tests to ensure that the scale had adequate reliability and 

the informants’ scores were normally distributed. In the methodology section, I noted that the 

ISS had a high level of reliability both in the source study (p = .86) (Chen & Starosta, 2000) 

and the current study (p = .87) at a significance value of p > .05.  

Ascertaining the reliability of the scale, I employed a normality test to determine 

whether Turkish international graduate students’ scores of intercultural sensitivity to the US 

socio-semiotic world were normally distributed. The reason for this test was to confirm the 

normal distribution of the intercultural sensitivity scores (the predicted dependent variable 

scores in this study) and to be able to use them for the interpretation of the data obtained. 

Given this basis, I conducted both descriptive analysis and Shapiro Wilk test (see Table 6).   
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Table 6.  

Descriptive Data Related to the Normality of Data 

 N M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

 Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

ISS  32 4.15 .068 .386 .077 .414 -.313 .809 

Table 6 shows that the informants’ intercultural sensitivity scores were normally 

distributed, with skewness of .077 (SE=.414) and kurtosis of -.313 (SE=.809). As expected, 

the finding of the Shapiro Wilk test was also in conformity with skewness and kurtosis 

values in that it indicated a normal distribution in relation to the informants’ intercultural 

sensitivity scores at a significance value of p>.05 (p=.632, df=32).  

1. Informants’ Overall Intercultural Sensitivity According to Predetermined Levels   

Determining the reliability of the scale and the normal distribution of the scores, I 

computed descriptive statistics to examine the informants’ overall intercultural sensitivity to 

the US socio-semiotic world by referring to the predetermined levels in the methodology 

chapter (see Table 7).  With this descriptive analysis, I tried to address the following research 

question:    

RQ1: What level of intercultural sensitivity do Turkish international graduate students in the 

United States have to the US socio-semiotic world? 

According to Table 7, in total the informants had an average level of intercultural 

sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world (M=4.15, SD=.386), not going beyond the high 

level at the boundary of 4.2. Of the 32 informants, while 14 of them (44%) had a high level 
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of intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world (M=4.50, SD=.232), 17 (53%) 

were average (M=3.90, SD=.190) and only 1 (3%) had a low level (M=3.37, SD= -).  

Table 7.  

Informants’ Overall Intercultural Sensitivity to the US Socio-semiotic world 

 N Mean SD Min. Max 

Low 1 3.37 - 3.38 3.38 

Average 17 3.90 .190 3.42 4.13 

High  14 4.50 .232 4.21 4.96 

Total  32 4.15 .386 3.38 4.96 

Parallel to the findings of the ISS, the analysis of the semi-structured interview data 

yielded similar results regarding the informants’ intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-

semiotic world. All the interviewees reported that the desire and motivation to understand, 

appreciate, and accept differences among cultures was key to developing ICC. One of them 

explained this phenomenon by giving the following example:   

It was my first day here [in the United states], and I was really very 

hungry. So, I went to Subway to have something. I gave my order, but the 

waitress asked me if I wanted my food “for here or to go”. I did not know 

what she meant. Indeed, I wanted to have my food packed because I was 

planning to have it at home. You know when we go to a restaurant in Turkey, 

we say “Can you pack it?” to have our food at home. However, it is rather 

different here. I was struggling to express myself and also understand what 

she meant. At that time, there was a guy nearby - I guess he was homeless - 

and he laughed at me. I felt so ashamed and discouraged due to not being 

able to express myself. This was the moment when I decided to learn more and 
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more about this language [American English] and culture [the US socio-

semiotic world]. (Interviewee 1) 

The following explanation given by another interviewee explicates the example above 

effectively by shedding light on the role of intercultural sensitivity (affective aspect) as a 

component of ICC:  

In my opinion, our attitudes towards the language and culture that we 

try learn are very important. This is because if someone likes a culture or has 

positive attitudes towards it, they can easily accept it. They can accommodate 

to this language and culture and have no troubles in the long run. However, if 

they keep themselves distant from this culture or have some ethnic, religious, 

and language barriers, they are likely to avoid learning about this culture. If 

so, they have no motivation to be exposed to different contexts. Therefore, they 

do not know what to say, what to do, or how to behave in such contexts. This 

is because they don’t know what American people do or say in these contexts. 

This is the main problem. (Interviewee 6) 

In the above example, it is evident that the Interviewee 1 had a language barrier to 

express himself – specifically, the challenge to order his food due to lacking the knowledge 

of the utterance “for here or to go”. Despite experiencing this problem and thus feeling 

discouraged, he felt more motivated to learn about the US socio-semiotic world. Interviewee 

6 explained the reason for this heightened motivation effectively by focusing on the 

importance of having positive attitudes towards the target socio-semiotic world. Particularly, 

his emphasis on the accommodation to the target socio-semiotic world despite ethnic, 
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religious, and language barriers explicates the significance of intercultural sensitivity as a 

component of ICC.    

In addition to the above-presented overall findings of the ISS and semi-structured 

interviews, I carried out further analyses to see Turkish international graduate students’ 

intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world regarding the five factors included in 

the ISS – namely, interaction engagement, respect for cultural differences, interaction 

confidence, interaction enjoyment, and interaction attentiveness. Moreover, I did some 

deductive and content analyses of the interview data to augment the findings of the ISS. 

2. Factor Analysis for Intercultural Sensitivity to the US Socio-semiotic World 

The first factor, interaction engagement, is concerned with the informants’ feelings of 

engagement in intercultural communication in the US socio-semiotic world. Table 8 

illustrates the descriptive data related to this particular factor.   In general, the informants had 

an average level of interaction engagement in the US socio-semiotic world (M=4.17, 

SD=.371). However, a close examination of the table indicated that while they had an 

average level of interaction engagement in some of the items (11, 21, and 22), they had a 

high level in the others (Items 1, 13, 23, and 14). For instance, the informants had a high 

level of interaction engagement in relation to being open-minded to people from different 

socio-semiotic backgrounds and enjoying engagement in intercultural communication. 

Likewise, they had an average level of interaction engagement in intercultural 

communicative exchanges and forming impression about people from different socio-

semiotic backgrounds.   
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Table 8.  

Interaction Engagement 

Items Mean  SD 

1 I enjoy interacting with people from different cultures. 4.66  .545 

11 I tend to wait before forming an impression of people from different 

cultures. 

3.31 1.061 

13 I am open-minded to people from different cultures. 4.56 .801 

21 I often give positive responses to people from different cultures 

during our interaction. 

4.16 .723 

22* I avoid those situations where I will have to deal with people from 

different cultures.  

2.09 1.088 

23 I often show my understanding through verbal and nonverbal cues to 

people from different cultures.  

4.28 .523 

24 I have a feeling of enjoyment towards differences between people 

from different cultures and me. 

4.38 .660 

Total  4.17 .371 

Note. *= Negative items reverse coded in the calculation of the total mean score.  

In line with the findings of the ISS data, the analysis of the semi-structured interviews 

data revealed the importance of the interaction engagement to foster intercultural sensitivity 

to the target socio-semiotic world – namely, the US socio-semiotic world. Of the 12 

interviewees, 8 of them (40%) reported that having positive feelings of participation in 

intercultural communication was important to augment ICC. Two of the interviewees 

explained this phenomenon as follows:  

You know we come here [to the United States] with a lot of prejudices. 

I mean people tell stories about how English people are unfriendly, but I think 

American people are very friendly. I have never been to the United Kingdom, 

so I don’t know much about them. People often say that Americans prioritize 
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individualism over collectivism, and therefore they are not as helpful as 

others. However, what I experienced here is quite the reverse. I mean they are 

very helpful, hospitable, and tolerant just like people in Turkey. So, I enjoy 

communicating with them. (Interviewee 2) 

In intimate relationships, I have observed that American people do not 

have a tendency to exert power over each other. Before coming here [to the 

United States], I used to believe that I could not have an intimate relationship 

with someone else because my partner and I would talk about different things 

and we would not understand each other. You know we come from different 

languages and cultures, so it would be impossible. However, I saw that it is 

possible to have such a relationship despite being from a different language 

and culture. I guess this is something about being open-minded. I think I have 

succeeded in being open-minded due to some extent over years here. 

(Interviewee 4)   

In the explanation of Interviewee 2, he reported to have some prejudices against 

Americans due to the views expressed by other people. However, after his arrival into the 

United States, he observed that Americans were rather different from what he had been told. 

That is, they had similar characteristic traits to people in Turkey. Seeing these similarities, he 

could overcome his prejudices and enjoy engaging in communication with Americans. The 

example of intimate relationship given by Interviewee 4 serves effectively to reinforce this 

point. In her example, she stressed the importance of being open-minded to and respectful for 

socio-semiotic differences to establish effective communicative exchanges and thus sound 

relationships in the target socio-semiotic context.   
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The second factor (respect for cultural differences) that constituted a significant 

component of intercultural sensitivity was primarily concerned with how the informants 

oriented to or showed respect toward the US socio-semiotic world. Table 9 presents the 

descriptive data related to the informants’ respect for the differences that they observed 

between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds.  

Table 9.  

Respect for Cultural Differences 

Items Mean  SD 

2* I think people from other cultures are narrow-minded. 1.75 .950 

7* I don’t like to be with people from different cultures. 1.56 .716 

8 I respect the values of people from different cultures. 4.75 .440 

16 I respect the ways people from different cultures behave. 4.38 .554 

18* I would not accept the opinions of people from different cultures. 1.47 .567 

20 I think my culture is better than other cultures. 2.22 1.211 

Total  4.38 .498 

Note. *= Negative items reverse coded in the calculation of the total mean score.  

Table 9 shows that in general the informants had a high level of respect for the 

differences between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds (M=4.38, SD=.498). 

Specifically, the mean values of items 8, 16, and 18 (M=4.75, M=4.38, and M=1.47 

respectively) indicate that they respected the differences observed between both socio-

semiotic worlds. Similarly, the mean values of items 2 and 7 (M=1.75 and M=1.56 

respectively) supported the fact that they had a high level of respect for people from different 

socio-semiotic backgrounds. The mean value of item 20 (M=2.22, SD=1.211) confirmed 

these findings. That is, the informants had a low level of prioritizing Turkish socio-semiotic 

world over US one.  
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As expected, the outcomes of the semi-structured interview data supported the 

findings of the ISS. That is, all the interviewees confirmed that socio-semiotic worlds in this 

universe differ from one another, and therefore people should respect these differences to 

have semiopragmatically and socio-semiopragmatically appropriate intercultural 

communication. In one of the group interviews, the interviewees explained this issue as 

follows: 

Interviewee 11: There is no “good” or “bad” language and culture. What we 

are talking about is language and culture. Even people who live in the same 

country have different dialects and cultures. So, how can we label one 

language and culture as “good” and the others as “bad”? [rhetorical 

question] 

Interviewee 12: I definitely agree with you. There are things we like about our 

own language and culture, but others do not. So, we cannot make such a 

comparison. They are just different.  

In this dialogue, the interviewees highlighted the importance of respecting differences 

across socio-semiotic worlds by pointing out that no culture could be labeled as either “good” 

or “bad”. To support this notion, they drew attention to the existence of differences within a 

single socio-semiotic world. In a further explanation, another interviewee stated,  

There is no cultural superiority or inferiority. For instance, what 

people from one culture say about a particular topic differ from that of the 

other. This is because their languages and cultures differ from each other. 

Let’s consider living in the same house before getting married. While 

Americans are usually okay with it, Turkish people are not. Due to such a 
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difference, Turkish people avoid even talking about it. This is totally cultural. 

(Interviewee 1) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee underlined the importance of avoidance to 

characterize socio-semiotic worlds as “superior” or “inferior” depending on the differences 

observed among them. In this regard, he focused on the difference between Turkish and 

American people regarding the phenomenon of living in the same house before marriage. He 

pointed out that this difference stemmed from the socio-semiotic differences between the two 

communities.    

The third factor, interaction confidence, was related to how confident the informants 

were when interacting with people in the US socio-semiotic world. In this regard, Table 10 

illustrates the descriptive data related to this particular component of intercultural sensitivity 

(see Table 10).  

Table 10.  

Interaction Confidence 

Items Mean  SD 

3 I am pretty sure of myself in interacting with people from different 

cultures. 

4.25 .622 

4* I find it hard to talk in front of people from different cultures. 2.13 .871 

5 I always know what to say when interacting with people from 

different cultures. 

3.28 .851 

6 I can be as sociable as I want to be when interacting with people from 

different cultures. 

3.88 .871 

10 I feel confident when interacting with people from different cultures. 4.19 .693 

Total  3.89 .642 

Note. *= Negative items reverse coded in the calculation of the total mean score.  
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It is evident in the table that in general the study informants had an average level of 

interaction confidence in the US socio-semiotic world (M = 3.89, SD = .642). Specifically, 

the mean values of items 3, 4, 5, and 10 (M=4.25, M=2.13, M=3.28, and M=4.19) indicated 

that they had an average level of confidence in intercultural interactions. These mean values 

also explained why they had an average level of sociability in the US socio-semiotic world as 

presented in item 6 (M=3.88, SD=.871). That is, their average mean value of sociability 

resulted from their average level of interaction confidence in the US socio-semiotic world.  

The findings of the semi-structured interviews showed conformity with the outcomes 

of the ISS data in the table above. That is, all the interviewees underscored the importance of 

interaction confidence to be able to navigate effectively and appropriately in a given socio-

semiotic world. They further pointed out that Turkish speakers of English often lacked self-

confidence in intercultural communication due to their socio-semiotic backgrounds. One of 

the interviewees explained this issue by stating;  

Self-confidence is one of the major qualities of a successful non-native 

speaker. You know most of us lack this quality and therefore feel discouraged 

when speaking in English. Honestly, we have serious troubles with this issue. 

Especially, the lack of exposure to US culture increases the negative effect of 

self-confidence on our communication in English. Therefore, exposure and 

experience are quite important to build self-confidence in our communication 

with foreigners. (Interviewee 9) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee drew attention to the fundamental role of 

self-confidence in intercultural communication. He mentioned the importance of exposure to 

and experience in the target socio-semiotic world to overcome communicative challenges or 
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problems deriving from the lack of self-confidence. In another explanation, one of the 

interviewees raised the notion of “fear of failure”. He noted that since non-native speakers 

fear making mistakes when speaking in the target language, they often avoid getting involved 

in such communicative exchanges. He used the following analogy to concretize this 

phenomenon:  

I share this analogy with almost everyone including my wife. In my 

analogy, I always resemble speaking language to swimming in the sea. That 

is, a person cannot learn swimming by merely watching the sea, but they 

rather have to to swim to be able to learn it. Similarly, a person cannot use a 

language without speaking it. They have to use it actively to be able to speak 

it. They shouldn’t fear making mistakes but rather should make mistakes to 

learn it. (Interviewee 5) 

Based on the analogy between learning how to swim by swimming and learning how 

to use a language by speaking, the interviewee says that active involvement in using a given 

languaculture is crucial for overcoming fear of failure and building interaction confidence. 

The fourth factor, interaction enjoyment, focuses on the informants’ positive or 

negative reactions toward communicating with people from different socio-semiotic 

backgrounds in the US. Table 11 presents the descriptive data related to this particular factor. 

According to the table, in general the study informants had a high level of interaction 

enjoyment in the US socio-semiotic world (M=4.32, SD=.607). Specifically, the mean values 

of items 9 and 15 (M=1.59 and M=1.63 respectively) indicated that they had a high level of 

enjoyment when interacting with people from different socio-semiotic backgrounds. In a 
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similar vein, the mean value of item 12 (M=1.81, SD=.738) showed that they had an average 

level of interaction enjoyment.  

Table 11.  

Interaction Enjoyment  

Items Mean  SD 

9* I get easily upset when interacting with people from different cultures. 1.59 .560 

12* I often get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures. 1.81 .738 

15* I often feel useless when interacting with people from different 

cultures. 

1.63 .833 

Total  4.32 .607 

Note. *= Negative items reverse coded in the calculation of the total mean score.  

The analysis of the interview data yielded contrary findings to the outcomes of the 

ISS data presented in the above table. That is, although the participants had a high level of 

interaction enjoyment on the ISS, some of the interviewees (N=5) reported a lack of 

interaction enjoyment in the US socio-semiotic world due to various reasons. However, it is 

important to note that these reasons supported the fact that their reactions toward the US 

socio-semiotic world had a great impact on their use of English. To cast light on this aspect 

of intercultural sensitivity, two of the interviewees noted the following points:  

I feel comfortable when speaking with some people but not with others. 

The status of the person does not matter in that sense – it could be a professor 

or a friend. When I feel uncomfortable, my use of English changes 

automatically. For instance, there is a professor in our department, and he is 

very knowledgeable in the field. It seems like he knows everything. I feel really 

very uncomfortable when talking to him. Therefore, whenever I talk to him, I 
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feel discouraged because I experience serious challenges during the 

communication. (Interviewee 1) 

When I compare communication in both [Turkish and American] 

languages and cultures, I see a lot of differences. For instance, I can express 

my emotions much better in Turkish because, I think, the person I talk to can 

understand my sincerity. However, it is rather different in English. I often feel 

a lack of sincerity in my words because they lack something. I use the same 

words as Americans do, but I cannot overcome this lack of sincerity in my 

communication. I guess these words have much stronger meanings for 

Americans. Therefore, I feel a little bit discouraged when engaging in 

intercultural communication. (Interviewee 10) 

 In both quotes, the interviewees addressed the lack of enjoyment in interacting with 

people in the US socio-semiotic world. In the former, the interviewee specified no clear 

reason for his discomfort. However, depending on the example that he provided, it is salient 

that the subject knowledge of the faculty member caused discomfort for him, and therefore 

he had challenges or problems with using the language effectively and appropriately. As for 

the latter, the interviewee stated that English words did not have the same connotation as they 

did for Americans. In other words, her perception of the meanings of English words differed 

from that of Americans because she argued that these words had much stronger meanings for 

Americans. Therefore, she felt discouraged when engaging in intercultural communication. 

These two quotes clearly indicate that interaction enjoyment was a significant constituent of 

cultivating intercultural sensitivity to a given socio-semiotic world.  
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The final factor, intercultural sensitivity, focused on the informants’ endeavor to 

understand what was going on in intercultural interaction in the US socio-semiotic world. 

Table 12 provides descriptive data regarding the informants’ interaction attentiveness in the 

US socio-semiotic world.   

Table 12.  

Interaction Attentiveness  

Items Mean  SD 

14 I am very observant when interacting with people from different 

cultures. 

4.09 .856 

17 I try to obtain as much information as I can when interacting with 

people from different cultures. 

4.38 .660 

19 I am sensitive to subtle/slight meanings during my interaction with 

people from different cultures. 

3.22 .906 

Total  3.89 .538 

According to the table, in general the study informants had an average level of 

interaction attentiveness in the US socio-semiotic world (M=3.89, SD=.538). Specifically, 

while the mean value of item 14 (M=4.09, SD=.856) indicates that they had an average level 

of being observant in intercultural interaction, the mean value of item 17 (M=4.38, SD=.660) 

showed that they had a high level of attentiveness in terms of obtaining information about 

intercultural interaction. Likewise, in item 19, they reported to have an average level of 

sensitivity to subtle differences in meanings in intercultural communication (M=3.22, 

SD=.906). 

Parallel to the findings of the ISS data, the outcomes of the interview data showed 

that all the interviewees gave substantial importance to understanding the nature and process 
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of engaging in intercultural communication. One of them explained this phenomenon by 

focusing on the difference between the formal and informal languages:  

After arriving here [in the US], I learned a great deal about English. 

When I first came here, I used to use formal or academic language even in 

situations where I had to use informal language. People would sometimes 

laugh at me. For instance, I was not able to say, “Say it again!”. Instead, I 

would build very long sentences like stories. I would say “I couldn’t 

understand. Could you please say it again!”. However, I learned this little but 

useful expression over time. Now, it is very easy. I can say “Say it again!”. 

(Interviewee 4) 

In the quote above, the interviewee reported a problem related to the use of the target 

language (namely, English) regarding its socio-semiotic context. She differentiated between 

the formal and informal languages by providing the example of asking for repetition. She 

mentioned that she would use formal language to ask for repetition in contexts where 

informal language was expected, and that she learned the informal version during her length 

residence in the United States. Similarly, another interviewee explicated this point by 

focusing on address terms in the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds. He stated,  

 This semester, I am taking a statistical course. In this class, I have 

friend from my previous classes. He is a very kind person, but his use of 

English to address the course professor is rather different. I mean he uses 

informal expressions to address the professor – like, “Jack” [a pseudonym for 

the professor’s first name] or “man”. People see no problem with that, but it 

is really very hard for me to use such expressions. You know in Turkish we 
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have this “sen” (informal version) and “siz” (formal and polite) versions of 

“you”. We never use “sen” to address a professor even if we have a close 

relationship. I guess power dynamics function quite differently in our and US 

cultures. (Interviewee 8)  

In this quote, the interviewee drew attention to difference between Turkish and 

American people in terms of using formal and informal address terms. He pointed out that in 

some formal contexts while Americans could easily use some informal address terms (e.g., 

the faculty member’s first name) Turkish people could not. He attributed this difference to 

the diversity related to the socio-semiopragmatic resource of social power between both 

communities.  

3. Comparison of Factors for Intercultural Sensitivity to the US Socio-semiotic World 

In order to better understand Turkish graduate students’ intercultural sensitivity in the 

US socio-semiotic world, I compared the five factors included in the ISS. Figure 8 serves 

effectively to illustrate the comparison of the factors in relation to the boundaries introduced 

in the methodology section. As can be seen in the figure, the informants’ intercultural 

sensitivity varied across the factors. While they had an average level of intercultural 

sensitivity for the factors of interaction engagement, interaction confidence, and interaction 

attentiveness (M=4.17, M=3.89, and M=3.89 respectively), for the two remaining factors – 

namely, respect for cultural differences and interaction enjoyment (M=4.38 and M=4.32 

respectively)  they were both at a high level. As for their overall intercultural sensitivity, the 

calculation of the mean values of these factors yielded an average one (M=4.15, SD=.386). 

To see whether this overall intercultural sensitivity was influenced by the informants’ 

proficiency in English and length of residence (LoR) in the United States, as explicated in the 
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conceptual framework and methodology chapters, I carried out further statistical analysis in 

the next part.  

 

Figure 8. A Comparison of Intercultural Sensitivity Factors  

4. Multiple Regression Analysis for Informants’ Intercultural Sensitivity  

Using the enter method, I employed a multiple linear regression analysis test to detect 

the causal effect of the informants’ language proficiency and LoR on their intercultural 

sensitivity. In the test, while their proficiency and LoR constituted the independent/predictor 

variables, their intercultural sensitivity formed the dependent/criterion variable. Based on this 

overall designation of variables, I carried out some preliminary analyses to ensure there was 

no violation of the assumption of normality, linearity, and multicollinearity. These 

preliminary analyses indicated no violation regarding these three aspects. Therefore, I 
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conducted a multiple linear regression analysis test to answer the following research 

question:  

RQ2: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural 

sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and their proficiency in American English and 

length of residence in the United States? 

Table 13.  

Multiple Regression Analysis Results for Intercultural Sensitivity  

Variable β SE ∆R2 P 95% CI 

Proficiency  .430 .005 .170* .012 [.003, .026] 

LoR  .286 .028 .082 .085 [-.007, .105] 

Note. *= p < .05. df=29 

Table 13 shows that the study informants’ proficiency had a statistically significant 

relationship with their intercultural sensitivity (p=.012). It explained 17% of the predicted 

variance (∆R2) in this relationship. However, their LoR indicated no statistical significance 

(p=. 085) and explained only 8.2% of the predicted variance in their overall intercultural 

sensitivity. As a model, their proficiency and LoR jointly revealed a significant relationship 

with their intercultural sensitivity (p=.015) by explaining 25.2% of the predicted variance (F 

(2, 29) = 4.887, R2=.252).  

Along the same lines, the analysis of the qualitative data revealed an interwoven 

relationship between the informants’ intercultural sensitivity and their language proficiency 

and LoR in the United States. All the interviewees asserted that the increase in their 

proficiency and LoR augmented their intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world. 

The following explanation and example given by one of the interviewees shed seminal light 

on this effect:  
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Language proficiency is a prerequisite for expressing oneself. 

However, its importance may vary across contexts. For example, it may not 

have a lot of importance in colloquial language, whereas it constitutes a 

considerable portion of communication in school environment. For instance, 

while giving presentation at a conference or writing a scholarly paper, 

language proficiency is of great importance. Without adequate proficiency, 

one cannot express himself/herself. Therefore, s/he is likely to feel 

discouraged in such environments. I mean s/he may not be willing to 

communicate. S/he often avoids engaging in such communicative exchanges. 

(Interviewee 6) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee focused on the distinction between daily-

life and educational contexts and noted that language proficiency in educational settings is 

more important than in daily-life settings because language functions as the primary means 

of communication in the former. In a similar vein, all the interviewees highlighted the impact 

of the LoR on developing intercultural sensitivity. One of them explained this issue by 

stating,  

People usually describe our culture as communal and US culture as 

individualistic. Before coming here [to the United States], I used to believe 

that being individualistic is not something good, and therefore I had some 

prejudices against US culture. However, after my arrival to the United States, 

I found that it is not something bad. Indeed, it could be something very good 

in some aspects. For instance, in the US context if a child wants to play lyre, 

his/her parents would allow him/her to do it. However, in our [Turkish] 
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culture this could be very problematic because the child’s parent would 

consider it useless and prevent him/her from learning to play it. They would 

do their best to prevent it. This is something really very bad for the child. So, I 

think we often take the issue politically and ignore that it could be something 

good. I guess over the years I have been more tolerant of the individualist 

feature of US culture. (Interviewee 2)  

In the example given above, the interviewee underscored the importance of the LoR 

to overcome prejudices and develop intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world. 

Specifically, he mentioned that before his arrival into the United States, he had some overall 

notions about the distinction between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds – that is, 

while the former was communal, the latter was individualistic. He considered the 

individualistic feature of the US socio-semiotic world as something inferior due to his own 

socio-semiotic background. However, his length of residence in the United States led him to 

understand the fact that this feature had some superior sides as well (e.g., having the freedom 

to choose an instrument to play). Gaining the consciousness of this socio-semiotic feature, he 

could develop his intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world.  

All the findings up to this point center on the affective aspect of ICC. In this regard, I 

have presented the outcomes of the ISS (quantitative) and semi-structured interviews 

(qualitative) data to examine Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural sensitivity 

to the US socio-semiotic world. I used various explanations and examples from the 

interviews to augment the outcomes of the survey. Therefore, the results of the qualitative 

data analysis served to enrich and corroborate the findings of the quantitative data. Similar to 

the procedure pursued to analyze and present the data related to the affective aspect of ICC, I 
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used both quantitative and qualitative data to shed light on the behavioral aspect of ICC. In 

the next section, I will present the findings of these data.  

B. BEHAVIORAL ASPECT OF ICC: STUDY INFORMANTS’  INTERCULTURAL 

PERFORMANCE IN USING AMERICAN ENGLISH 

The second aspect of ICC is identified as the behavioral facet which can be observed 

in L2 speakers’ use of the social semiotic resources existing in the target socio-semiotic 

world (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008) – in this case, language. In order to 

assess this aspect, I used both the oral Discourse Completion Test (DCT) and semi-structured 

interviews. In the DCT, I focused on the three most frequently encountered communicative 

acts in the related literature – namely, apologies, requests, and refusals (Bardovi-Harlig & 

Dornyei, 1998; Chang, 2011; Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Hudson, 2001; Mirzaei, Roohani, & 

Esmaeili, 2012; Ogierman, 2009). Considering the numerous major and minor components of 

a given socio-semiotic world, I treated the data related to these communicative acts as 

representative of the study informants’ overall intercultural performance in using American 

English. Likewise, I also collected data related to these communicative acts via semi-

structured interviews. In the interviews, I asked the interviewees to share their experiences 

when they engaged in these communicative acts in the United States. In addition to these 

three communicative acts, they shared some of their interesting experiences in other socio-

semiotic contexts including making an order, leave-taking, thanking, and so forth. All the 

examples they provided in the semi-structured interviews corroborated the findings of the 

DCT. 

As mentioned in the methodology chapter, the DCT had both a high level of inter-

rater agreement (.88 Intraclass Correlation Coefficient) and reliability (.88 Intraclass 
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Correlation Coefficient) in terms of measuring the informants’ intercultural performance in 

using English in the US socio-semiotic world. Obtaining both inter-rater agreement and 

internal consistency, I employed a normality test to detect whether the data was normally 

distributed on the DCT (see Table 14).  

Table 14. 

Descriptive Data Related to the Normality of Data on the DCT 

 N Mean Std. Dev. Skewness Kurtosis 

 Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error 

DCT 32 3.59 .070 .398 -.192 .414 -.511 .809 

Table 14 shows that the study informants had an average level of intercultural 

performance in using in English to perform the three communicative acts mentioned above 

(M=3.59, SD=.398), with minimum score of 2.69 and a maximum score of 4.27. The table also 

indicates that their scores on the DCT were normally distributed, with skewness of -.192 (SE 

= .414) and kurtosis of -.511 (SE=.809). In line with skewness and kurtosis values, the Shapiro 

Wilk test revealed a normal distribution of the DCT data at a significance value of p>.05 

(p=.716, df=32). Ascertaining the normality of the data, I computed detailed descriptive 

statistics to explicate the informants’ performance in using English in each communicative act 

category. Moreover, I used the examples provided by the interviewees to shed further light on 

what problems and/or challenges the informants experienced when engaging in these 

communicative acts.  

1. Informants’ Overall Intercultural Performance According to Predetermined Levels   

I employed descriptive statistics to analyze the informants’ overall intercultural 

performance in apologies, requests and refusals on the DCT according to the predetermined 
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levels in the methodology section - namely, low, average, and high (see Table 15). Given this 

overall aim, I tried to answer the following research question in the light of both the 

quantitative and qualitative data obtained.    

RQ1: What overall intercultural performance do Turkish international graduate students have 

in using American English to make (a) apologies, (b) requests, and (c) refusals? 

Table 15. 

Informants’ Overall Intercultural Performance on the DCT 

Communicative 

Acts 

Low Average High 

N M SD N M SD N M SD 

Apologies 14 3.05 .196 16 3.73 .199 2 4.36 .191 

Requests 5 3.14 .230 20 3.83 .234 7 4.26 .046 

Refusals 14 3.05 .297 17 3.78 .235 1 4.25 --- 

Overall  9 3.10 .204 21 3.73 .234 2 4.26 .004 

I presented the informants’ intercultural performance in using English in these 

communicative acts in two different ways: overall intercultural performance in the three 

communicative acts, and overall intercultural performance in each communicative act 

category. Considering the former, while 9 of the informants (28%) appeared to have a low 

level of intercultural performance (M=3.10, SD=.204), 21 of them (66%) had an average level 

(M=3.73, SD=.234) and only 2 (6%) had a high level (M=4.26; SD=.004). Based on these 

overall mean scores of the three communicative acts, the following examples serve effectively 

to illustrate the two highest and lowest scores on the test (see Table 16). The table indicates 

that while the first two informants received the highest overall mean scores on the test 

(M=4.27, M=4.26 respectively), the last two received the lowest ones (M=2.69, M=3.03 

respectively). The table also shows that the informants who got the highest overall mean scores 
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had a high level of intercultural performance in using American English on the test (due to 

going beyond the boundary of 4.2), whereas those who got the lowest scores had a low level 

(due to falling below the average level at the boundary of 3.4). 

Table 16. 

Two Highest and Lowest Mean Scores Based on the Overall Mean Scores 

Informants Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 4 Overall 

P1 4.08 4.22 4.67 4.11 4.27 

P2 3.86 4.36 4.47 4.36 4.26 

P3 2.92 2.69 3.06 3.44 3.03 

P4 2.69 2.47 2.89 2.69 2.69 

Regarding the distribution of the highest overall mean scores between the first two 

informants, while Informant 1 received the highest ones from Raters 1 (M=4.08) and 3 

(M=4.67), Informant 2 received them from Raters 2 (M=4.36) and 4 (M=4.36). As for the 

distribution of the lowest overall mean scores between the last two informants, Informant 4 

received all the four lowest scores given by the four raters. This distribution reveals strong 

agreement between the four raters, and thus supports the findings of the inter-rater reliability 

test.  

Given the overall mean scores of the three communicative acts and the examples 

that? illustrate them, it is also important to examine the overall mean scores in each 

communicative act category according to the levels. The descriptive data related to apologies 

in Table 15 show that while 14 of the informants (44%) appeared to have a low level of 

intercultural performance on the test (M=3.05, SD=.196), 16 of them (50%) had an average 

level (M=3.73, SD=.199), and only 2 (6%) had a high level (M=4.36, SD=.191). In requests, 

5 of the informants (16%) had a low level of intercultural performance (M=3.14, SD=.230), 

whereas 20 of them (62%) had an average level (M=3.83, SD=.234) and 7 (22%) had a high 
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level (M=4.26, SD=.046). Finally, in refusals, while 14 of the informants (44%) had a low of 

intercultural performance (M=3.05, SD=.204), 17 of them (53%) had an average level 

(M=3.78, SD=.235) and solely 1 (3%) had a high level (M=4.26, SD=.004). A close 

examination of the descriptive data presented in Table 15 (specifically, the number of the 

informants in each level and the mean scores) revealed that the informants received the 

lowest mean score in apologies followed by refusals and then requests.  

2. Informants’ Overall Intercultural Performance in Each Communicative Act 

Category  

To shed further light on the informants’ intercultural performance in using English in 

the US socio-semiotic world, I computed more detailed descriptive statistics for each 

scenario in the DCT. In the analysis, I also focused on the total mean scores of each 

communicative act category to determine their difficulty level for the informants (see Table 

17). I will explicate each of these points separately in the following parts.  

Table 17.  

Informants’ Overall Performance Across Situations in Each Communicative Act Category  

Situations 

Apologies Requests Refusals 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

S1 3.54 .680 4.21 .530 3.41 .665 

S2 3.57 .621 4.01 .621 3.26 .819 

S3 3.41 .750 3.60 .575 3.36 .670 

S4 3.45 .682 3.69 .583 3.41 .596 

S5 3.85 .770 3.66 .701 3.71 .744 

S6 3.02 .995 3.74 .559 3.69 .640 

Total 3.47 .450 3.82 .398 3.48 .466 



 143 

2.1. Informants’ Overall Intercultural Performance in Apologies   

As illustrated in Table 17, the informants appeared to have an average level of 

performance in apologies (M=3.47, SD=.450), with a minimum score of 2.63 and a maximum 

score of 4.50. However, it is important to note that their performance was slightly above the 

boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0.07. A close examination of the table showed that while 

they had an average level through all the first five situations with slight differences (M=3.41 – 

3.85; SD=.621 - .770), they had a low level in Situation 6 (M=3.02, SD=.995). Of all the six 

situations, they had the highest level in Situation 5 (M=3.85, SD=.770), whereas they had the 

lowest level in Situation 6 (M=3.02, SD=.995). Based on the descriptive data presented in the 

table, the following responses given by the informants serve effectively to illustrate the two 

highest and lowest mean scores across the six situations in apologies (see Table 18).  

As can be seen from the examples provided in the above table, the responses given to 

both Situations 3 (in which a student apologizes to a professor for arriving 10 minutes late to 

a meeting with him) and 5 (in which a student apologizes to another one for hurting him 

when pulling out a chair in the classroom) received the full number of points by the four 

raters on the test (M=5.00). These two highest mean scores indicate that the raters considered 

the responses to be both semiopragmatically and socio-semiopragmatically appropriate in the 

US socio-semiotic world. However, the last two responses given to Situation 6 (in which an 

email-exchange problem occurs between two students) received the lowest mean scores 

(M=1.50, M=1.75 respectively) in apologies. These two lowest mean scores reveal that the 

raters conceived the responses to be inadequate in terms of meeting both the semiopragmatic 

and socio-semiopragmatic appropriateness required by the given scenario in the US socio-

semiotic world. 
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Table 18. 

Sample Responses for the Highest and Lowest Mean Scores in Apologies 

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S3: Being late for a 

meeting with a professor  

Hi Dr. Rodriguez! I’m sorry I’m late, but there was really 

heavy traffic. I hope this didn’t cause any inconvenience for 

you. I’m sorry about that. 

5.00 

S5: Hurting a student 

accidentally 

I am so sorry! Are you okay? 5.00 

S6: Forgetting to send an 

email 

Hello, Janel! Sorry I forget to forward email to you because 

I was studying to TOEFL IBT. Nowadays, I have to took 

admission. Sorry! I apologize you sincerely.   

1.75 

S6: Forgetting to send an 

email 

Dear friend, I have forgotten to send… I forgot to send you 

a mail which I am really… that I am really disap… 

disappointed about that. But, I can give you a promise, it 

won’t be …… again. 

1.50 

 

2.2. Informants’ Overall Intercultural Performance in Requests    

According to Table 17, the informants, as in apologies, had an average level of 

intercultural performance in requests (M=3.82, SD=.398), with a minimum score of 2.77 and 

a maximum score of 4.33. Contrary to apologies (and also refusals as explained below), their 

performance was highly above the boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0. 42. Based on this 

overall level of performance in requests, a detailed examination of the table revealed that 

while the informants had a high level in the first situation (M=4.21, SD=.530), they had an 

average level in the remaining five situations (M=3.60 – 4.01; SD=.530 - 701). Of all the six 

situations, they achieved the highest level in Situation 1 (M=4.21, SD=.530) and the lowest 

level in Situation 3 (M=3.60, SD=.575). With these descriptive data in mind, the following 
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responses given by the informants are noteworthy to better understand the two highest and 

lowest mean scores across the six situations in requests (see Table 19).   

Table 19. 

Sample Responses for the Highest and Lowest Mean Scores in Requests  

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S1: Asking someone to 

take photos  

Excuse me! Would you mind taking a picture of 

us?   

5.00 

S2: Asking for 

someone’s email 

address 

Would you mind giving me Lucy’s email so that I 

can forward the reading outline to her? 

5.00 

S5: Asking for the 

sources on a particular 

topic 

Hello! My name is Cenk [a pseudonym for the 

participant]. I took this semester class that you took 

last year. I need your help. Could you give me 

studies because it is important for me? If you give 

me these studies, it is really help… help me. 

2.38 

S3: Asking for an 

extension 

Professor, excuse me! I don … I don’t ….. [unclear 

utterance] our… my paper in on time. So, I am so 

sorry for this, but I need to some extension because 

I want to give advanced paper. Can you give 

extension of two days please?  

2.25 

The table shows that the responses given to Situations 1 (in which someone asks a 

near-by stranger to take his/her photo together with his/her friends) and 2 (in which a 

member of a group of students asks another one to give him/her the email address of a friend) 

received the full number of points by the four raters (M=5.00). These two highest mean 

scores pointed out that all the four raters deemed these responses appropriate on both 
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semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic planes in the US socio-semiotic world. However, 

the last two responses given Situations 5 (in which a student asks another one for the sources 

on a particular topic) and 3 (in which a student asks a professor for an extension for the 

midterm paper) received the lowest mean scores (M=2.38, M=2.25 respectively). The raters 

viewed these two responses as inadequate to meet the semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic appropriateness required in the US socio-semiotic world.   

2.3. Informants’ Overall Intercultural Performance in Refusals 

Regarding the descriptive data related to refusals in Table 17, the informants 

appeared to have an average level of intercultural performance (M=3.48; SD=.466), with a 

minimum score of 2.48 and a maximum score of 4.25. However, their performance was 

slightly above the boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0.08. Further analysis of the table 

indicated that they had a low level of performance 2 and 3 (M=3.26, SD=.819; M=3.36, 

SD=.670 respectively), whereas they had an average level in the remaining four situations 

(M=3.41 – 3.71, SD=.519 - .819). Of all the six situations, they had the highest level in 

Situation 5 (M=3.71, SD=.744) and the lowest level in Situation 2 (M=3.26, SD=.819). Like 

in apologies and request, slight differences were detected among the mean scores of the four 

situations in which the informants obtained an average level. In line with these descriptive 

data presented, the following responses provide some concrete examples to better understand 

the two highest and lowest mean scores across the six situations in refusals (see Table 20).  

According to Table 20, the responses given to Situations 5 (in which a student refuses 

to talk to another one due to being in hurry to go to a graduate class) and 6 (in which a 

student refuses to go to the cinema because of working on an academic paper) received the 

highest mean scores given by the four raters (M=4.88, M=4.75 respectively). These mean 
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scores indicated a high level of semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic appropriateness of 

the given responses in the US socio-semiotic world. 

Table 20. 

Sample Responses for the Highest and Lowest Mean Scores in Refusals  

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S5: Refusing to talk to 

someone due to being 

a hurry 

Ohhh.. Hi, Kristine! I wish I could, but I have class 

in five minutes. So, how about we meet after class, 

in one hour or so? 

4.88 

S6: Refusing to go to 

the cinema 

Jack, thanks for your invitation! Yes, you are right it 

would be great if I could also take a break and do 

something other than just studying but I’m really 

stressed out and I’m really frustrated. I really need to 

work on this paper. I think it’s better if I don’t take 

that kind of break but thanks for your invitation. 

4.75 

S1: Refusing to 

participate in a study 

I am so sorry! I woul… I would not attend this … 

study because I don’t have any time. 

2.00 

S2: Refusing someone 

to pay for one’s lunch  

Alfred, thank you but let’s split for this time; we can, 

like, do it later for some other time if you don’t 

mind. Maybe we can like have coffees afterwards; 

you would like to pay for that? 

2.00 

Conversely, the responses given to both Situations 1 (in which a student refuses to 

participate in another one’s research) and 2 (in which a student refuses another one to pay for 

his/her lunch) received the same lowest mean scores (M=2.00). These mean scores reveal 

that all the four raters considered these responses inadequate in terms of their 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic appropriateness in the US socio-semiotic world.  
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3. Comparison of Overall Intercultural Performance Across Three Communicative 

Acts  

Based on the descriptive data in Table 17, it is apparent that the informants’ overall 

intercultural performance in using American English in the US socio-semiotic world varied 

across the three communicative acts. To better understand the relation among these three 

communicative acts in terms of their difficulty level, the following figure serves effectively 

(see Figure 9).  

 

Figure 9. Comparison of Overall Intercultural Performance Across the Three Communicative 

Acts  

In general, the informants had an average level of intercultural performance on the 

DCT (M=3.59, SD=.398). Similarly, they had an average level through all the three 

communicative act categories. However, they had the highest level requests (M=3.82, 

SD=.398), with a difference of +0.34 from refusals (M=3.48, SD=.466) and a difference of 
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+0.35 from apologies (M=3.47, SD=.450). They had the second highest level in refusals, 

with a difference of +0.01 from apologies. Given these overall mean scores, it is evident that 

apologies were the most challenging communicative act category for the informants. 

Apologies were followed by refusals and request respectively in terms of their difficulty 

level. Nonetheless, the difference between apologies and refusals was very low. 

The findings of the semi-structured interviews yielded contrary results to the 

outcomes of the DCT data regarding the most challenging or difficult communicative act 

category. Of the 12 study informants who completed the DCT and then were interviewed, 

while 9 of them (75%) considered refusals as the most challenging communicative act 

category, only 1 (8%) deemed apologies as the most challenging category and 2 (17%) 

perceived apologies and refusals to be of equal difficulty. They all agreed that requests were 

the easiest category to complete. In general, the interviewees posited two major reasons for 

the challenges or difficulties that they had when completing the DCT: semiopragmatic and 

socio-semiopragmatic. For the former, they suggested challenges/difficulties resulting from 

vocabulary, grammar, fluency, pronunciation, and the like. For instance, two of the 

interviewees explained the reason for their challenges as follows:  

Well, I did not have a lot of difficulties when completing the test, but at 

some points I had difficulty choosing the appropriate words. Due to spending 

time on vocabulary selection, I think I was a little bit slow when responding. I 

mean I had some difficulty with my fluency, but this was totally because of the 

vocabulary. (Interviewee 2) 

I had some difficulty with apologies because I sometimes did not know 

how to construct my sentences. I mean I wasn’t sure whether my sentences 
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were structurally correct. Therefore, I felt challenged when completing 

apologies. (Interviewee 4) 

In both explanations, the interviewees reported to have semiopragmatic challenges or 

difficulties. In the first explanation, the interviewee posited a vocabulary-bound difficulty 

which then caused a fluency problem. In the second one, the interviewee underlined a 

challenge emerging from the structural formation of sentences in English. Similar to the 

semiopragmatic reasons, the interviewees suggested several socio-semiopragmatic reasons 

for the challenges or difficulties they experienced when completing the DCT, including 

social power, social distance, degree of imposition, positive/negative face phenomenon, 

gender, and the like. One of the interviewees explicated the impact of the imposition of the 

communicative act by stating, 

Refusals and apologies were the most challenging categories for me, 

but I think refusals were a little more difficult. Requests were easy because I 

asked someone for something. Besides, the scenarios were based on real-life 

situations. However, in apologies and refusals it was rather different. For 

instance, in apologies I made a mistake and was asked to apologize for it. 

While apologizing, I thought about what people would think about me, how I 

would display myself, etc. With the added difficulty of the language, I felt 

really very challenged when completing the test. (Interviewee 6) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee focused on the communicative acts’ degrees 

of imposition. He stated that requests were the easiest category when compared to the other 

two because it did not place him in an inferior position. However, the other two categories 

placed him at a disadvantaged position because he was expected (a) to accept and apologize 
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for his mistake in apologies and (b) to reject a request or offer in refusals. Therefore, 

apologies and refusals had a higher degree of imposition than requests. Similarly, one of the 

interviewees mentioned the key role of sociocultural norms for the challenge he had when 

completing refusals. He noted, 

You know we were brought up in a society where refusals are strongly 

discouraged [referring to Turkish society]. I mean we grew up with these 

social norms, and therefore it is rather difficult for us to reject a request or 

offer. I think our culture is quite conformist in this aspect. … However, it is 

rather different in US culture. People can easily and directly express their 

excuses and turn down a request or offer. At least, this is what I have 

observed here. I would sometimes be shocked by their refusals. I cannot do 

what they do. I guess this is something related to my own cultural 

background. (Interviewee 2)  

As can be understood from this explanation, the interviewee underscored the impact 

of sociocultural norms on his language socialization process. That is, because refusals are 

strongly discouraged in the sociocultural norms of the Turkish socio-semiotic world, he had 

challenges when completing the refusals in the DCT. All these explanations and examples 

show that the challenges or difficulties that the study informants had when completing the 

DCT emerged from semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic reasons.  

Given these accounts by the interviewees, it is salient that there are different variables 

that influence the effective and appropriate use of the semiotic resources available in the 

target socio-semiotic world – in this case, American English. Of these variables, scholars 

posit proficiency and length of residence (LoR) as two of the major ones (e.g., Bardovi-
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Harlig, 2013; DuFon, 2010; Kinginger, 2008; Kinginger & Blattner, 2008; Martinez-Flor & 

Uso-Juan, 2010; Yates, 2010). To investigate the causal effect of these two variables on the 

informants’ overall intercultural performance in using American English, I carried out further 

quantitative and qualitative analyses. In the following part, I will present the results of these 

analyses.  

4. Multiple Regression Analysis for Overall Intercultural Performance in American 

English 

I calculated a multiple linear regression analysis to detect the causal effect of the 

study informants’ proficiency and length of residence in the US socio-semiotic world on their 

overall intercultural performance in using English by answering the following research 

question: 

RQ 2: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ overall 

intercultural performance in using American English and their proficiency in American 

English and length of residence in the US? 

In the test, the informants’ proficiency and LoR were the independent/predictor 

variables, whereas their overall ICC was the dependent/criterion variable. With this overall 

designation of variables in mind, I employed preliminary analyses, which revealed that there 

was no violation of assumption of normality, linearity, and multicollinearity. Therefore, I 

calculated a multiple linear regression analysis to predict the informants’ overall intercultural 

performance based on their proficiency and LoR (see Table 21).  
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Table 21.  

Multiple Regression Analysis Results for Overall Intercultural Performance in American 

English 

Variable β SE ∆R2 p 95% CI 

Proficiency  .526 .005 .254* .003 [.008, .029] 

LoR  .359 .026 .128* .020 [.011, .116] 

Note. *= p < .05. df=29 

Using the enter method, I found a statistically significant relationship between the 

informants’ proficiency and overall performance (p=.003), in which their proficiency 

explained 25.4% of the predicted variance (∆R2) in their overall performance. Likewise, I 

detected a statistically significant relationship between their LoR and overall performance 

(p=.020), in which their LoR explained 12.8% of the variance in their overall performance. 

Considering the combination of both variables, a significant model emerged (F(2, 29)=8.998, 

p=.001). That is, I found a high level and significant relationship between the variables 

(R=.619, R2=.383, p<.05). These two independent variables jointly explained 38.3% of the 

variance in the informants’ overall intercultural performance.  

The analysis of the semi-structured interviews yielded varied results regarding the 

relationship between Turkish international graduate students’ overall intercultural 

performance in using American English and their language proficiency. That is, the majority 

of the interviewees (N=9) made a distinction between daily-life and educational settings 

when explaining the importance of language proficiency in intercultural communication. 

They noted that while language proficiency did not play a significant role in daily-life 

contexts, it had considerable importance in educational ones. Two of the interviewees 

explained this issue as follows:  
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As I mentioned before, the importance of language proficiency 

depends on the context. If someone does not have a good knowledge of 

vocabulary and cannot use some of the key words in academic 

communication, they are likely to be considered as an incompetent speaker. 

The audience may view them as an unsophisticated speaker and therefore lose 

trust in them. Therefore, they should have a good knowledge of grammar and 

vocabulary to be a successful speaker. However, I think language proficiency 

does not have an important role in daily-life communication. As long as you 

can express yourself, it is okay. For instance, if you can order a hamburger, 

then there is no problem. (Interviewee 1) 

I distinguish this [the importance of language proficiency] according 

to the context. It has little importance in the daily-life context. I can surely say 

that about 40% of US population cannot speak English as proficiently as I 

can. Even one of my American friends told me that many people in the United 

States cannot speak English as fluently as I can. However, language 

proficiency gains a lot of importance in formal and educational settings. 

Because language functions as a person’s fundamental tool to communicate, 

they have to use it effectively and appropriately. Moreover, because they may 

sometimes have serious problems, they have to know its tricks to have sound 

communication. For instance, if the speaker insists on not using the language 

at their level, they are highly likely to have such problems. In every group, 

there is an average level of language proficiency, so they must be proficient 

enough to interact comfortably with the group members. I mean it is not the 
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group members but them who have to keep up with the speed and level of the 

whole group. (Interviewee 9) 

In these two explanations, the interviewees emphasized the distinction between daily-

life and educational settings regarding the importance of language proficiency in intercultural 

communication. They asserted that language proficiency had more importance in educational 

contexts when compared to daily-life contexts and viewed language as the fundamental 

medium enabling effective and appropriate communication educational settings. However, 

some of the interviewees (N=4) argued that language proficiency was not a guarantee for 

effective and appropriate intercultural communication. They maintained that (intercultural) 

communication went beyond having a high level of language proficiency. To support this 

notion, one of the interviewees stated, 

… [W]hen I first came here [to the United states], I had a good 

TOEFL score. However, I was not a person who could speak English. It took 

me a long time to build a few sentences at one time. So, exam scores do not 

tell the truth. (Interviewee 10) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee stressed that semiopragmatic performance 

is not reflected in the TOEFL score. She added that using the target language required time. 

In a similar explanation, one of the interviewees contended, 

Of course, language proficiency is important, but it does not mean 

everything in communication. If we consider it in terms of percentage, I can 

assign 50-65%. However, there is a significant portion left behind. We do also 

have gestures, postures, movements, feelings, and context in communication. 

They all have a function in communication. For instance, we can understand a 
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person’s embarrassment only by looking at their shoulders. If their shoulders 

stand in a low position, we can understand that they really feel embarrassed. 

Otherwise, we can be sure that they are not. So, we cannot restrict 

intercultural communication merely to language proficiency. (Interviewee 5) 

    In this explication, the interviewee drew attention to the affordances of other 

semiotic resources (e.g., gestures, postures, context, and the like) in (intercultural) 

communication, which function in conjunction with language proficiency in communication. 

Therefore, he emphasized that language proficiency alone is inadequate to meet 

interlocutors’ communicative needs. Similar to these accounts about the role of language 

proficiency in intercultural communication, all the interviewees pointed out the significant 

effect of the LoR on their ICC development.  They also maintained that the LoR had 

substantial impact on their development of language proficiency and thus their overall ICC. 

For instance, the dialogue below between two of the interviewees serve effectively to 

explicate this relationship: 

Interviewee 7: My length of residence here [in the United States] contributed 

a lot to my communicative skills. I learned how to behave in different 

situations, how not to violate the sociocultural norms, and so forth. It helped 

me a great deal to develop my sociocultural knowledge. I learned how to use 

the language in institutional and daily-life settings. For instance, I could not 

use the language effectively and appropriately even at the grocery. [he 

laughs] 

Interviewee 8: For instance, we go to the barber’s. What are we going to say 

to have our haircut?  
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Interviewee 7: Number 2, Number 3… [he laughs] What are we going to say? 

Do they use the same measures for the length of hair? Indeed, there are a lot 

of things to consider. In academic settings, we know things much better when 

compared to daily-life settings – especially, if we have finished our master’s 

study. However, it feels like everything starts from scratch for daily-life 

communication. For instance, we learn how to pay our rents, phone bills, and 

so on.  

Interviewee 8: I do definitely agree with you. For instance, I have recently lost 

my wallet. This has been a very beneficial experience for me. [he laughs] I did 

not know where to look for it, what to do… I needed to freeze my credit and 

debit cards, cancel some other things… Another example could be how to 

open or close a bank account. These are all different and separate things that 

we need to learn. Our experiences in the Turkish context do not match with 

the one we encounter here [into the US socio-semiotic world]. Therefore, my 

length of residence contributed a great deal to my knowledge about American 

culture.  

As can be understood from the above dialogue, the interviewees stated that they 

benefited considerably from their LoR in the US socio-semiotic world. They noted that they 

learned several things related to different US contexts - including shopping, having a haircut, 

paying bills, opening or closing a bank account, and the like. They further maintained that 

their LoR in the US helped them discover the differences between the Turkish and the US 

socio-semiotic worlds. However, 3 of the interviewees (23%) argued that only the LoR was 
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inadequate for effective and appropriate intercultural communication. They explained their 

point of view by stating,  

I sometimes feel that spending many years here [in the United States] 

does not necessarily guarantee the development of our communicative skills. 

For instance, I have a friend who is a doctoral student in the department of 

engineering. He told me that he would go to the class, listen to the professor, 

take notes, and then leave the classroom with almost no communication. He 

added that at times he would spend the whole day without speaking even an 

English word with someone else, and that he used to practice his Turkish with 

his friends in the United States. [ he laughs] Therefore, I think that being 

actively involved in communication during this period is the key to developing 

communicative skills. (Interviewee 6) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee stressed that the impact of the LoR on the 

development of ICC depended on whether or not the speaker engaged actively in 

intercultural communication. That is, the quality and frequency of the engagement in 

intercultural communication determined the development of ICC. Similarly, another 

interviewee pointed out that language proficiency and LoR complemented each other. She 

expressed her ideas by giving the following example: 

 I have a Korean friend in my cohort at the university. We have been in 

the same group for about three years, but I have serious problems with 

understanding her English. She meets with us three times a week and also has 

several individual meets with our professor. Despite all these meetings, she 

still has serious problems when speaking English. … She has the same 
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problem even in her emails. I cannot understand what she means in her 

emails. People in my cohort have the same problem. Therefore, I believe that 

her problem is definitely related to her language proficiency. (Interviewee 11) 

 It is clear in the above example that LoR alone was insufficient to meet the 

communicative needs of the Korean student, since she also needed a certain level of 

proficiency in English to be able to navigate in the US. Based on all the findings of the 

quantitative and qualitative data related to the informants’ overall intercultural performance 

in using American English in the given communicative acts, it is apparent that there is a 

strong connection between their language-bound and culture-bound knowledge of the US 

socio-semiotic world. To scrutinize this relationship, I employed further analyses in the 

following parts.   

5. Informants’ Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances  

In the conceptual framework, I noted that L2 speakers need a number of competences 

to be able to navigate effectively and appropriately in a given socio-semiotic world – namely, 

linguistic, sociolinguistic, interactional, and so forth (Byram, 1997, 2009; Bennett, 1986, 

2004; Celce-Murcia, 2008). In communicative exchanges mediated through (either an L1 or) 

an L2, these competences can be observed in two aspects: semiopragmatics and socio-

semiopragmatics (Leech, 1983; Rose & Kasper, 2001; Thomas, 1983; Yates, 2010). With 

these two aspects in mind, I computed more detailed descriptive statistics to detect Turkish 

international graduate students’ semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances on 

the DCT.  
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5.1. Informants’ Semiopragmatic Performance According to Predetermined Levels   

In order to assess the study informants’ semiopragmatic performance in using 

American English in the scenarios given in the DCT, I tried to answer the following research 

question: 

RQ3: What level of semiopragmatic performance do Turkish international graduate students 

have in making (a) apologies, (b) requests, and (c) refusals? 

In general, the informants attained an average level of semiopragmatic performance 

across the three communicative acts (M=3.71, SD=.398), with a minimum score of 2.68 and 

a maximum score of 4.35. To better understand this overall level of semiopragmatic 

performance, I employed further descriptive statistics. In this regard, Table 22 provides more 

elaborate descriptive data related to the informants’ overall semiopragmatic performance on 

the DCT.  

Table 22.  

Informants’ Overall Semiopragmatic Performance on the DCT 

Communicative 

Acts 

Low Average High 

N M SD N M SD N M SD 

Apologies 12 3.04 .158 17 3.78 .226 3 4.36 .157 

Requests 2 2.79 .824 18 3.80 .254 12 4.28 .069 

Refusals 10 3.14 .242 19 3.82 .203 3 4.34 .063 

Overall 7 3.16 .237 21 3.78 .212 4 4.30 .040 

I presented the informants’ semiopragmatic performance in using American English 

in the given communicative acts on different planes: overall semiopragmatic performance of 

the three communicative acts, and overall semiopragmatic performance in each 
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communicative act category. Considering the former, while 7 of the informants (22%) had a 

low level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.16, SD=.237), 21 of them (66%) had an 

average level (M = 3.78, SD=.212) and only 4 (12%) had a high level (M=4.30, SD=.040). 

Given these overall semiopragmatic mean scores of the three communicative acts, the 

following examples serve effectively to illustrate the two highest and lowest scores on the 

test (see Table 23).  

Table 23. 

Two Highest and Lowest Mean Scores Based on the Overall Semiopragmatic Mean Scores 

Informants Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 4 Overall 

P1 3.78 4.56 4.72 4.33 4.35 

P2 3.83 4.39 4.61 4.39 4.32 

P3 2.83 2.83 3.39 3.28 3.08 

P4 2.67 2.28 3.06 2.78 2.68 

As can be seen in the table, the first two informants achieved the highest overall 

semiopragmatic mean scores on the test (M=4.35, M=4.32 respectively), whereas the last two 

obtained the lowest ones (M=3.08, M=2.68 respectively). These overall semiopragmatic 

mean scores indicate that while the first two informants had a high level of semiopragmatic 

performance on the test, the last two had a low level of semiopragmatic performance. 

Considering the distribution of the highest overall semiopragmatic mean scores between the 

two informants, Informant 1 received the highest scores from Raters 2 (M=4.56) and 3 

(M=4.72), whereas Participant 2 received them from Raters 1 (M=3.83) and 4 (M=4.39). As 

for the distribution of the lowest overall semiopragmatic mean scores between the last two 

informants, Informant 4 received all the four lowest scores given by the four raters. This 
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distribution supported the strong agreement found among the four raters through the inter-

rater reliability test. 

Based on the descriptive data related to the informants’ overall semiopragmatic mean 

scores of the three communicative acts and the examples to illustrate them, it is also 

important to elaborate their overall semiopragmatic performance in each communicative act 

category according to the predetermined levels. Table 22 shows that in apologies, while 12 of 

the informants (38%) had a low level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.04, SD=.158), 

17 of them (53%) had an average level (M=3.78, SD=.226) and merely 3 (9%) had a high 

level (M=4.36, SD=.157). In requests, 2 of the informants (6%) attained a low level of 

semiopragmatic performance, whereas 18 of them (56%) attained an average level (M=3.80, 

SD=.254) and 12 (38%) attained a high level (M=4.28, SD=.069). Finally, in refusals, while 

10 of the informants (31%) achieved a low level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.14, 

SD=.242), 19 of them (60%) achieved an average level (M=3.82, SD=.203) and only 3 (9%) 

achieved a high level (M=4.34, SD=.040). A close examination of these descriptive data 

(particularly, the number of the informants in each level and the mean scores) indicated that 

the informants had the lowest overall semiopragmatic mean score in apologies, followed by 

refusals and then requests.  

5.2. Informants’ Semiopragmatic Performance in Each Communicative Act Category 

To further examine the informants’ semiopragmatic performance in using American 

English in the US socio-semiotic world, I carried out more detailed descriptive statistics for 

each scenario in the DCT (see Table 24). In the analysis, I also focused on the total mean 

scores of semiopragmatic performance in each communicative act category to determine 

their difficulty level for the informants (see Figure 10).   
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Table 24. 

Informants’ Semiopragmatic Performance Across Situations in Each Communicative Act 

Category 

Situations 

Apologies Requests Refusals 

M SD M SD M SD 

S1 3.61 .813 4.45 .464 3.52 .783 

S2 3.74 .699 4.05 .731 3.58 .747 

S3 3.53 .795 3.65 .662 3.42 .685 

S4 3.35 .761 3.82 .639 3.71 .564 

S5 4.11 .683 3.67 .707 3.85 .737 

S6 3.02 1.089 3.86 .602 3.87 .615 

Total 3.56 .480 3.92 .448 3.66 .435 

 

5.2.1. Informants’ Semiopragmatic Performance in Apologies    

As can be seen in Table 24, the informants had an average level of semiopragmatic 

performance in apologies (M=3.56, SD=.480), with a minimum score of 2.63 and a 

maximum score of 4.54. Their semiopragmatic performance was slightly above the boundary 

of 3.4, with a difference of 0.16. A close examination of the table indicated that while the 

informants obtained an average level of semiopragmatic performance in Situations 1, 2, 3, 

and 5 (M=3.46 - 4.11, SD=.683 – .813), they achieved a low level in Situations 4 and 6 

(M=3.35, SD=.761; M=3.02, SD=1.089 respectively). Of all the six situations, they received 

the highest level of semiopragmatic performance in Situation 5 (M=4.11, SD=.683) and the 

lowest one in Situation 6 (M=3.02, SD=1.089). Based on these descriptive data, the 

following responses given by the informants are noteworthy to better understand the two 
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highest and lowest mean scores of semiopragmatic performance across the six situations in 

apologies (see Table 25).  

Table 25. 

Sample Responses for Semiopragmatic Performance in Apologies 

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S3: Being late for a 

meeting with a 

professor  

Hi Dr. Rodriguez! I’m sorry I’m late, but there was 

really heavy traffic. I hope this didn’t cause any 

inconvenience for you. I’m sorry about that. 

5.00 

S5: Hurting a lower-

grade student 

accidentally  

I am so sorry! Are you okay? 5.00 

S1: Being late for a 

meeting with 

classmates 

I am sorry to make waiting to you.. wait .. I  am.. I 

am sorry to make you waiting for me ..ummm.. I 

hope you are still fine. 

1.75 

S4: Returning a wrong 

book 

Dr. Nancy, I am sorry about to bring wrong book. I 

couldn’t bring the right one. So, I can take… 

ummm… the correct one if you wait one day.   

1.75 

According to the table, the responses given to Situations 3 (in which a student 

apologizes to a professor for arriving 10 minutes late to a meeting with him) and 5 (in which 

a student apologizes to another one for hurting him when pulling out a chair in the 

classroom) received the full number of points by the four raters on the test (M=5.00). These 

two highest mean scores show that the raters deemed these responses to be appropriate on the 

semiopragmatic plane in the US socio-semiotic world. On the contrary, the last two 

responses given to Situations 1 (in which a student apologizes to his/her classmates for being 

late to a meeting with them) and 4 (in which a student apologizes to a professor for returning 
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a wrong book to her) received the same lowest mean score on the test (M=1.75). These two 

lowest mean scores reveal that the raters considered the responses to be inadequate in terms 

of their semiopragmatic appropriateness in the US socio-semiotic world. 

5.2.2. Informants’ Semiopragmatic Performance in Requests 

According to Table 24, the informants achieved an average level of semiopragmatic 

performance in requests (M=3.92, SD=.448), with a minimum score of 2.21 and a maximum 

score of 4.42. Contrary to apologies, their semiopragmatic performance was highly above the 

boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0.52. Further analysis of the descriptive data in the table 

showed that while the informants had a high level of semiopragmatic performance in only 

Situations 1 (M=4.45, SD=.464), they had an average level the remaining five situations 

(M=3.65 – 4.05, SD=.602 - .731). Of all the six situations, they obtained the highest level of 

semiopragmatic performance in Situation 1 and the lowest level in Situation 3 (M=3.65, 

SD=.662). In line with the descriptive data presented in Table 24, the following responses 

provide some concrete examples to better understand the two highest and lowest mean scores 

across the six situations in requests (see Table 26).  

Table 26 indicates that the responses given to both Situations 1 (in which someone 

asks a near-by stranger to take his/her photo together with his/her friends) and 2 (in which a 

member of a group of students asks another one to give him/her the email address of a friend) 

received the full number of points by the four raters (M=5.00). These two highest mean 

scores show that all the four raters considered the responses to be semiopragmatically 

appropriate in the US context. However, the last two responses given Situations 3 (in which a 

student asks a professor for an extension for the midterm paper) and 6 (in which a student 

asks another one to participate in his/her research) received the same lowest mean score 
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(M=1.75). The raters conceived these two responses as inadequate to meet the 

semiopragmatic appropriateness required in the US context.  

Table 26. 

Sample Responses for Semiopragmatic Performance in Requests 

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S1: Asking a stranger 

to take a photo  

Excuse me! Can you take a photo of us? Thank you 

so much! 

5.00 

S2: Asking a 

classmate for another 

one’s email address 

Hi! Could you give me Lucy’s email address so that I 

can forward her the outline? 

5.00 

S3: Asking for an 

extension of 

submitting a paper 

Professor, excuse me! I don … I don’t ….. [unclear 

utterance] our.. my paper in on time. So, I am so sorry 

for this, but I need to some extension because I want 

to give advanced paper. Can you give extension of 

two days please?  

1.75 

S6: Asking someone 

to participate in a 

study  

Can you attend my res….. research because I need to 

take some data. Ummmm. I am very inters… a 

research on interculture communication. Can you 

attend this research?   

1.75 

 

5.2.3. Informants’ Semiopragmatic Performance in Refusals 

Table 24 shows that the informants obtained an average level of semiopragmatic 

performance in refusals (M=3.66, SD=.435), with a minimum score of 2.67 and a maximum 

score of 4.42. Like apologies, their semiopragmatic performance was slightly above the 

boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0.26. A detailed examination of the descriptive data in 

the table indicated that the informants had an average level of semiopragmatic performance 
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through all the six situations (M=3.42 – 3.87, SD=.564 - .783). Of all the six situations, they 

appeared to have the highest level of semiopragmatic performance in Situation 6 (M=3.87, 

SD=.615) and the lowest level in Situation 3 (M=3.42, SD=.685). Given these descriptive 

data, the following responses serve effectively to illustrate the two highest and lowest mean 

scores across the six situations in refusals (see Table 27).  

Table 27. 

Sample Responses for Semiopragmatic Performance in Refusals 

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S4: Refusing to 

take a course 

I really want to take more courses because they really 

help me when I am doing research. But, for this 

semester, I am really busy and I will have no time to 

take more courses. Is that okay if I don’t want to take 

this course?  

4.75 

S5: Refusing to 

talk to someone 

due to being a 

hurry 

I have a class starting in five minutes, but let’s talk after 

the class if you have time.  

4.75 

S1: Refusing to 

participate in a 

study 

I am so sorry! I woul… I would not attend this … study 

because I don’t have any time.  

1.75 

S2: Refusing 

someone to pay for 

one’s lunch 

I am sorry my friend! I really to be a volunteer to your 

study, but I really don’t have nowadays. And, if I have 

time, I will surely participate your studies. When it is 

due? 

1.75 

   According to the table, the responses given to Situations 1 (in which a student 

refuses his/her professor’s suggestion to take a course) and 5 (in which a student refuses to 



 168 

talk to another one due to being in a hurry) received the same highest mean score given by 

the four raters (M=4.75). These two highest mean scores yielded a high level of 

semiopragmatic appropriateness of the given responses in the US socio-semiotic world. 

Conversely, the responses given to both Situations 1 (in which a student refuses to participate 

in another student’s research) and 2 (in which a student refuses to pay for the lunch of 

another student) received the same lowest mean scores (M=1.75). These two lowest mean 

scores revealed that all the four raters viewed these responses inadequate in terms of their 

semiopragmatic appropriateness in the US socio-semiotic world. 

5.3. Comparison of Semiopragmatic Performance Across Three Communicative Acts  

In the light of the descriptive data in Table 24, it is obvious that the informants had 

varied levels of overall semiopragmatic performance across the three communicative act 

categories. Figure 10 serves effectively to illustrate the relation among these overall 

semiopragmatic performances in term of their level of difficulty. In general, the informants 

had an average level of semiopragmatic performance on the DCT (M=3.71, SD=.398) at he 

boundary of 3.4. Likewise, they had an average level of semiopragmatic performance 

through all the three communicative act categories. However, they had the highest overall 

semiopragmatic mean score in requests (M=3.92, SD=.448), with a difference of 0.26 from 

refusals (M=3.66, SD=.435) and a difference of 0.36 from apologies (M=3.56, SD=.480). 

They had the second highest overall semiopragmatic performance in refusals, with a 

difference of 0.1 from apologies. With this variance observed among the three categories in 

mind, it is apparent that apologies were the most challenging communicative act category for 

the informants on the semiopragmatic plane. Apologies were followed by refusals and 

request successively in terms of their difficulty level.   
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Figure 10. Comparison of Semiopragmatic Performance Across the Three Communicative 

Acts 

The findings of the semi-structured interviews contradicted the outcomes drawn from 

the DCT regarding the most challenging communicative act category. That is, the majority of 

the interviewees (N=9) considered refusals as the most challenging category, followed by 

apologies and requests. Of the 12 interviewees, 3 of them (23%) reported to have difficulty 

with the semiopragmatic aspect when responding to the situations. They identified the 

reasons for this difficulty as choosing the correct and appropriate vocabulary, forming 

structurally correct and appropriate sentences, and speaking fluently. In addition to these 

semiopragmatic reasons, they also mentioned several socio-semiopragmatic reasons for the 

challenges or difficulties they had in intercultural communication. In the following part, I 
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presented these challenges or difficulties through the analyses of both the quantitative and 

qualitative data – namely, the DCT and semi-structured interviews.  

5.4. Informants’ Socio-semiopragmatic Performance According to Predetermined 

Levels   

I employed descriptive statistics on the DCT data to assess the study informants’ 

socio-semiopragmatic performance in using American English in order to answer the 

following research question: 

RQ4: What level of socio-semiopragmatic performance do Turkish international graduate 

students have in making (a) apologies, (b) requests, and (c) refusals? 

In general, the informants appeared to have an average level of socio-semiopragmatic 

performance on the DCT (M=3.47, SD=.447) with a minimum score of 2.50 and a maximum 

score of 4.24.  To shed further light on this overall level of socio-semiopragmatic 

performance, I conducted further descriptive statistics. Table 28 presents more detailed 

descriptive data related to the informants’ overall socio-semiopragmatic performance on the 

DCT.  

Table 28.  

Informants’ Overall Socio-semiopragmatic Performance on the DCT 

Communicative 

Acts 

Low Average High 

N M SD N M SD N M SD 

Apologies 15 2.99 .278 16 3.69 .199 1 4.45 --- 

Requests 8 3.10 .223 19 3.83 .244 5 4.26 .055 

Refusals 16 2.85 .455 14 .369 .219 2 4.29 .117 

Overall 16 3.09 .261 13 3.76 .121 3 4.22 .008 
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Similar to the descriptive data related to semiopragmatic performance, I presented the 

informants’ socio-semiopragmatic performance in using American English in the given 

communicative acts on different planes: overall socio-semiopragmatic performance of the 

three communicative acts, and overall socio-semiopragmatic performance in each 

communicative act category. Regarding the former, while 16 of the informants (50%) 

achieved a low level of socio-semiopragmatic performance (M=3.09, SD=.261), 13 of them 

(41%) achieved an average level (M=3.76, SD=.121) and only 3 achieved a high level 

(M=4.22, SD = .008). Based on these overall socio-semiopragmatic mean scores of the three 

communicative acts, the examples in Table 29 serve effectively to illustrate the two highest 

and lowest scores on the test effectively.  

Table 29.  

Two Highest and Lowest Mean Scores Based on the Overall Socio-semiopragmatic Mean 

Scores 

Informants Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 Rater 4 Overall 

P1 3.67 4.39 4.44 4.44 4.24 

P2 3.89 4.33 4.33 4.33 4.22 

P3 2.72 2.67 2.72 2.61 2.68 

P4 3.00 2.22 2.39 2.39 2.50 

According to the table, while the first two informants achieved the highest overall 

socio-semiopragmatic mean scores on the test (M=4.24, M=4.22 respectively), the last two 

achieved the lowest ones (M=2.68, M=2.50 respectively). These overall socio-

semiopragmatic mean scores revealed that the first two informants had a high level of socio-

semiopragmatic performance on the test, whereas the last two had a low level of socio-

semiopragmatic performance. As for the distribution of the highest overall socio-

semiopragmatic mean scores between the first two informants, Informant 1 received the 
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highest scores from Raters 2, 3, and 4 (M=4.39, M=4.44, M=4.44 respectively), but 

Informant 2 only from Rater 1 (M=3.89). Regarding the distribution of the lowest overall 

socio-semiopragmatic mean scores between the last two informants, Informant 4 received the 

lowest scores from Raters 2, 3, and 4 (M=2.22, M=2.39, M=2.39 respectively), and 

Informant 3 from Rater 1 (M=2.72). Similar to the case in the distribution of the overall 

semiopragmatic mean scores, this distribution corroborated the strong agreement detected 

among the four raters via inter-rater reliability test.  

Given the descriptive data related to the informants’ overall socio-semiopragmatic 

mean scores of the three communicative acts and the examples to illustrate them, it is also 

important to explicate their overall socio-semiopragmatic performance in each communicative 

act category according to the predetermined levels. Table 28 shows that in apologies, while 15 

of the informants (47%) had a low level of socio-semiopragmatic performance (M=2.99, 

SD=.278), 16 of them (50%) had an average level (M=3.69, SD=.199) and merely 1 (3%) had 

a high level (M=4.45, SD= -). In requests, 8 of the informants (25%) attained a low level of 

socio-semiopragmatic performance, whereas 19 of them (59%) attained an average level (M = 

3.83, SD=.244) and 5 (16%) attained a high level (M=4.26, SD=.055). Finally, in refusals, 

while 16 of the informants (50%) achieved a low level of socio-semiopragmatic performance 

(M=2.85, SD=.455), 14 of them (44%) achieved an average level (M=3.369, SD=.219) and 

only 2 (6%) achieved a high level (M=4.29, SD=.117). A close examination of these 

descriptive data (particularly, the number of the informants in each level and the mean scores) 

indicated that the informants had the lowest overall socio-semiopragmatic mean score in 

apologies, followed by refusals and then requests.  
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5.5. Informants’ Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Each Communicative Act 

Category 

In order to elaborate on my analysis of the informants’ socio-semiopragmatic 

performance in using American English in the US socio-semiotic world, I computed more 

detailed descriptive statistics for each scenario in the DCT (see Table 30). I also compared 

the total mean scores of socio-semiopragmatic performance in each communicative act 

category to determine their difficulty level for the informants (see Figure 11).   

Table 30. 

Informants’ Socio-semiopragmatic Performance Across Situations in Each Communicative 

Act Category 

Situations 

Apologies Requests Refusals 

M SD M SD M SD 

S1 3.46 .697 3.97 .725 3.31 .707 

S2 3.40 .683 3.96 .706 3.01 1.049 

S3 3.28 .828 3.55 .668 3.30 .895 

S4 3.56 .751 3.57 .699 3.11 .911 

S5 3.58 1.001 3.64 .827 3.57 .972 

S6 3.03 .962 3.61 .886 3.52 .988 

Total 3.39 .463 3.72 .446 3.30 .597 

 

5.5.1. Informants’ Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Apologies 

As can be seen in Table 30, the informants had a low level of socio-semiopragmatic 

performance in apologies (M=3.39, SD=.463), with a minimum score of 2.25 and a 

maximum score of 4.46. Their socio-semiopragmatic performance was slightly below the 

boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0.01. That said, a close examination of the table 
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revealed varied levels of socio-semiopragmatic performance across the six situations in 

apologies. While the informants attained an average level in Situations 1, 2, 4, and 5 (M=3.40 

– 3.58, SD=.683 – 1.001), they achieved a low level in Situations 3 (M=3.28, SD=.828) and 

6 (M=3.03, SD=.962). As can be understood from these mean values, they received the 

highest level of socio-semiopragmatic performance in Situation 5 (M=3.58, SD=1.001) and 

the lowest level in Situation 6 (M=3.03, SD=.962). Given these descriptive data, the 

following responses provide some concrete examples to illustrate the two highest and lowest 

mean scores of socio-semiopragmatic performance across the six situations in apologies (see 

Table 31). 

Table 31. 

Sample Responses for Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Apologies 

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S1: Being late for a 

meeting with classmates  

I am running about 15 minutes late. I apologize 

for any inconvenience. I will be there soon.  

5.00 

S4: Returning a wrong 

book to a professor  

Ohh.. Hi, Dr. Luther! I am sorry I just noticed that 

I grabbed the wrong book. I will make sure I bring 

it to you next time when we meet. Is that okay?  

5.00 

S3: Being late for a 

meeting with a professor 

Because of the bus, I am late.  1.25 

S5: Hurting a student 

accidentally 

I am so sorry, but it is a joke.  1.00 

As can be seen in the table above, the responses given to both Situations 1 (in which a 

student apologizes to his/her classmates for being late to a meeting with them) and 4 (in 

which a student apologizes to a professor for returning the wrong book to her) received the 
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full number of points by the four raters (M=5.00). These two highest mean scores reveal that 

all the four raters deemed the responses socio-semiopragmatically appropriate in the US 

socio-semiotic world. In contrast, the responses given to Situation 3 (in which a student 

apologizes to a professor for arriving 10 minutes late to a meeting with him) and 5 (in which 

a student apologizes to another student for hurting him when pulling out a chair in the 

classroom) received the lowest mean scores (M=1.25, M=1.00 respectively). The raters 

considered these two responses as highly inadequate to meet the socio-semiopragmatic 

appropriateness required in the US socio-semiotic world.  

5.5.2. Informants’ Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Requests 

Table 30 indicates that the informants achieved an average level of socio-

semiopragmatic performance in requests (M=3.72, SD=.446), with a minimum score of 2.83 

and a maximum score of 4.33. Unlike apologies, their socio-semiopragmatic performance 

was moderately above the boundary of 3.4, with a difference of 0.32. A detailed analysis of 

the table revealed a parallelism between the overall socio-semiopragmatic performance in 

apologies and the ones in each situation in this category in that the informants attained an 

average level of socio-semiopragmatic performance through all six situations of apologies. 

They obtained the highest level of socio-semiopragmatic performance in Situation 1 

(M=3.97, SD=.725) and the lowest level in Situation 3 (M=3.55, SD=.668). Based on these 

descriptive data, the following examples shed considerable light on the two highest and 

lowest mean scores across the six situations in requests (see Table 32). 
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Table 32. 

Sample Responses for Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Requests 

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S1: Asking a stranger 

to take a photo 

Excuse me! Would you mind taking a picture of us?   5.00 

S2: Asking a 

classmate for another 

one’s email address 

Would you mind giving me Lucy’s email so that I can 

forward the reading outline to her? 

5.00 

S3: Asking for an 

extension of 

submitting a paper 

Dr. Mary, could you please give me two days more? I 

have thousands of assignments. You know I have 

problems with my grammar. So, please help me!  

1.75 

S6: Asking someone 

to participate in a 

study 

Oh by the way, you’re gonna be a participant in my 

research. 

1.25 

As is evident in the above table, the informants received the full number of points 

(M=5.00) in the responses given to Situations 1 (in which someone asks a near-by stranger to 

take his/her photo together with his/her friends) and 2 (in which a member of a group of 

students asks another student to give him/her the email address of a friend). This is because 

all the four raters viewed these responses to be socio-semiopragmatically appropriate in the 

US socio-semiotic world. However, the informants received the lowest mean scores in 

Situations 3 (in which a student asks a professor for an extension for the midterm paper) and 

6 (in which a student asks another one to participate in his/her research) (M=1.75, M=1.25 

respectively). The raters conceived these two responses to be socio-semiopragmatically 

inappropriate in the US socio-semiotic world.  
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5.5.3. Informants’ Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Refusals 

According to Table 30, the informants had a low level of socio-semiopragmatic 

performance in refusals (M=3.30, SD=.597), with a minimum score of 1.75 and a maximum 

score of 4.38. Their socio-semiopragmatic performance was slightly below the boundary of 

3.4, (with a difference of 0.10) and varied across the situations in refusals. While they 

acquired a low level of socio-semiopragmatic performance through all the first four situations 

(M=3.01 – 3.31, SD=.911 - 1.049), they achieved an average level in the remaining two 

situations (M=3.57, SD=.972; M=3.52, SD=.988 respectively). They received the highest 

score in Situation 5 (M=3.57, SD=.972) and the lowest one in Situation 2 (M=3.01, 

SD=1.049). Regarding this variance in the mean scores, the following examples are 

noteworthy to better understand socio-semiopragmatic performance across the six situations 

in refusals (see Table 33). 

The table shows that the responses given to Situations 5 (in which a student refuses to 

talk to another one due to being in hurry to go to a graduate class) and 3 (in which a student 

refuses to go to a party organized by his/her professor) received the highest scores by the four 

raters (M=5.00, M=4.75 respectively). These two highest scores indicated that the raters 

deemed the responses socio-semiopragmatically appropriate according to the US socio-

semiotic norms. However, the responses given to Situations 3 and 6 (in which a student 

refuses to go to the cinema because of working on an academic paper) received the same 

lowest score (M=1.00). It is obvious in the responses given to Situation 3 that the socio-

semiotic context in a particular communicative act/event category can receive both the 

highest and lowest mean scores depending on how L2 speakers use the language in order to 

communicate one another. 



 178 

Table 33. 

Sample Responses for Socio-semiopragmatic Performance in Refusals  

Situation Responses Overall 

M 

S5: Refusing to talk 

to someone due to 

being in a hurry  

Ohhh.. Hi, Kristine! I wish I could, but I have class in 

five minutes. So, how about we meet after class, in 

one hour or so? 

5.00 

S3: Refusing an 

invitation to a party 

I’d love to come, but I have an important paper due 

next day, so I am afraid I will not be able to make it.  

4.75 

S3: Refusing an 

invitation to a party  

I think you will not like my answer but I really can’t 

do it there. First, I have to finish my paper. You know 

like being a grad student sucks and I don’t think I can 

really come because I don’t have a car and all of my 

other friends either are gonna study or go to down 

town, so I really am sorry maybe we can do something 

else for Christmas. 

1.00 

S6: Refusing to go to 

the cinema 

Are you kidding me? I am asking you for your battery, 

but you are inviting me to the cinema. [she laughs] I 

will not come, of course!  

1.00 

 

5.6. Comparison of Socio-semiopragmatic Performance Across Three Communicative 

Acts  

Table 30 revealed that the informants had different overall socio-semiopragmatic 

performance in each communicative act category based on their difficulty level (see Figure 

11).  
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Figure 11. Comparison of Socio-semiopragmatic Performance Across the Three 

Communicative Acts 

In general, the informants attained an average level of socio-semiopragmatic 

performance on the DCT (M=3.47, SD=.447) at he boundary of 3.4. Similarly, they achieved 

an average level through all the three communicative act categories. However, they had the 

highest overall socio-semiopragmatic mean score in requests (M=3.72, SD=.446), followed 

by apologies (M=3.39, SD=.463) with a difference of 0.33 from and then by refusals 

(M=3.30, SD=.597) with a difference of 0.42. Based on these overall mean scores, it is clear 

that refusals were the most challenging communicative act category for the informants on the 

socio-semiopragmatic plane.  

However, the analysis of the semi-structured interviews yielded contradictory results 

to the findings of the DCT. On the socio-semiopragmatic plane, the interviewees reported 

having more challenges in refusals and apologies than in requests. All the interviewees drew 
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attention to the socio-semiopragmatic differences between the Turkish and the US socio-

semiotic worlds as the most important causal factor triggering such challenges. They identified 

these differences as social power, social distance, degree of imposition, positive and negative 

face phenomenon, gender, and so forth. One of the interviewees explained this issue as follows,  

I had more difficulty in making refusals when compared to the other 

two categories - [requests and apologies]. This is because refusals are 

difficult in nature. I mean we make people feel upset when we refuse 

something they ask for. We can go through the same situation; therefore, 

giving the same response [refusing] is really very difficult for me. … I think 

this is also related to culture. In our culture, people often tend to take things 

personally, and therefore refusals are strongly discouraged in our society. 

Depending on my experiences with foreigners, I have seen that they can reject 

something very comfortably if they have no time for it. They consider it as 

something very normal; they do not feel upset when I reject whatever they ask 

for. (Interviewee 10) 

In the above explanation, the interviewee pointed out two important socio-

semiopragmatic variables for the challenge she had when making a refusal – degree of 

imposition and cultural differences. She stated that refusals had a higher level of difficulty 

when compared to requests and apologies and noted that this difficulty resulted from the 

severity of the action in this communicative event - that is, feeling upset. She also said that 

there were cultural differences between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds 

regarding the execution of refusals. She mentioned that the difference of the level of 

discouragement related to refusals between both socio-semiotic worlds influenced the 
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challenge she had when completing the refusal scenarios in the DCT. In other words, since 

refusals were more strongly discouraged in the Turkish socio-semiotic world than in the US, 

she had more difficulty in this communicative act. 

Apart from the differences among the three communicative act categories in both 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic aspects, several differences were observed 

between the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic mean values of not only a single 

communicative act category but also of a single situation in a communicative act category. 

Given these differences, the interconnection between semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic performances represented a significant area to be explored in this study. In 

the following parts, I will explicate these differences.   

5.7. Comparison of Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances  

In order to detect the interconnection between semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic performances of the study informants, I employed both detailed descriptive 

statistics and a regression analysis test. With these analyses, I tried to answer the following 

research question:  

RQ5: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances? 

Table 34 presents the descriptive data related to the comparison of the informants’ 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances. In general, the informants’ 

semiopragmatic performance (M=.371) was higher than their socio-semiopragmatic 

performance (M=3.47), with a difference of .24. Likewise, their semiopragmatic performance 

was higher than their socio-semiopragmatic performance through all the three 
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communicative act categories. To draw a better picture of this relationship, I will focus on 

each communicative act category separately in the following parts. 

Table 34. 

Comparison of Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances Across Three 

Communicative Acts 

Situations 

Apologies Requests Refusals 

SP SSP. SP SSP. SP SSP. 

S1 3.61 3.46 4.45 3.97 3.52 3.31 

S2 3.74 3.40 4.05 3.96 3.58 3.01 

S3 3.53 3.28 3.65 3.55 3.42 3.30 

S4 3.35 3.56 3.82 3.57 3.71 3.11 

S5 4.11 3.58 3.67 3.64 3.85 3.57 

S6 3.02 3.03 3.86 3.61 3.87 3.52 

Total 3.56 3.39 3.92 3.72 3.66 3.30 

Note: SP: Semiopragmatic   SSP.: Socio-semiopragmatic  

5.7.1. Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances in Apologies 

Table 34 shows that in apologies while the informants had an average level of 

semiopragmatic performance (M=3.56, SD=.480), with a minimum score of 2.63 and a 

maximum score of 4.54, they had a low level of socio-semiopragmatic performance 

(M=3.39, SD=.463), with a minimum score of 2.25 and a maximum score of 4.46. However, 

it is notable that their semiopragmatic performance was slightly above their socio-

semiopragmatic performance, with a difference of 0.17. A close examination of the table 

indicates that while the informants appeared to have an average level of semiopragmatic 

performance in Situations 1, 2, 3, and 5 (M=3.46 - 4.11, SD=.683 – .813) and a low level in 
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Situations 4 and 6 (M=3.35, SD=.761; M=3.02, SD=1.089 respectively), they had an average 

level of socio-semiopragmatic performance in Situations 1, 2, 4, and 5 (M=3.40 – 3.58, 

SD=.683 – 1.001) and a low level in Situations 3 and 6 (M=3.28, SD=.828; M=3.03, 

SD=.962 respectively). Given these mean values, it is evident that their semiopragmatic 

performance was higher than their socio-semiopragmatic performance all through Situations 

1, 2, 3, and 5 but not in Situations 4 and 6. For instance, in Situation 1, they attained a higher 

level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.61) than socio-semiopragmatic performance 

(M=3.46), and in Situation 2, a higher level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.74) than 

socio-semiopragmatic performance (M=3.40). Contrary to these two examples, in Situation 

4, they had a lower level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.35) than socio-

semiopragmatic performance (M=3.56). A similar case was also observed between the 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic mean scores of Situation 6 (M=3.02, M=3.03 

respectively).  

5.7.2. Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances in Requests 

According to Table 34, in requests the informants achieved an average level of 

performance in both semiopragmatic (M=3.92, SD=.448, with a minimum score of 2.21 and 

maximum score of 4.42) and socio-semiopragmatic (M=3.72, SD=.446, with a minimum 

score of 2.83 and maximum score of 4.33) aspects. However, their semiopragmatic 

performance is higher than their socio-semiopragmatic performance with a difference of 

0.20. A detailed analysis of the table showed that except for their semiopragmatic 

performance in Situation 1 (M=4.45), they obtained an average level through all the six 

situations for both semiopragmatics and socio-semiopragmatics. Nonetheless, it is 

noteworthy that their semiopragmatic performance was higher than their socio-
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semiopragmatic performance in all the six situations. For example, in Situations 3 and 4, they 

had a higher level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.65, M=3.82 successively) than 

socio-semiopragmatic performance (M=3.55, M=3.57 respectively).  

5.7.3. Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances in Refusals  

The descriptive data in Table 34 indicate that in refusals while the informants had an 

average level of semiopragmatic performance (M=3.66, SD=.435, with a minimum score of 

2.67 and a maximum score of 4.42), they had a low level of socio-semiopragmatic 

performance (M=3.30, SD=.597, with a minimum score of 1.75 and a maximum score of 

4.38). Further analysis of the table revealed that they had an average level of semiopragmatic 

performance through all the six situations (M=3.42 – 3.87), whereas they had a low level of 

socio-semiopragmatic performance in the first four situations (M=3.01 – 3.31) and an 

average level in Situations 5 (M=3.57) and 6 (M=3.52). However, it is notable that their 

semiopragmatic performance was higher than their socio-semiopragmatic performance in all 

the six situations. For instance, in Situations 5 and 6, they attained a higher level of 

semiopragmatic performance (M=3.85, M=3.87 respectively) than socio-semiopragmatic 

performance (M=3.57, M=3.52 successively).  

As can be understood from the descriptive data explicated above, the informants’ 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances were interconnected. To ascertain 

whether or not this relationship was statistically significant, I carried out a simple linear 

regression analysis test. The following section presents the results of this test.  

5.8. Regression Analysis for Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances 

In the simple linear regression analysis test, while semiopragmatic performance was 

treated as the independent variable, the socio-semiopragmatic performance was deemed as the 
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dependent variable. The rationale behind this designation lies in the related literature in which 

L2 speakers’ semiopragmatic performance (e.g., the knowledge of grammar and vocabulary) 

is taken as a predictor or indicator of their socio-semiopragmatic performance (e.g., the 

knowledge of such variables as social power, social distance, and the like) (Hall, 1966; Hodge 

& Kress, 1988; Gilmore, 1985; van Leewuen, 2005; Pennycook, 1985; Waugh, 1981, 1984). 

Given this overall rationale, I calculated a simple linear regression to predict the study 

informants’ socio-semiopragmatic performance based on their semiopragmatic performance 

(see Table 35).  

Table 35.  

Regression Analysis Results for Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances 

Variable B β SE R2
 p 95% CI 

Semiopragmatic Performance .878 .781 .128 .610* .000 [-.767, 1.190] 

Note. *= p<.05.   df=30 

As can be seen in the table above, the informants’ semiopragmatic performance had a 

statistically significant relationship with their socio-semiopragmatic performance (F (1, 30) = 

46.859, p=.000). Their semiopragmatic performance explained 61% of the predicted variance 

(R2) in their socio-semiopragmatic performance. That is, the average effect of a one-unit 

increase in their semiopragmatic performance led to .878 rise in their socio-semiopragmatic 

performance. With this particular finding in mind, it is also important to investigate the 

relationship between their intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world (affective 

aspect) and overall intercultural performance in using American English (behavioral aspect). 

In the next part, I will elaborate this relationship through both quantitative and qualitative 

data.   
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6. Regression Analysis for Affective and Behavioral Aspects of ICC 

To detect the relationship between the affective and behavioral aspects of ICC, I 

calculated a simple linear regression analysis test between the ISS and DCT data. In addition 

I used the interview data to support the findings of the test. With these analyses, I tried to 

answer the following research question:  

RQ6: What relationship exists between Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural 

sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and their overall intercultural performance in using 

American English? 

In the regression analysis test, I treated the study informants’ intercultural sensitivity 

(ISS) as the independent variable and overall intercultural performance in using American 

English (DCT) as the dependent variable. Given this designation of the variables, I tried to 

predict their overall intercultural performance in using American English based on their 

intercultural sensitivity. Table 36 presents the summary of the test results.  

Table 36.  

Results of Regression Analysis Test for Affective and Behavioral Aspects of ICC 

Variable B β SE R2
 p 95% CI 

Intercultural Sensitivity .219 .213 .184 .045 .242 [-.156, .595] 

Note. *= p>.05.   df=30 

According to the table, the informants’ intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-

semiotic world (affective aspect) had no statistically significant relationship with their overall 

intercultural performance in using American English (behavioral aspect) (F (1, 30)=1.424, 

p=.242). Their intercultural sensitivity explained 4.5% of the predicted variance (R2) in their 

overall intercultural performance. That is, the average effect of a one-unit increase in their 
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intercultural sensitivity led to a .219 rise in their overall intercultural performance in using 

American English, which was statistically insignificant.  

Contrary to the finding of the simple linear regression analysis test, the analysis of the 

semi-structured interviews yielded a strong relationship between the affective and behavioral 

aspects of ICC. In other words, the majority of the interviewees (N=10) reported an 

interconnection between their intercultural sensitivity to the US socio-semiotic world and 

their overall intercultural performance in using American English. One of the interviewees 

explained this interconnection as follows,  

To me, our feelings or emotions toward a culture influence our 

knowledge of that culture. I mean the more positive attitudes we have toward 

a culture, the more we adapt to it – especially, if this culture does not 

contradict with your own culture, beliefs, opinions, and so forth. We learn 

new vocabulary, new contexts… We learn what to say or do in these contexts. 

We sound more native-like. For instance, I have observed that those who 

speak English fluently like and adapt to American culture. I think those who 

have been substantially integrated into the culture are successful speakers. 

(Interviewee 5) 

In this explanation, the interviewee emphasized that positive feelings and attitudes 

toward the target socio-semiotic world promoted adaptation to and socialization into it. 

Through this adaptation and socialization, L2 speakers could learn more about it (e.g., 

learning new vocabulary, contextual parameters, and so on) and augment their overall 

intercultural performance in using American English, which, in turn, enabled them to 

navigate effectively and appropriately in the target socio-semiotic world. However, one of 
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the interviewees argued that the impact of the intercultural sensitivity on overall intercultural 

performance in using American English varied across L2 speakers. That is, it might have 

positive influence on one’s overall intercultural performance in using American English but 

not on that of another one. He stated,  

I know some people who were not born here [in the United States] but 

like the [US] culture very much. They have positive feelings and attitudes 

toward the culture but do not have a good level of English. I mean they try 

hard to learn it but cannot succeed. I saw one of such people at a conference. 

I know this guy in person. He likes and is integrated into US culture a lot. He 

has no problem with the culture. He has a lot of friends, goes to almost every 

party he is invited, participates in social activities, and so on. He is very 

active and sociable, but when I saw him presenting at the conference, I was 

shocked. He had this heavy Turkish accent when speaking English. He was 

not fluent. I had a friend sitting next to me at that time. I told him that I knew 

this guy in person and he was very active and sociable but his English 

shocked me. (Interviewee 6) 

In the above argument, the interviewee asserted that intercultural sensitivity did 

guarantee successful intercultural communication for every L2 speaker. To support his point 

of view, he gave an example by focusing on someone he knew. He noted that although this 

person had positive feelings and attitudes toward and showed strong integration into the US 

socio-semiotic world, he had a low level of proficiency (e.g., accented speech, lack of 

fluency, and so on) as evidenced by the presentation he gave at a conference. This 

explanation and example supported the outcome of the simple linear regression analysis test 
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in that both findings indicated that intercultural sensitivity (affective aspect) had no 

significant impact on overall intercultural performance in using American English 

(behavioral aspect).  

In this section of the chapter, I focused on the study informants’ behavioral aspect of 

ICC through the quantitative and qualitative findings derived from both the DCT and the 

semi-structured interviews. I provided a number of explanations and examples from the data 

collected via both data collection tools. In the final section of this chapter, I will present the 

findings related to Turkish international graduate students’ ICC on the cognitive plane. I used 

the data gathered through the semi-structured interviews to cast light on this aspect.  

C. COGNITIVE ASPECT OF ICC: STUDY INFORMANTS’ AWARENESS OF THE 

US SOCIO-SEMIOTIC WORLD 

Chen and Starosta (1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2009) identify the final component of ICC as 

the cognitive aspect represented by the concept of intercultural awareness, which refers to the 

understanding of socio-semiotic conventions or parameters that influence how we think and 

behave. Given this overall definition, I employed two types of semi-structured interviews to 

investigate the study informants’ cognitive ICC ability, both group and individual. The 

rationale behind using these two interview styles lied in collecting enriched data related to 

three different facets of ICC on the cognitive plane. These included (a) the definition of 

successful intercultural communication, (b) the diversities observed between the Turkish and 

the US socio-semiotic worlds, and (c) the sources of intercultural communicative 

challenges/breakdowns. In the following parts, I will address each of these facets separately. 
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1. Definition of Successful Intercultural Communication 

Employing deductive, inductive, and content analysis techniques, I tried to answer the 

following research question:   

RQ1: How do Turkish international graduate students define successful intercultural 

communication?   

In the light of the analysis of the interview data, I found three major components that 

the interviewees identified as the characteristics of successful intercultural communication: 

semiopragmatics, socio-semiopragmatics, and affectivity. I used the first two terms to replace 

the concepts of “pragmalinguistics” and “sociopragmatics” respectively because the later two 

circumscribe the resources that humans utilize in communication. Regarding these major 

components, the interviewees suggested a number of properties to describe successful 

intercultural communication. I will define and elaborate each of these components separately 

below by drawing on the properties that the interviewees posited.  

The first component, called semiopragmatics in this study, refers to the awareness and 

knowledge of social semiotic resources that people employ for communication in any given 

language (L1, L2, L3, and so forth). These resources include verbal and nonverbal means 

used for communication. While the former incorporates language elements such as 

phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon, the latter encompasses paralanguage elements 

like kinesics, oculesics, proxemics, paraverbal features, haptics, chronemics, oculesics, and 

so forth. Based on this overall definition of semiopragmatics, all the interviewees asserted 

that awareness, knowledge and ability to use these social semiotic resources, defined as 

semiopragmatic performance in this study, had considerable importance for effective and 

appropriate intercultural communication. In their accounts, they suggested such verbal and 
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nonverbal means as vocabulary, grammar, voice (tone, stress, and speed), accent, 

pronunciation, fillers, pauses, and body language. One of the interviewees explained this 

phenomenon as follows:  

In my opinion, successful communication in a foreign language or 

context means being articulate and having a good knowledge of vocabulary, 

idioms, figurative expressions. We have spent years here. We can understand 

almost everything that we hear. However, when it comes to communication, 

we often cannot reflect this knowledge. To me, those who can reflect this 

knowledge in their communication are successful speakers. … Of course, 

vocabulary and grammar are not enough. We also need to have a good 

knowledge of pronunciation, tone, stress, etc. This is because speaking with 

linear tone or pitch sometimes causes a loss of information. (Interviewee 10) 

 In the above explanation, the interviewee pointed out the importance of the verbal 

and nonverbal elements used for intercultural communication (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, 

voice, tone, and the like). She added that the awareness, knowledge, and ability to utilize 

these resources were crucial for intercultural communication. Likewise, another interviewee 

focused on the fundamental role of nonverbal resources in intercultural communication by 

giving the following example,  

Gestures are really very important in communication. We use some of 

them consciously and some of them unconsciously. I have an interesting 

example for this. In the 1970s and 1980s, Americans signed agreements with 

Arabs to buy oil. At that time, the oil prices were not as important as they are 

now. While signing the agreement, Americans discovered a tricky point about 
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Arabs. They understood whether or not they offered a good deal by merely 

looking at how wide the eyes of Arabs were when they heard it. Arabs learned 

this fact much later. That is why, they wore sunglasses during the meetings 

thereafter. Can you think of that? I guess they learned this fact by getting 

some help from experts in communication. So, what I mean is that only 

language is not enough for communication. It could be spoken or written 

language. There are several other things that complement communication 

among people. We have different senses that help work simultaneously during 

communication. For instance, we hear, see, and so forth. Even our distance 

from the listener has some effect on communication. (Interviewee 5) 

In this example, the interviewee drew attention to the importance of nonverbal 

semiopragmatic resources in intercultural communication – specifically, how the width of the 

Arab traders’ eyes when they heard the offered oil deal helped the US negotiators know how 

the Arabs thought of the deal. Based on this particular example, he concluded that language 

functioned in conjunction with other semiopragmatic resources in intercultural 

communication.  

Apart from these means, the interviewees drew attention to some of the strategies and 

maxims used in intercultural communication, including politeness, directness, indirectness, 

and the maxims of quantity, quality, and manner (Brown & Levinson, 1987; DuFon, 2010; 

Grice, 1989; Martinez-Flor & Uso-Juan, 2010). They emphasized the key role of these 

strategies and maxims in effective and appropriate intercultural communication. Two of the 

interviewees stated, 
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In communication, the most important thing is being able to express 

ourselves clearly, explicitly, and easily. … Politeness is also important in such 

contexts. I am telling this because it is better to be safe than sorry. I mean 

being polite is something good for a non-native speaker because they will 

have taken all the precautions when speaking. Even if they are non-native 

speakers, the listener takes the word as what it really means in his/her own 

context. The word might not have a strong meaning for us but for the listener. 

Therefore, being polite often saves us in such situations. (Interviewee 5) 

To me, successful intercultural communication means using language 

economically. What I mean is being able to express ourselves correctly and 

communicating a message to the audience with optimum number of resources. 

This makes a person successful intercultural speaker. (Interviewee 8)   

In these explanations, the interviewees emphasized the importance of the strategy of 

politeness and the maxims of quality, quantity, and manner. Interviewee 5 contended that 

politeness could serve to save one’s face in intercultural communication. In a similar vein, 

Interviewee 8, who pursued a doctoral degree in a language-oriented department, asserted 

that using language informatively enough and correctly were important for successful 

intercultural communication.   

The second component of successful intercultural communication, namely socio-

semiopragmatics, is primarily concerned with the sociocultural norms and conventions which 

shape and are shaped by a given socio-semiotic world. These norms and conventions 

basically govern the behavior in this socio-semiotic world, and therefore the awareness and 

knowledge of them and ability to use them (referred to as socio-semiopragmatic performance 
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in this study) have substantial importance in intercultural communication. These norms and 

conventions include context, social power, social distance, gender, social identity, routines, 

degree of imposition, and so forth. With this overall definition in mind, the interviewees 

stressed that the awareness, knowledge and ability of these norms and conventions had 

significant impact on their use of English in the US socio-semiotic world. Some of the 

interviewees elucidated this issue by stating,  

To me, communication in a foreign context through a foreign language 

requires the awareness of this setting. I mean they [L2 speakers] should know 

what to say where. For instance, they should know how to speak to a 

professor versus a friend. They should be aware of the hierarchy in the 

situation. They should know how to write an email, how to comment on a 

poster. I think these are all important points. (Interviewee 7) 

I think knowing our audience is very important. Do we talk to a man 

versus woman, or a friend versus a professor? There are “fragile” [used by 

the interviewee himself] points in such situations. When we talk to child, we 

cannot speak as if we are speaking to an adult. We have to adjust our tone, 

topic, etc. We have to simplify them. (Interviewee 2) 

In the above explanations, the interviewees pointed out that there were several socio-

semiopragmatic variables affecting intercultural communication, such as context, social 

power, and social distance, and provided different examples which included communication 

with a professor versus a friend, a child versus an adult, and so forth. In his explanation, 

Interviewee 2 drew attention to the strong connection between semiopragmatics and socio-

semiopragmatic. He gave the following example to support his point of view:  
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To me, the selection of words according to the context we are in is 

very important. We should use appropriate words in the context. For instance, 

we were selecting the director of the department. There were four candidates 

and each of them gave a talk. During the question-answer part of the talk, one 

of the audience asked a question about the “gender aspect”. The candidate 

said, ‘In this study, women do not have much room.’ He used the word 

“hooker” to address the informants of the study. Many people in the audience 

showed reaction to the him/her. I mean people were not against him/her, but 

rather were upset due the word s/he used. S/he could have chosen the word 

‘prostitute’ to address the informants of the research. Therefore, I think that 

knowing our audience and speaking accordingly are very important. 

(Interviewee 2) 

In this particular explanation and example, the interviewee stressed the importance of 

using appropriate language in communication. Specifically, he focused on the selection of 

vocabulary in relation to the context and the audience. He gave the example of using the 

word “hooker” in an academic context where its use was offensive and inappropriate.  

As aforementioned, the interviewees identified the final component of successful 

intercultural communication as affectivity. It is related to the concept of intercultural 

sensitivity described as the desire and motivation of the speaker to understand, respect, and 

acknowledge differences among different socio-semiotic worlds (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 

1998-9, 2000, 2008). Based on this overall definition, I found a number of points that the 

interviewees associated with the affective aspect of successful intercultural communication, 

which included respecting social semiotic diversities/differences, having self-confidence, 
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enjoying intercultural interaction, and being open-minded and observant. The following 

quotes from the interview data shed seminal light on this point:     

I feel comfortable when interacting with people from different 

language and cultural backgrounds. I try to learn more and more about 

American culture. I watch TV series and films, and have a lot of American 

friends. I think I also have strong memory, so I remember things easily. [she 

laughs] For instance, when I see someone refusing something, I pay attention 

to what they say. Then I learn how to do it. I think I do a lot of observation. 

(Interviewee 11) 

When I think about successful intercultural communication, many 

things come to my mind. For instance, being self-confident is very important 

in the academic context, especially when presenting something at an 

international conference. Because they [the presenter) feel anxious and 

nervous, they drink a lot of water during the presentation. This is what I often 

observe with people from Turkey. I guess such a behavior clearly shows that 

they do not feel confident and comfortable. (Interviewee 4) 

In the first quote, the interviewee highlighted the importance of being observant to 

learn more about a given socio-semiotic world and maintained that watching TV series and 

films and having friends from the target socio-semiotic background could serve effectively to 

augment L2 speakers’ ICC. In the second quote, the interviewee underscored the importance 

of self-confidence in intercultural communication. To support her point of view, she gave the 

example of doing a presentation at an international conference where the presenter drank a 
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lot of water. She observed Turkish people doing this behavior frequently and, based on this 

observation, she mentioned that such a behavior might indicate a lack of self-confidence.   

Apart from these three major components, two of the interviewees drew attention to 

the role of the receiver in the phenomenon of successful intercultural communication. They 

noted that communication is not a unidirectional but rather a bi/multi-directional 

phenomenon because it takes place between two or more interlocutors and thus all the 

interlocutors (both the sender and the receiver) assume certain roles in the act of 

communication. Taking the issue from this particular perspective, they highlighted that 

communication either in L1 or in L2 cannot be circumscribed only to the role assumed by the 

sender (namely, the L2 speaker).  

In this part of the cognitive aspect of ICC, I focused on how the informants in the US 

described successful intercultural communication. The analysis of the interview data 

indicated three basic components that the interviewees identified as the characteristics of 

successful intercultural communication – semiopragmatics, socio-semiopragmatics, and 

affectivity. Within each of these components, they identified several elements used for 

effective and appropriate navigation in a given socio-semiotic world. Based on the 

interviewees’ definition of successful intercultural communication, I also tried to examine 

what differences they observed between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds in the 

next part.  

2. Diversities Between the Turkish and the US Socio-semiotic Worlds 

Diversities or differences among different socio-semiotic worlds often constitute 

potential areas of communicative challenges or breakdowns for L2 speakers. This is because 

L2 speakers often lack the awareness, knowledge, and ability to deal with such challenges 
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when they first encounter them.  Therefore, these diversities or differences from the 

perspective of L2 speakers represent an important area of research. With this overall rationale 

in mind, I scrutinized what diversities or differences the interviewees observed between the 

Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds by trying to answer the following research 

question:  

RQ2: What diversities/differences have Turkish international graduate students observed 

between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds? 

The analysis of the interview data yielded three major diversities between the Turkish 

and the US socio-semiotic worlds: semiopragmatic diversities, socio-semiopragmatic 

diversities, and socialization diversities. The interviewees suggested several elements within 

each of these diversities. Although they all posited these three major diversities between both 

socio-semiotic worlds, they did not focus on all the elements within each major diversity.  

The interviewees identified the semiopragmatic diversities between the Turkish and 

the US socio-semiotic worlds as lexicon (e.g., addressing terms), syntax, genre, language 

strategies (e.g., politeness routines, directness/indirectness, formality/informality), body 

language, and the like. They saw these differences as potential areas of intercultural 

communicative challenges or breakdowns for themselves. The example below explains this 

issue effectively:  

I think we [Turkish people] use indirectness and implications a lot 

more than Americans. For instance, when we apologize to someone or refuse 

something, we often imply it. We do not say it directly. For example, I often do 

not use the expression ‘Özur dilerim!’ [I apologize]. I would say ‘Kusura 

bakma!’ [I am sorry] Of course, both expressions serve for the same purpose, 
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but the second one helps save my face. However, Americans can directly use 

the first expression. I mean they have no hesitation when using it. I think we 

often imply things. (Interviewee 7) 

In this particular example, the interviewee (and also all the other interviewees) 

underlined the difference between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds regarding 

the strategy of “directness versus indirectness”. He described Turkish socio-semiotic world to 

be more indirect than the US. He referred to the communicative acts of apologies and 

refusals to reinforce his claim. This finding also supported why the majority of the 

interviewees considered refusals as the most challenging communicative act category in the 

DCT. That is, since refusals had a higher level of severity than apologies and requests, they 

felt strongly challenged when completing refusals in a language (American English) other 

than their own (Turkish). Similarly, another interviewee stated,  

We have a difference between ‘sen” [informal] and ‘siz’ [formal and 

polite] in Turkish, but English has only the word ‘you’ for it. So, when we 

address a professor, it is often very complicated for us. We tend to use Dr. 

Ran, Dr. Joe… We tend to use “Dr.” at the beginning of their names. Indeed, 

the majority are okay if we use merely their first names, but we do not feel 

comfortable. Apart from that, we have a lot of other words that make it even 

more complicated for us. For instance, we have ‘teyze, amca, dayi, anneanne, 

babaanne…’ [mother’s sister, father’s brother, mother’s mother, and father’s 

mother respectively]. When we meet a new person, we have to call his/her 

mother ‘Hande Teyze’ or ‘Hande Abla’. [Hande: first name, Teyze/Able: 
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addressing terms following the first name] We have to think about numerous 

things when speaking. (Interviewee 4) 

In the above examples, the interviewee pointed out the diversity of addressing terms 

between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds. In the first example, she mentioned 

that Turkish has two different forms of the pronominal second person reference: “sen” 

(informal) and “siz” (formal and polite). However, English has merely one word to replace 

them. This difference often caused difficulty for Turkish speakers of English because they 

could not find another word that would replace the formal and polite version “you” in 

Turkish. Therefore, they tended to use the title of the faculty member (e.g., Dr.) to address 

him/her even if s/he allowed them to use solely his/her first name. In the second example, she 

focused on the words used to embody the relationship among family members in the Turkish 

socio-semiotic world, including “teyze, amca, dayi, anneanne, babaanne…” (mother’s sister, 

father’s brother, mother’s mother, and father’s mother respectively). She further maintained 

that a person could use these words to address another one’s family members or relatives 

even though s/he have no family ties with the other. These differences caused challenges for 

Turkish international graduate students in the US socio-semiotic world.  

The analysis of the interview data revealed that the second major diversity was 

related to the socio-semiopragmatic differences between between the Turkish and the US 

socio-semiotic worlds. These differences included the construction and conceptualization of 

social reality, social power dynamics, social distance, expression of affectivity, and so on. 

The interviewees underlined that these socio-semiopragmatic resources are shaped by or 

shape the society and that they have substantial impact on the use of the semiopragmatic 
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resources in intercultural communication. One of the interviewees explained this 

phenomenon as follows:  

In Turkey, we often use the ‘biz dili’ [we-language] because we would like to 

emphasize the collectivity in our community. First, this, I think, stems from the solidarity 

culture of our society. Second, it stems from the nationalism in our community. Third, the 

left-wing political views do also have strong effect on this type of language. … When we 

consider the left-wing politics in Turkey, we see a strong emphasis on solidarity – we, we… 

However, it is rather different here [in the United States]. It is ‘I” language. I am going, I am 

doing…  

In this explanation, the interviewee made a distinction between both socio-semiotic 

worlds regarding the “I” and “we” languages. While the former is dominant in the US socio-

semiotic world, the latter is dominant in the Turkish socio-semiotic world. He suggested 

three different reasons for the dominance of “we” language in the Turkish socio-semiotic 

world – including solidarity, nationalism, and left-wing politics. This diversity shaped and 

was shaped by the socio-semiopragmatic characteristics of these socio-semiotic worlds. In 

another account, one of the interviewees stated, 

American people reject things more easily and comfortably than 

Turkish people. Do you know the reason for it? To me, people have principles 

here [in the United States]. For instance, somebody from Turkey had 

promised to meet with me at 5. However, when I phoned him at 5:30, he told 

me that he had finished his Skype talk at 5:10 and then left the house.  This is 

something in Turkish culture. Americans would not do something like this. 
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They would not do something like this even to their close friends (Interviewee 

11) 

The interviewee explained that since the socio-semiopragmatic norms and 

conventions that shape the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds differed from one 

another, Americans could perform refusals more easily and directly then Turkish people. To 

explicate her point of view, she gave an example related to being late for a meeting. She 

mentioned that the likelihood of such an event was higher in the Turkish socio-semiotic 

world than in the US socio-semiotic world. She attributed this difference to how these two 

communities constructed the socio-semiopragmatics of this particular event.  

The final diversity derived from the analysis of the interview data was concerned with 

the socialization differences observed between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds. 

The interviewees ascribed this difference primarily to the semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic diversities shaping and/or shaped by both socio-semiotic worlds. The 

dialogue below between two of the interviewees serve effectively to explain this issue: 

Interviewee 12: I sometimes feel that I cannot convey my feelings in English. 

For instance, the words of a poem or the lyrics of a song in Turkish have very 

strong meanings for me, but they do not have the same effect in English. I 

mean they do not evoke the same feelings. It feels like there is something 

missing.  

Interviewee 11: I definitely agree. For example, I can swear very easily in 

English but not in Turkish. Swear words in English do not have very strong 

meanings for me. … This is because I did not grow with these words. Even if I 
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use the worst swear words, they do not evoke the same effect as they do for 

Americans.  

In the above dialogue, the interviewees focused on the conceptualization and 

expression of “affectivity” in the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds. They 

highlighted that the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources (e.g., songs, poems, 

and swear words) in the US socio-semiotic world did not have the same effect on them as 

they did on Americans, because these resources did not evoke the same feelings in them as 

for Americans. Interviewee 11 asserted that this difference originated from the language 

socialization differences they underwent. Regarding this particular issue, Interviewee 12 

further stated,  

I have observed something really very nice here [in the United States]. 

When someone passes by another one, even if they are 30 meter away, they 

first apologize and then pass by. … They start teaching this to their kids when 

they are born. For instance, if someone gives something to a child, the child’s 

parents force him/her to thank to this person; or if a child bumps into 

someone in line, his/her parents force him to apologize to this person. They 

teach such things to their kids when they are very small. (Interviewee 12) 

As can be understood from the explanation and examples above, how children are 

socialized into the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources in the Turkish and 

the US socio-semiotic worlds constitutes one of the sources of the diversities between both 

communities. The interviewee provided different examples of child socialization practices in 

the US socio-semiotic world to reinforce his point of view (e.g., warning someone, thanking 

to someone, and apologizing to someone).  
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This part of the cognitive aspect of ICC centered on the diversities that the informants 

observed between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic worlds. The analysis of the 

interview data yielded three basic diversities, including semiopragmatic, socio-

semiopragmatic and socialization. The interviewees underlined that awareness of and 

knowledge about these diversities are essential to the development of ICC. Given these 

diversities, along with the characteristics of successful intercultural communication, they also 

posited several sources/reasons for the communicative challenges and breakdowns they 

confronted in the US socio-semiotic world. In the following part, I will explicate these 

sources via the provision of various examples.    

3. Sources of Intercultural Communicative Challenges/Breakdowns 

The sources of intercultural communicative challenges or breakdowns vary across 

speakers and socio-semiotic worlds. In other words, although numerous commonalities are 

observed as the primary motives for these challenges or breakdowns, they may not apply to 

every single L2 speaker or socio-semiotic world. Based on this overarching understanding of 

the phenomenon, I tried to answer the following research question:  

RQ3: What do Turkish international graduate students posit as the sources of the 

intercultural communicative challenges or breakdowns they encounter in the US socio-

semiotic world? 

The analysis of the interview data yielded several sources of these challenges or 

breakdowns – including semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic differences, lack of 

exposure and socialization, former language learning experiences, socio-semiopragmatic 

transfer, and affective barriers (e.g., fear of failure, anxiety, and the like). Regarding the lack 

of exposure and socialization, one of the interviewees stated,  
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While I was at the language school in Syracuse, I went to the library to 

borrow a laptop. I took my place in line at the desk where we borrowed 

materials from the school. While waiting for my turn, I was thinking about 

what words and structures to to use in my question for the librarian. Should I 

say: ‘Can I get a laptop?’, ‘May I get a laptop?’, or ‘Can I get or take…?’ I 

was also thinking about the verb. Should I use ‘get’ or ‘take’? Should I use the 

auxiliary of ‘can’ or ‘may’? I was totally confused. Luckily, there was a 

female student right in front of me and she also asked to borrow something. I 

guess she asked to borrow a laptop, too. Anyway, she said ‘Can I get a 

laptop?’. That was the moment when I discovered what sentence to use. I 

think we learn what to say where as we get exposed to the language. 

(Interviewee 6) 

In this particular example, it is evident that the interviewee was familiar with 

the semiopragmatic resources of making an order. However, he lacked the knowledge 

and ability to use these utterances appropriately because he did not know in which 

context to use them. This intercultural communicative challenge basically derived 

from the lack of exposure to the context in question (the library) and the language 

used in it (structures used for making an order). Along the same lines, another 

interviewee drew attention to the challenges caused by intercultural transfer as 

follows:  

Here [in the United States] many students use the first name of their 

professors to call them. I can never do it even if they allow me to use only 

their first names. I always use a title, like Dr. or Prof., before their names. I 
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guess this is something that I bring from Turkey. Of course, there are some 

people who use their professors’ first names, but this is something very very 

rare. In general, we use a title before their first names. (Interviewee 1) 

As can be understood from the example above, the interviewee pointed out the 

challenge of using terms of address (namely, using a faculty member’s first name to address 

him/her) in the US socio-semiotic world. He mentioned that even if the faculty member 

allowed the students to use his/her first name, the interviewee still preferred using a title 

before the name. He identified his Turkish socio-semiotic background as the source of this 

particular challenge. In other words, he transferred his own socio-semiotic background into 

the US socio-semiotic world. In another account, one of the interviewees focused on his 

former language learning experiences by stating:  

The problems that we have with English is originally concerned with 

our language education system. In the language classroom, the primary focus 

is totally on vocabulary and grammar; almost no room is left for practice. 

When our children start a new educational year, they repeat the things they 

learned in the previous year. We cannot go beyond ‘What is your name?’. So, 

when they hear the utterance ‘Who are you?’, they don’t understand it. This is 

because we limit when teaching a foreign language. (Interviewee 9)  

In the explanation above, the interviewee pinpointed the problems related to the 

language education practices in Turkey. He argued that since language education was 

circumscribed   merely to the teaching of vocabulary and grammar, students lacked the 

opportunity to learn and practice the language along with its culture and the repetitive nature 
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of language education (e.g., the teaching of the same content every year) led to further 

decline in quality.  

In this part of the cognitive aspect of ICC, I focused on the sources of intercultural 

communicative challenges or breakdowns. Depending on the analysis of the interview data, I 

detected several different reasons for these challenges or breakdowns. These included 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic differences, lack of exposure and socialization, 

former language learning experiences, sociocultural/socio-semiopragmatic transfer, and 

affective barriers (e.g., fear of failure, anxiety, and so on). In the light of this analysis, the 

explanations and examples given above served to concretize these points. 	

 
D. CHAPTER SUMMARY  

In this chapter, I presented the findings related to Turkish international graduate 

students’ ICC in three different sections by drawing on the three aspect of ICC: affective, 

behavioral, and cognitive. In the first section, I focused on the affective aspect by analyzing 

the data collected via the ISS and semi-structured interviews. In the analysis, I explicated the 

study informants’ overall intercultural sensitivity and measured the causal effect of their 

language proficiency and LoR on this overall intercultural sensitivity. I used the findings 

derived from the analysis of the semi-structured interview data to corroborate the outcomes 

of the ISS. In the second section, I concentrated on the behavioral aspect by analyzing the 

data gathered through the DCT and semi-structured interviews. I presented the findings 

concerned with the study informants’ overall intercultural performance in using American 

English in the communicative acts of apologies, requests, and refusals, and then the impact of 

their language proficiency and LoR on this overall intercultural performance. In relation to 

their overall intercultural performance in using American English, I also elaborated their 
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semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances in these communicative acts and 

the connection between these two performances. Apart from these points, I examined the 

relationship between their affective and behavioral aspects of ICC. I used the findings of the 

semi-structured interviews to enrich the outcomes of the DCT. In the final section, I focused 

on the cognitive aspect by analyzing the data obtained via the semi-structured interviews. In 

the analysis, I presented the findings related to how the study informants defined successful 

intercultural communication, what diversities they observed between the Turkish and the US 

socio-semiotic worlds, and what sources they suggested for the intercultural communicative 

challenges or breakdowns they confronted in the US socio-semiotic world.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In this chapter, I will discuss the the findings of the study through the light of the 

conceptual framework proposed and introduced in Chapter 2, namely Semio-Ethnographic 

Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence (SEMICC). I will begin with a detailed 

discussion of the findings of the research questions and continue with the implications and 

future directions of this research for the purpose of contributing to the ongoing literature on 

intercultural communicative competence. I will conclude the chapter with some final 

remarks.    

1. Discussion of Findings  

Within the scope of this section, I will discuss the theoretical insights derived from 

the current study by referring to the themes that correspond to the presentation of the findings 

in Chapter 4.  First, I will provide a discussion of the affective aspect of ICC by focusing on 

Turkish international graduate students’ intercultural sensitivity to US socio-semiotic world. 

Second, I will discuss the behavioral aspect of ICC by referring to the findings concerned 

with the study informants’ overall performance of using American English when making 

apologies, requests, and refusals. Regarding this overall performance, I will also discuss their 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances to shed light on the importance of 

these performances and the relationship between them when communicating social and 

cultural meanings. Then I will discuss the relationship between the study informants’ 

language proficiency along with length of residence (LoR) and their overall performance to 

determine the causal effect of these two variables on the success of intercultural 

communication. Third, I will discuss the cognitive aspect of ICC by specifically focusing on 
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the informants’ intercultural awareness of the definition of successful intercultural 

communication, the diversities they observed between Turkish and US socio-semiotic 

worlds, and the sources of intercultural communicative challenges/breakdowns. Finally, I 

will provide a discussion of how these three aspects are interrelated in the developmental 

process of ICC.   

1.1. ICC through the Affective Lens: Intercultural Sensitivity  

As aforementioned in the previous chapters, the affective aspect of ICC is concerned 

with L2 learners’ intercultural sensitivity to a given socio-semiotic world or context. The 

primary goal of this aspect is to cultivate respect for sociocultural differences through active 

desire and motivation to recognize, appreciate, and acknowledge these differences. Scholars 

and researchers assert that it includes such attributes as emotions, motivation, risk taking, 

anxiety, empathy, extroversion, self-efficacy, self-esteem, self-confidence, open-mindedness, 

respect, appreciation, nonjudgmental attitudes, and social relaxation (Brown, 2007; Chen & 

Starosta, 2000, 2008). Given this overall basis, I will discuss the findings of the study 

informants’ overall intercultural sensitivity to US socio-semiotic world and the impact of 

their language proficiency and LoR on their overall intercultural sensitivity.   

1.1.1. Overall Intercultural Sensitivity  

In general, the study informants had an average level of intercultural sensitivity to US 

socio-semiotic world (M=4.15, SD=.386). However, the detailed analysis of the data showed 

that their intercultural sensitivity fluctuated between low and high levels (M=3.37 – 4.50), 

with the majority having an average level. This particular finding aligns with the ethnocentric 

and ethnorelative dichotomy suggested by Bennett (1986, 2004) because L2 learners show 

varying levels of psychological adaptation to differences they observe in intercultural 
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communicative events in which they are likely to experience different emotions, such as 

enjoyment, empathy, confidence, frustrations, stress, and alienation (Chen & Starosta, 2000; 

Rogers & Ward, 1993). This finding is further supported by Moll’s (2014) concept of 

vivencia which is defined as lived experience (see Chapter 2). He states that although L2 

learners get exposed to the same or similar situations, they experience it differently on the 

basis of social, emotional, and intellectual axes. This difference stems basically from the 

unity of emotion, personality, and context (Gonzalez Rey, 2009; Vygotsky, 1978).  

Considering the five factors in the ISS, the informants showed a similar fluctuation 

between ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism. That is, while they showed an average level of 

intercultural sensitivity in the factors of interaction enjoyment, interaction confidence, and 

interaction attentiveness (M=4.17 – 3.89), they had a high level in the factors of respect for 

cultural differences and interaction enjoyment (M=4.32 – 4.38). This fluctuation is consistent 

with Bennett’s (2004) proposition that humans construct intercultural experience through 

templates or sets of categories used for organizing the perception of communicative events or 

phenomena. He illustrates this particular point by focusing on the example of an American 

person in the vicinity of a Japanese event. He states that this person “may not have anything 

like a Japanese experience of that event, if he or she does not have any Japanese categories 

with which to construct that experience” (p. 73). Instead, s/he will depend on his own culture 

to perceive this event, and therefore have an ethnocentric experience of the event. Likewise, 

it can be inferred that since the informants had different sociocultural backgrounds (namely, 

Turkish and also a few cases of Kurdish) and also varying levels of familiarity with the US 

socio-semiotic context, they perceived and experienced communicative encounters 
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differently. Therefore, the intercultural sensitivity levels observed across both the factors and 

the informants ranged from low to high or from ethnocentric to ethnorelative.  

The fluctuation observed between low and high levels of intercultural sensitivity or 

between ethnocentrism and ethnorelativism in this study corresponds to the line of research 

on L2 learners’ abilities or skills to deal with psychological stress in different socio-semiotic 

environments (Brown, 2007; Chen & Starosta, 2008; Hammer, 1987; Ward & Searle, 1991). 

That is, when L2 learners encounter new events in a different socio-semiotic context, they 

can exhibit different levels of psychological adaptation to these events and also to the context 

in terms of identifying their own multiple identities (Chen & Starosta, 2008). If they have a 

high level of self-esteem, self-confidence, internalized-broadened concept of the world, 

nonjudgmental attitude, and social relaxation, they will be willing to understand, appreciate, 

acknowledge, and enjoy differences (Bennett, 1986, 2004; Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 

2000, 2008). Such positive affective attributes nurture respect for cultural differences, 

interaction engagement, interaction enjoyment, interaction confidence, and interaction 

attentiveness. These positive outcomes lead to a shift from monocultural worldview to a 

multicultural worldview, which indicates the development of intercultural sensitivity.  

In a similar vein, the findings of the semi-structured interviews showed conformity 

with the related literature. The interviewees emphasized that positive attitudes toward the 

target socio-semiotic environment constitute the affective basis for the development of 

overall ICC. In this regard, they posited a number of positive attributes, including the desire 

to learn more about the target languaculture, the willingness to accept and respect cultural 

differences, the motivation to overcome prejudices and be open-minded, the endeavor not to 

stratify socio-semiotic worlds as inferior or superior, the struggle to build self-confidence, 
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and the effort to observe and understand subtle meaning differences in the target socio-

semiotic environment. Chen and Starosta (1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008) note that such personal 

attributes as mentioned by the interviewees enable L2 learners to be sensitive during 

intercultural communicative encounters and thus accept and respect differences. Likewise, 

Bennett (2004) points out that intercultural sensitivity in essential for triggering the change in 

L2 learners’ worldview and for fostering their overall ICC. He explains that L2 learners enter 

the target socio-semiotic world with an ethnocentric worldview adequate to maintain 

relations within their own socio-semiotic world. However, this ethnocentric worldview fails 

to meet their communicative needs and manage relations in the target context, and therefore 

they are urged to develop an alternative or ethnorelative worldview that can assist them this 

new environment. Such an alternative or ethnorelative worldview can be attained through the 

affective attributes suggested in the related literature and also highlighted by the interviewees 

of the current research.    

1.1.2. Impact of Language Proficiency and LoR on Intercultural Sensitivity 

In the related literature, scholars and researchers have identified language proficiency 

and LoR as two of the major variables effecting L2 learners’ ICC. However, the body of 

literature on the effect of these variables yield contradictory results. That is, while some 

scholars assert that proficiency and length of residence (LoR) have significant effect on L2 

speakers’ ICC (e.g., Dewaele, 2008; Yates, 2010), others argue that they have little or no 

effect (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1990; Eisenstein & 

Bodman, 1986; Olshtain & Cohen, 1983; Robinson, 1997; Schmidt, 1993).  

With this line of argument in mind, the findings of this research showed that while 

language proficiency had a significant effect the informants’ intercultural sensitivity (p=.012, 
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p<.05), LoR did not have a significant impact (p=.085, p>.05). However, they jointly had a 

significant influence the informants’ intercultural sensitivity (p=.015, p<.05) by explaining 

25.2% of the predicted variance. These findings align with both sides of the argument related 

to the effect of these variables on intercultural sensitivity. This is because while the finding 

related to LoR supports the argument that it has no impact on L2 learners’ ICC, the findings 

concerned with language proficiency alone and the combination of both variables support the 

assertion that these two variables have significant impact on ICC.  

The findings of the semi-structured interviews confirmed the argument that these two 

variables have significant effect on L2 learners’ ICC. The interviewees underscored that the 

increase in language proficiency and LoR enhanced their intercultural sensitivity to US 

socio-semiotic world. They provided various examples to illustrate the impact of these two 

variables on their intercultural sensitivity, including the role of language proficiency in daily-

life and academic contexts, and the role of LoR in understanding, respecting and accepting 

sociocultural structures of societies (see Chapter 4). Similar conclusions were drawn by 

several scholars in the field. For instance, Dewaele (2008) notes that L2 learners who study 

abroad (referred to as study abroad in the related literature) have more opportunities to 

enhance their effectiveness and appropriateness in a given socio-semiotic context. This is 

because they have more opportunities to get exposed to the target context and learn more 

about the ways of communicating social and cultural meanings in this context. In another 

example, Kinginger and Blattner (2008) underline that study abroad helps L2 learners 

develop their awareness and understanding of colloquial utterances, especially the social and 

cultural meanings conveyed via this language. This particular observation is consistent with 

the findings of the semi-structured interviews because the majority of the interviewees drew 
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attention to the impact of LoR on the development of colloquial language (e.g., the language 

used when shopping, having haircut, and so on).    

At this point, scholars and researchers caution that the impact of LoR depends on its 

quality rather than its quantity (DuFon, 2008; Kinginger, 2008). DuFon (2008) exemplifies 

this issue by focusing on the acquisition of address terms in an L2. She emphasizes that while 

L2 learners who frequently interact with L1 speakers through different skills (e.g., reading, 

writing, speaking, and/or listening) could acquire and use appropriate address terms, those 

who withdraw from communication and spend more time with people from their own socio-

semiotic background could not exhibit the same performance. Similar to the points made by 

DuFon, the interviewees stressed that the quality of LoR has more importance than its 

quantity. They stated that the reason for this phenomenon lies in the frequency of interaction 

with L1 speakers rather than the amount of time spent in the target socio-semiotic 

environment. In other words, the “number” of months and/or years L2 learners spend in the 

target community of practice does not guarantee effective and appropriate operation in this 

this community.  

In the light of the findings of this study and the conclusions derived from the related 

literature, it is salient that further research must be done on language proficiency and LoR 

before definite conclusions can be drawn. In this regard, longitudinal studies may serve 

effectively to investigate the causal effect of these variables on L2 learners’ ICC. Moreover, 

the use of multiple qualitative and/or quantitative data collection tools (e.g., audio and/or 

video recordings of communicative encounters, narrative journals, interviews, observations 

and field notes, surveys, meta-pragmatic assessments, and retrospective interviews) can help 

obtain enriched data related to the impact of these two variables on L2 learners’ intercultural 
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sensitivity and also overall ICC. The conclusions drawn from the findings of affective aspect 

of ICC lead to the consideration of the other aspects as explained in the conceptual 

framework of this study. Therefore, I will discuss the findings related to the behavioral aspect 

of the study informants’ ICC in the next part.  

1.2. ICC through the Behavioral Lens: Intercultural Performance  

As explained in the previous chapters, the behavioral aspect of ICC is represented by 

the concept intercultural adroitness (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008) to which I 

refer as intercultural performance in this study. It focuses basically on the abilities and skills 

to perform or execute communicative acts effectively and appropriately in order to attain the 

communicative goals in a given socio-semiotic world. Chen and Starosta (2008) note that it 

is comprised of both verbal and nonverbal behaviors which include message skills, 

appropriate self-disclosure, behavioral flexibility, interaction management, and social skills. 

In this line of reasoning, the behavioral aspect of ICC corresponds predominantly to the 

manifestation of the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic competences through 

interactional competence, as introduced in the conceptual framework of this study - namely, 

SEMICC. Given this overall basis, in this section I will discuss the findings related to the 

study informants’ overall intercultural performance when using American English to make 

apologies, requests, and refusals. Then I will provide a discussion of the findings concerned 

with their semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances of these communicative 

acts and also the relationship between these two types of performances. Afterwards, I will 

discuss the connection between their language proficiency as well as LoR and their overall 

performance to detect the causal effect of these two variables on the success of intercultural 

communication.  
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1.2.1. Overall Intercultural Performance 

In general, the informants had an average level of overall intercultural performance in 

using American English to make apologies, requests, and refusals (M = 3.59, SD=.398, with 

minimum score of 2.69 and a maximum score of 4.27). However, the significant discrepancy 

observed between the number of informants who had a low level (N=9) and who had a high 

level (N=2) clearly indicates that the majority of the informants lacked tacit and/or 

operational knowledge of American English to perform these communicative acts. Given this 

discrepancy, it is evident that all the four raters deemed the informants’ performance to 

execute these acts as inadequate for effective and appropriate navigation in US socio-

semiotic world.  

Similar conclusions were drawn by several scholars and researcher who studied the 

same communicative acts in the related literature (e.g., Afghari, 2007; Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 

2004; Chang, 2011). For instance, Taguchi (2007) found that Japanese learners of English 

language differed substantially from native English speakers when making requests and 

refusals. Using the coding the frameworks adapted from different scholars (e.g., Blum-Kulka 

et al., 1989; Beebe et al., 1990; Nelson et al., 2002), she compared the strategies used by 

Japanese learners to those used by native speakers. She found that in requests while all the 

native speakers used mitigated-preparatory expressions (e.g., requests embedded in 

conditional clause structures such as “I am wondering if + clause”), Japanese leaners tended 

to overuse direct expressions (e.g., imperatives with “please” such as “Please lend me a 

pen.”) and hinting expressions (e.g., indirect expressions such as “My pen just quit. I need a 

pen.”) (pp. 124-125). As for refusals, she found that while native speakers used mostly 

hedging expressions and indefinite replies (e.g., “probably” and “kind of”), Japanese learners 
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tended to use more apologies which rarely appeared in the native speaker responses (e.g., 

“I’m sorry.”). She pointed out that the contradiction between native speakers and Japanese 

learners indicates Japanese learners’ lack of tacit and/or operational knowledge of the 

strategies used for requests and refusals in English.  

The informants’ inadequacy of intercultural performance can also be explained 

through the accommodation or approximation they achieve in US socio-semiotic context. 

Cohen and Olshtain (1993) note that since communicative act sets consist of a series of acts, 

they have complex natures and thus pose challenges to L2 learners. They, for instance, point 

out that since apologies incorporate a series of communicative acts such as “expressing 

apology…, acknowledging responsibility…, offering repair…, and giving an explanation or 

excuse … along with various possible modifications for intensifying the sincerity…”, L2 

learners encounter challenges or breakdowns when engaging in this communicative act (p. 

34). They further maintain that since such communicative acts are socioculturally contexted 

practices due to comprising social, cultural, situational, and personal variables, L2 learners 

are highly likely to violate the socio-semiopragmatic underpinnings of these communicative 

acts. Taken from this perspective, the significant difference between the number of the 

informants who had a low level and who had a high level of intercultural performance can 

serve as an indicative of the informants’ lack of accommodation to or acculturation into US 

sociocultural norms and conventions.   

The informants also had an average level of overall performance in each 

communicative act category, with the highest level in requests (M=3.82, SD=.398) followed 

by refusals (M=3.48, SD=.466) and then apologies (M = 3.47, SD = .450). Given these 

statistical data, it is evident that apologies were statistically the most challenging 
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communicative act. However, since the difference between apologies and refusals was very 

small (0.01), they can be considered as of approximately the same level of difficulty for the 

informants. Contrary to these statistical findings, the analysis of the semi-structured 

interviews showed that while the majority of the interviewees (M=9) viewed refusals as the 

most challenging communicative act, the others considered either apologies as the most 

difficult one (M=1) or apologies and refusals as equally difficult (M=2).  

Building on the related literature, several factors can be suggested for the differences 

observed among the difficulty level of these communicative acts, including semiopragmatic 

and socio-semiopragmatic factors (Afghari, 2007; Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 2004; Chang, 2011; 

Leech, 1983; Kanik, 2012; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Riddiford & Joe, 2010; 

Robinson, 2001; Skehan, 1996; Thomas, 1983; Wannaruk, 2008).  For instance, the code 

complexity of a given communicative act has significant effect on L2 learners’ performance 

when engaging in this communicative act because the syntactic and lexical difficulty of 

language required in this communicative act can differ from that of another one (Skehan, 

1996; Taguchi, 2007). In line with this particular factor, Interviewees 2 and 4, as mentioned 

in Chapter 4, identified apologies as the most challenging communicative act due to the 

difficulty they had with the selection of appropriate vocabulary and structures when 

completing the scenarios of apologies.  

Similarly, the sociocultural factors of social power, social distance, the degree of 

imposition, positive/negative face phenomenon, self-disclosure, and gender are posited as 

some of the socio-semiopragmatic factors affecting the difficulty level of performing 

communicative acts (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Celce-Murcia, 2008; Chen & Starosta, 1998, 

1998-9, 2000, 2008; Nureddeen, 2008; Taguchi, 2007). L2 learners’ competence to perform 
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communicative acts according to these factors indicate their socio-semiopragmatic 

awareness. For instance, Interviewee 6 identified refusals and apologies as the most 

challenging communicative acts due to his concerns of self-disclosure and face, as well as the 

added difficulty of performing these acts in American English. In this regard, Brown and 

Levinson (1987) claim that people involved in communicative acts other than those meant to 

show aggression towards one another usually strive to maintain each other’s face. They 

further add that speakers, for example, threaten hearers’ face by intending to impede hearers’ 

freedom of actions in requests. If hearers refuse the requests, they are by and large expected 

to give the impression that they still care about speakers’ wants, needs, or feelings; hence, 

both parties attend to face. Likewise, Nelson et al. (2002) noted that refusals are face-

threatening acts; therefore, non-native speakers apply different face-saving strategies, 

particularly in refusing individuals of higher status, in order to avoid the communicative 

breakdowns that they are likely to confront.  

Another socio-semiopragmatic point raised by the interviewees was concerned with 

the discouragement of refusals in Turkish socio-semiotic world. Specifically, Interviewee 2 

(see Chapter 4) mentioned that people from Turkish sociocultural background feel more 

challenged than people from US sociocultural background when performing refusals because 

negative responses to this particular communicative act is strongly discouraged in the 

Turkish socio-semiotic context. Robinson (1992) observed a similar case with Japanese 

learners of English when performing refusals. She pointed out that Japanese learners felt 

uneasy when performing refusals in English because refusing is discouraged in the Japanese 

socio-semiotic context. This particular account sheds significant light on the contradiction 

between why apologies were quantitatively the most challenging communicative act category 
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and why refusals were qualitatively the most challenging communicative act category. 

Similar to the conclusions derived from the informants’ overall intercultural performance in 

making apologies, requests, and refusals, I will provide a detailed discussion of the findings 

related to the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic aspects in the following parts.  

1.2.2. Semiopragmatic Performance 

In the related literature, L2 leaners’ ability to use linguistic resources is referred to as 

pragmalinguistic competence (Leech, 1983; Thomas, 1983). Rose and Kasper (2001) noted 

that these resources include “pragmatic strategies such as directness and indirectness, 

routines and a large range of linguistic forms which can intensify or soften communicative 

acts” (2001, p. 2). However, scholars and researchers in the field of social semiotic showed 

that communication cannot be circumscribed only to language because humans use various 

verbal (e.g., language – phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon) and non-verbal (e.g., 

kinesics, oculesics, proxemics, paraverbal features, haptics, chronemics, and oculesics) codes 

or means to communicate social and cultural meanings (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 

1988, Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2012; Kramcsh & Whiteside, 2008; van Leeuwen, 2005). 

Therefore, in the current study I replaced the concepts of linguistic resources and 

pragmalinguistic competence with the terms semiopragmatic resources and semiopragmatic 

performance respectively (see Chapter 2 for further explanations).  

In this line of reasoning, I measured the informants’ semiopragmatic performance by 

focusing on their ability to use American English when engaging in apologies, requests, and 

refusals. In general, they attained an average level of semiopragmatic performance across the 

three speech acts (M = 3.71, SD = .398, with a minimum score of 2.68 and a maximum score 

of 4.35). Similarly, they achieved an average level of semiopragmatic performance in each 
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communicative act category, with the highest in requests (M=3.92, SD=.448) followed by 

refusals (M=3.66, SD=.435) and apologies (M=3.56, SD=.480) respectively. However, it is 

notable that their overall semiopragmatic performance was slightly higher than their overall 

intercultural performance with a difference of 0.12.  

The differences observed among the levels of the semiopragmatic performance across 

the three communicative act categories reveal that every speech act requires the use of certain 

semiopragmatic resources such as linguistic items, strategies, and the like. For instance, the 

semiopragmatic resources required to be used in the act of asking someone to take photos 

differ from that required in the act of refusing to participate in someone’s study (see Chapter 

4 for sample responses given by the informants in these communicative acts). This particular 

finding aligns with the paramount body of literature that underscores the interconnection 

between language and culture (Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 1974; Halliday, 1978; Chen & 

Starosta, 2008; Ochs, 2002; Ochs & Schieffelin, 2012; Sbisa, 2002; Schieffelin & Ochs, 

1986; Vygotsky, 1978; Yu, 2011).  

Similarly, the differences among the levels of semiopragmatic performance of the 

situations in a single communicative act category indicate that each context has its own 

parameters that oblige L2 learners to use particular semiopragmatic resources. L2 learners 

may perform effectively and appropriately in a particular communicative act (e.g., being late 

for a meeting with a professor) within a larger category (e.g., apologies) due to such reasons 

as the exposure to and familiarity with this communicative act, but they may not have the 

same performance or competence in another one (e.g., returning a wrong book to a professor) 

within this larger category (see Table 25 in Chapter 4).  This finding shows that there are 

numerous major and minor semiopragmatic components that have to be taken into 
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consideration when communicating social and cultural meanings in a given socio-semiotic 

world.  

This particular finding is consistent with the conclusions drawn from the literature on 

semiopragmatic performance (or pragmalinguistic competence). For instance, the lack of 

knowledge of and control over semiopragmatic resources or symbolic representations (e.g., 

linguistic forms) is deemed as one of the most important factors triggering a low level of 

semiopragmatic performance when communicating in a given socio-semiotic context 

(DuFon, 2010; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Yates, 2010;). For example, the 

knowledge of certain lexical and syntactic devices (e.g., using past or past continuous forms 

such as “I wanted to ask …” or “I was wondering …”) is of great importance for distancing 

oneself from the impact of demands communicated in requests (Yates, 2010, p. 292). 

Similarly, the lack of knowledge of linguistic means related to address terms (e.g., second-

person zero pronouns, lexical pronouns such as “tu” and “vous”, and noun phrases like 

names, kin terms and titles) constitutes another potential area for pragmatic failures (DuFon, 

2010; Liddicoat, 2009).  

In addition to the above conclusion, the differences related to the informants’ levels 

of semiopragmatic performance of the situations in a single communicative act category 

(e.g., requests) indicate that effective and appropriate performance in a particular 

communicative act (e.g., a situation in which a member of a group of students asks another 

one to give him/her the email address of a friend) does not guarantee the same level of 

performance in a similar act (e.g., a situation in which a student asks another one to 

participate in his/her research) (see Table 26 in Chapter 4). Therefore, it can be concluded 

that the development of ICC does not follow a linear pattern. Given this particular finding, 
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scholar and researchers identify the lack of knowledge of and control over semiopragmatic 

strategies and the cross-language transfer of these strategies as the potential reasons for the 

different levels of semiopragmatic performance observed in different communicative acts 

(Al-Issa, 2003; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Byon, 2004; 

Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Yates, 2010). For example, Iranian students’ tendency 

to use both direct and direct strategies in refusals when compared to Americans’ preference 

for more direct strategies reveal the communicative challenge or problem that Iranian 

students experience (Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012). Similarly, Americans’ frequent 

use of fillers and Iranian students’ use of intensifiers are some other disparities between the 

groups in relation to their use of semiopragmatic strategies in refusals.  

The differences related to the informants’ levels of semiopragmatic performance of 

the situations in a single communicative act category could also be explained by referring to 

the example given by Byon (2004). He asserts that there are several sociocultural differences 

between Korean native speakers and American English native speakers in the communicative 

act of requests. He maintains that without the knowledge of these semiopragmatic 

differences, Koreans and American are likely to perceive one another as impolite and 

insincere when engaging this particular communicative act. Drawing on Lyuh (1992), he 

underlines that L2 learners need to be familiarized with the sociocultural values and norms 

underlying such communicative behaviors in order to minimize potential communicative 

challenges or problems and establish groundwork for effective and appropriate operation in a 

given socio-semiotic environment. Similar conclusions could also be derived from the 

findings related to the informants’ socio-semiopragmatic performance. In the next part, I will 

discuss this particular aspect in the light of related literature.  
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1.2.3. Socio-semiopragmatic Performance 

In the related literature, scholars and researchers refer to L2 learners’ perception and 

knowledge of sociocultural resources underlying the performance of communicative acts as 

sociopragmatic competence (Leech, 1983; Thomas, 1983; Rose & Kasper, 2001; Chang, 

2011). Drawing on Kasper and Roever (2005), Mirzaei et al. (2012) emphasize that 

sociopragmatic competence incorporates “the knowledge of the relationship between 

communicative action and [sociocultural resources of] social power, social distance, 

imposition, and the social conditions and consequences what you do, when, and to whom” (p. 

82). However, since these scholars and researchers focus predominantly on language and 

thus restrict the connection of sociopragmatic resources only to language, I rename the 

concept of sociopragmatic resources and sociopragmatic competence as socio-

semiopragmatic resources and socio-semiopragmatic performance respectively in this study. 

Such an approach can extend the scope of communication to other semiotic resources and 

draw a more holistic view of communication in a given socio-semiotic world (see Chapter 2 

for further explanations).   

Given this ground, I measured the informants’ socio-semiopragmatic performance by 

focusing on their ability to use American English when engaging in apologies, requests, and 

refusals. Similar to their semiopragmatic performance, they achieved an average level of 

overall socio-semiopragmatic performance across the three speech acts (M = 3.47, SD = 

.447, with a minimum score of 2.50 and a maximum score of 4.24). However, it is notable 

that their socio-semiopragmatic performance was lower than their overall intercultural 

performance, with a difference of 0.12. As for their socio-semiopragmatic performance in 

each communicative act category, they attained a low level both in apologies and in refusals, 
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whereas an average level in requests. It is noteworthy that they had the lowest level of 

performance in refusals (M=3.30) followed by apologies (M=3.39) and then requests 

(M=3.72).  

These findings clearly show that communication is a socioculturally contexted 

practice (Liddicoat, 2009) and therefore cannot be abstracted from its sociocultural interface 

(Fantini, 2006, 2009, 2012; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Ochs, 2002; 

Risager, 2012; Thanasoulas, 2001; Vygotsky, 1978; van Leeuwen, 2005). Thanasoulas 

(2001, p. 7) supports this fact by stating that since “everyday language is ‘tinged’ with 

cultural bits and pieces”, humans “assume social and cultural roles” by the act of 

communication. He adds, however, that these roles are often not recognized because they are 

deeply rooted in thought processes. Therefore, the knowledge and use of socio-

semiopragmatic resources in communication play a crucial role for effective and appropriate 

navigation in a given socio-semiotic context.  

Given this ground, Wannaruk (2008) draws attention to the importance of various 

socio-semiopragmatic resources when communicating social and cultural meanings. She, for 

instance, posits social power, social distance, gender, and age as some of the essential socio-

semiopragmatic resources that L2 learners draw on when engaging in different 

communicative acts (e.g., requests and refusals). With this notion in mind, the sample request 

responses provided in Table 32 (see Chapter 4) serve effectively to illustrate the importance 

of these resources. For instance, the paramount difference between the scores given Situation 

1 in which someone asks a near-by stranger to take his/her photo together with his/her friends 

(M = 5.00) and Situation 6 in which a student asks another one to participate in his/her 

research (M = 1.25) indicates that the informants accommodated to the socio-semiopragmatic 
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appropriacy of these situations at varying levels. That is, while the informant in the former 

situation attended to the socio-semiopragmatic values and norms underlying this particular 

situation (e.g., equal power distribution and distant relationship), the informant in the latter 

situation violated the socio-semiopragmatic resources embedded in this situation (e.g., equal 

power distribution and close relationship).  

Focusing on the relationship between pragmatics and norms of interaction, Liddicoat 

(2009) notes that the effect of socio-semiopragmatic resources on communication becomes 

more salient in intercultural communication than in pure text structures. With this particular 

notion, he emphasizes the importance of the kinds of socioculturally established interactional 

trajectories that L2 leaners are expected to draw on when communicating social and cultural 

meanings in a given community of practice. Referring to Wierzbica (1992), he gives the 

following English and Polish sentences which have different meanings and yet are translation 

equivalents (p. 126):  

(1)  Why don’t you close the window? � 

(2)  Dlaczego nie zamkniesz okna? ��

He explains that the English version is often interpreted as a polite request utterance 

conveying an indirect suggestion, whereas the Polish version would be interpreted as an 

stubborn and unreasonable act by the addressee. He, therefore, maintains that the two 

utterances differ from each other in the socio-semiopragmatic context of their use despite 

being equivalents of one another at the level of word-for-word translation. Regarding the 

socio-semiopragmatic context of use, the sample refusal responses provided in Table 33 (see 

Chapter 4) show that mere semiopragmatic performance is inadequate to communicate 

effectively and appropriately. For instance, the substantial difference between the scores of 
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the two responses given to Situation 3 in which a student refuses to go to a party organized 

by his/her professor (M=4.75, M=1.00) indicates that although both utterances are 

semiopragmatically well-established, they fail to abide by the socio-semiopragmatic interface 

of the situation. In other words, while both utterances are grammatically well-established, the 

one with the lowest score violates the sociocultural norms of social power and distance 

between the interlocutors (namely, the student and the professor).    

  All the findings related to the informants’ socio-semiopragmatic performance show 

that language, as a semiotic resource, exist not as a discrete or autonomous construct but 

rather as a socioculturally contexted symbolic system or practice (Fairclough, 1989; Haliday, 

1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2012; 

Liddicoat, 2001; van Leeuwen, 2005). Taguchi (2007) supports this notion through the 

findings she obtained in a study on requests and refusals. That is, she found that the socio-

semiopragmatic resources of social power, social distance and the degree of imposition have 

significant impact on L2 learners’ socio-semiopragmatic performance because these 

resources make certain communicative acts more challenging than other to perform. These 

findings and conclusions indicate that communication takes place through the combination of 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources available in a given community of 

practice. With this notion in mind, I will discuss the findings related to the interconnection 

between semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances of the informants in the 

following part.  

1.2.4. Relationship between Semiopragmatic and Socio-semiopragmatic Performances 

The informants’ overall semiopragmatic performance (M=3.71) was higher than their 

overall socio-semiopragmatic performance (M=3.47), with a difference of 0.24. Similarly, 
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their semiopragmatic performance was higher than their socio-semiopragmatic performance 

all through the three communicative act categories. However, the regression analysis test, as 

expected, revealed a significant relationship between the semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic performances of the informants (F (1, 30) = 46.859, p = .000). Their 

semiopragmatic performance accounted for 61% of the predicted variance (R2) in their socio-

semiopragmatic performance. In other words, an increase in their semiopragmatic 

performance would statistically lead to a rise in their socio-semiopragmatic performance 

because they had strong interconnection.  

This particular finding confirms the conclusions derived from several other studies in 

the related literature (Chang, 2011; Riddiford & Joe, 2010; Alcon-Soler, 2005; Afgahari, 

2007; Taguchi, 2007; Yates, 2010; Yu, 2011). For instance, in a study on apologies, requests, 

and refusals, Mirzaei, Roohani, and Esmaeili (2012) found that there is a strong and intricate 

reciprocity between semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources because the 

semiopragmatic resources that L2 learners use for communication vary according to the 

socio-semiopragmatic resources in a given community of practice. Similarly, in a study on 

requests and refusals, Taguchi (2007) asserts that the selection of appropriate linguistic 

elements within the semiopragmatic resource of language has substantial importance in order 

to accommodate to the politeness routines in a given socio-semiotic context. Drawing on 

Brown and Levinson (1987), she notes that people strive to maintain two types of public 

image – positive face (“the desire to be liked and approved by others”) and negative face 

(“the desire to be unimpeded by others”) (p. 127). Given this ground, she states that requests 

and refusals are face-threatening communicative acts because the former “threaten[s] the 

hearer’s negative face” whereas the latter “threaten[s] the hearer’s positive face” (p. 127). 
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Therefore, L2 learners are expected to select appropriate linguistic elements in order to 

maintain their face when engaging in such communicative encounters.  

The strong interconnection found between the semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic performances of the informants in this study also lends support to the 

notions emphasized by Yates (2010). She underscores that L2 learners need to be aware of 

semiopragmatic variation across different socio-semiotic contexts and understand whether 

and to what degree these semiopragmatic resources are possible and feasible in a given socio-

semiotic environment. Even more important is, as she notes, the awareness and 

understanding of the choices made in relation to these semiopragmatic resources. That is, L2 

learners need to know the socio-semiopragmatic issues underlying the semiopragmatic 

choices routinely made by the speakers of this socio-semiotic environment. These notions 

directly correspond to Hymesian conceptualization of communicative competence, in which 

the sociocultural dimension of communication is strongly emphasized (see Hymes, 1962, 

1964, 1972, 1974, 1986).  

Considering the interdependence between semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic 

resources as found in this study, Liddicoat (2009) focuses on language as a culturally 

contexted code and provides various examples to illustrate how this relationship manifests in 

and through language. Within the system of language, he focuses on lexicon to show how 

humans organize the universe socio-semiotically and how they construct similarities and 

differences within this socio-semiotic universe – confirming notions also expressed by 

several other scholars (e.g., Brown & Gilman, 1960; Waugh, 1981, 1984). For instance, in 

English the verb “give” symbolizes an action in which the interpersonal relationships 

embedded in the act of giving are not conceptually salient. However, in Japanese the 
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interpersonal relationships are conceptually encoded in the act of giving, and therefore 

Japanese has four different variants of the verb “give”:  

• kureru where the direction of giving is from other to self and the other is allocated a 

higher social status;  

• ageru where the direction of giving is from self to other and the other is allocated a 

higher social status;  

• kudasaru where the direction of giving is from other to self and the other is allocated 

a higher social status, with the relative social distance between giver and receiver 

increased; and  

• ashiageru where the direction of giving is from self to other and the other is allocated 

a higher social status, with the relative social distance between giver and receiver 

increased.                                                                               

(Liddicoat, 2009, pp. 128-129, italics in the original) 

Drawing on Yamada (1996), Liddicoat underlines that understanding the act of giving 

in the Japanese socio-semiotic context requires the awareness and knowledge of the 

interpersonal relationships between the giver and the receiver, which is not conceptually 

indexed in the single unitary action of give in English. Apart from highlighting the significant 

relationship between the informants’ semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic 

performances, the findings of the current study draw attention to a highly debated issue in the 

related literature: semiopragmatic performance precedes versus succeeds socio-

semiopragmatic performance (Chang, 2011).  

Several scholars and researchers reported that L2 learners’ semiopragmatic 

performance precedes their socio-semiopragmatic performance (e.g., Scarcella, 1979; Ellis, 
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1992; Trosborg, 1995; Hill, 1997; Rose, 2000, 2009, Barron, 2003, as cited in Chang, 2011). 

On the other hand, some other scholars and researchers found that L2 learners’ socio-

semiopragmatic performance precedes their semiopragmatic performance (e.g., Bardovi-

Harlig & Hartford, 1993; Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin, 2005; Hassall, 2005; Pearson, 2006, as 

cited in Chang, 2011). Regarding the conflict between these two lines of research, Chang 

(2011) notes that while the former basically uses production data, the latter uses perception 

data. Polarized between these two trends, these studies fail to provide a holistic picture of this 

phenomenon.  

Given this ground, the findings of the current study lend partial support to the 

conclusions derived from the studies that employed production data. That is, since the 

informants’ semiopragmatic performance of the three communicative acts together and also 

of each communicative act category overwhelms their socio-semiopragmatic performance of 

three acts together and also of each communicative act category, it can be inferred that their 

semiopragmatic performance precedes their socio-semiopragmatic performance. However, 

since this study gauged the informants’ socio-semiopragmatic performance indirectly 

through their semiopragmatic performance and also did not incorporate perception data, it 

cannot be concluded that their socio-semiopragmatic performance lagged behind their 

semiopragmatic performance.  

Chang’s (2011) study on apologies yielded similar results to the above conclusion. In 

her study, she employed a discourse completion test (DCT) which aimed to collect both 

perception and production data on apologies. She found that while L2 beginner-level learners 

were sensitive to socio-semiopragmatic resources underlying communicative encounters, 

they were unable to employ this knowledge in production due to the lack of knowledge in 
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their semiopragmatic resources. She also found that while L2 learners of higher proficiency 

level could vary their apology strategies across the interlocutors of different social status, 

they lacked knowledge of linguistic form-pragmatic force. Hence, she concluded that the 

relation between semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances is interwoven, 

complex, and dynamic. These conclusions clearly pinpoint L2 learners’ varying levels of 

proficiency of and familiarity with both semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources 

available to them in a given socio-semiotic environment. In this regard, it is important to 

discuss the findings related to the causal effect of proficiency and LoR on the informants’ 

overall intercultural performance.   

1.2.5. Impact of Proficiency and LoR on Overall Intercultural Performance 

The findings of the multiple regression analysis test indicated a significant 

relationship between the informants’ proficiency of American English and their overall 

intercultural performance (p=.003, p<.05), in which their proficiency accounted for 25.4% of 

the predicted variance in their overall intercultural performance. Similarly, a significant 

relationship was found between their LoR and overall intercultural performance (p=.020, 

p<.05), in which their LoR explained 12.8% of the variance in their overall intercultural 

performance. As expected, the combination of both proficiency and LoR also had a 

significant causal effect on their overall intercultural performance (p=.001, p<.05), in which 

these two independent variables jointly explained 38.3% of the variance in their overall 

intercultural performance.  

These findings are consistent with the conclusions drawn from several other studies in 

the related literature. For instance, Taguchi (2007) found that lower proficiency learners had 

more difficulty than higher proficiency learners when engaging in requests and refusals. This 
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challenge was more evident when these two groups of learners performed communicative 

acts that included a higher level of social power, social distance, and degree of imposition. 

Likewise, Chang (2011) reported that proficiency had significant impact on the total number 

of variation patterns that L2 learners employed when performing apologies. For instance, she 

found that while third-graders employed 8 patterns, sixth-graders employed 13 patterns, 

tenth-graders 21 patterns and college freshmen 30 patterns when engaging in apologies. 

Therefore, the outcomes of both studies support the findings of the current study. That is, 

since higher proficiency learners’ semiopragmatic repertoire is larger than that of lower 

proficiency learners, their proficiency is likely to have significant effect o their 

semiopragmatic performance.   

The findings of the semi-structured interviews yielded varied conclusions regarding 

the effect on proficiency on the informants’ overall intercultural performance. That is, the 

majority of the interviewees drew attention to the connection between context and 

proficiency when explaining the impact of proficiency on their overall intercultural 

performance. They noted that while proficiency had great importance in educational or 

academic contexts, it did not have the same importance in daily-life contexts. Regarding the 

academic contexts, they drew attention to the expected roles and self-presentation when 

communicating in such contexts (e.g., being viewed as incompetent or unsophisticated 

speaker). These findings align with the notions suggested by numerous scholars and 

researchers in the related literature (e.g., Lemert & Branaman, 1997; Chen & Starosta, 2008; 

Goffman, 1959). For instance, Goffman (1959) underscores that although humans are, to a 

certain extent, autonomous beings that can choose self-presentational strategies, the presence 

of others and the context they are in have strong impact on their performance. Based on this 
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overall ground, Lemert and Branaman (1997) refer to Goffman’s notion of self-presentation 

as a social product generated through social interactions with others. With these notions in 

mind, the interviewees’ distinction between daily-life and educational contexts when 

engaging face-threatening communicative acts (Brown & Levinson, 1987) can be interpreted 

through lens of self-presentation in different contexts.  

Apart from self-presentation, the interviewees highlighted that communication cannot 

be restricted to only language or language proficiency. They asserted that there are many 

other semiotic resources that humans use when communicating social and cultural meanings 

(e.g., body language, eye contact, and the like). These notions directly correspond to the field 

of social semiotics, in which scholars and researchers underline the importance of all 

semiotic resources that humans utilize when communicating meanings (Halliday, 1978; 

Hodge & Kress, 1988; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2012; van Leeuwen, 2005). As mentioned in 

Chapter 2, these resources incorporate the aspect of voice modification (tone, stress, speed, 

volume, and affect), physical contact (haptics), space (proxemics), gestures and movements 

(kinesics), eye contact (oculesics), smell (olfactics), time (chronemics), interactional 

synchrony, and silence to communicate particular social and cultural meanings that differ 

across socio-semiotic contexts (Fantini, 2012; Gilmore, 1985; Pennycook, 1985; Mehawesh, 

2014).  

The finding that LoR had a significant causal effect on the informants’ overall 

intercultural performance confirms the outcomes of several other studies (e.g., Dewaele, 

2008; DuFon, 2010; Kinginger & Blattner, 2008; Taguchi, 2007; Yates, 2010). For example, 

Dewaele (2008) states that since L2 learners have to survive linguistically 

(semiopragmatically) and socially (socio-semiopragmatically) in the foreign socio-semiotic 
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context, they are forced to pay attention to different facets of communication which might 

have been overlooked when learning the target language (the semiotic resource) in their 

home socio-semiotic context. The interviewees also noted that LoR contributed substantially 

to their knowledge of the colloquial language used in the US socio-semiotic context. This 

finding lends substantial support to the outcomes of study abroad research, in which scholars 

and researchers report that LoR promotes L2 learners’ awareness and knowledge of the target 

socio-semiotic context. For instance, Kinginger and Blattner (2008) found that study abroad 

learners could develop their awareness and understanding of colloquial utterances both on the 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic axes.  

Regarding the casual effect of LoR on overall intercultural performance, the 

interviewees cautioned that the quality of LoR is more important than its quantity/length. 

They explained that active participation in rather than withdrawal from intercultural 

communication can develop intercultural performance. Similar notions were also echoed by 

several other researchers (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; DuFon, 2010; Kinginger, 2008). 

Drawing on Dietrich, Klein, and Noyau (1995), Bardovi-Harlig (2013) emphasizes that what 

matters with the impact of LoR on intercultural performance is intensity rather than length 

itself. DuFon (2010) exemplifies this phenomenon by focusing on the acquisition of address 

terms. He states, 

Students who spend their time and energy interacting with the natives through 

reading and/or speaking and listening were able to acquire appropriate address 

term use whereas those who withdrew from contact and spent more time 

interacting with those back home via the internet or with other learners from 
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their home country typically did not, although there were some exceptions. (p. 

322)  

The findings of the current study and also of those in the related literature show that 

proficiency and LoR have significant causal effect on the development of not only 

intercultural performance but also overall intercultural communicative competence. The 

findings of the present study also shed seminal on cognitive aspect of ICC. In the next part, I 

will discuss the findings of the semi-structured interviews in order to draw picture of ICC on 

the cognitive plane.    

1.3. ICC through Cognitive Lens: Intercultural Awareness  

In the previous chapters, it has been noted that the cognitive aspect of ICC is 

represented by the concept of intercultural awareness (Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 

2008). It is defined as “the “the changing of personal thinking about the environment through 

the understanding of the distinct characteristics of one’s own and others’ cultures”, in which 

the primary goal is to enable the development of “an awareness of cultural dynamics and to 

discern multiple identities in order to maintain a state of multicultural coexistence” (Chen & 

Starosta, 2008, p. 223). Based on this overall definition of the cognitive aspect of ICC, I will 

discuss the findings related to the informants’ intercultural awareness of US socio-semiotic 

world by focusing on how they described successful intercultural communication, what 

diversities/differences they observed between Turkish and US socio-semiotic worlds, and 

what sources they posited for intercultural communicative challenges/breakdowns.  

The first question of the cognitive aspect of ICC focused on how the interviewees 

described the characteristics of successful intercultural communication. Depending on their 

accounts, I detected three major components of successful intercultural communication: 
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semiopragmatics, socio-semiopragmatics, and affectivity. Within each component, the 

interviewees identified various resources that serve to achieve successful intercultural 

communication. Regarding the first component, they posited the awareness and knowledge 

of both verbal and nonverbal semiopragmatic resources and strategies available in a given 

socio-semiotic context. They identified these semiopragmatic resources and strategies as: 

vocabulary, grammar, voice (tone, stress, and speed), accent, pronunciation, fillers, pauses, 

body language, politeness routines, directness, indirectness, and the maxims of quantity, 

quality, and manner.  

These findings are consistent with the view of communication through the lens of 

social semiotics as explained in Chapter 2. In particular, the emphasis on the role of 

semiopragmatic resources other than language clearly indicates that the interviewees were 

aware that communication goes beyond sole knowledge and ability to use language when 

conveying social and cultural meanings (e.g., the width of the eyes, and the distance between 

interlocutors). Yates (2010) exemplifies this phenomenon by focusing on the role of silence 

to communicate meanings in a given community of practice (also see Chapter 2 for more 

examples). She states that since every community has its distinct norms and conventions of 

the appropriate use of silence, “the intended meanings of silence and norms relating to the 

length of pauses in interaction varies across cultures” (p. 297). Therefore, L1 speakers are 

likely to misinterpret L2 learners’ use of silence. Drawing on different studies (Eades, 2000; 

Mushin & Gardner, 2009; Scollon & Scollon, 1981), she points out that while longer pauses 

or silence between turns can be tolerated in aboriginal cultures in the United States and 

Australia, it can be considered as an indication of communicative breakdown in the English-

speaking mainstream socio-semiotic context.  
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In addition, the interviewees’ focus on the strategies of politeness, directness, 

indirectness, and the maxims of quality, quantity, and manner indicates that they have 

metapragmatic awareness of intercultural communication. These findings show conformity 

with the conclusions drawn from several other studies (e.g., Brown & Levinson, 1987; 

DuFon, 2010; Grice, 1989; Martinez-Flor & Uso-Juan, 2010; Pfister, 2010). For instance, 

Chen and Starosta (2008) underscore that intercultural awareness bears substantial 

importance to understand “the commonalities of human behavior and differences in cultural 

patterns” (p. 224). They maintain that L2 learners can begin to understand diversities, or 

diverse diversities as stated by Dervin (2012, 2016), across different socio-semiotic contexts 

by drawing on these commonalities of human behavior (e.g., eye contact, turn talking, 

politeness norms, directness, indirectness).   

Apart from the component of semiopragmatics, the interviewees mentioned the 

awareness and knowledge of the socio-semiopragmatic resources present in a given 

community of practice. The interviewees posited these socio-semiopragmatic resources as 

context, social power, social distance, gender, social identity, routines, degree of imposition, 

and so forth. The interviewees provided various examples to highlight the crucial role of 

these elements in intercultural communicative encounters, such as the talk with a professor 

versus a friend, or a child versus an adult. They underscored that such communicative 

exchanges require the awareness, knowledge, and ability of not only semiopragmatic 

resources but also socio-semiopragmatic resources in order to interact effectively and 

appropriately in a given communicative event (e.g., apologies, requests, and refusals).  

These findings support the conclusions of numerous studies that focused on the 

sociocultural dimension of (intercultural) communication (e.g., Bourdieu, 1977; Duff, 2007, 
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2010, 2012; Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972; Gumperz & Hymes, 1964; Labov, 1972; Lave & 

Wenger, 1991; Ochs & Schieffelin, 2012; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978). For 

instance, Thanasoulas (2001) asserts that semiopragmatic resources do not “exist in a 

vacuum” but rather exist through “a kind of ‘transfusion’ at work” between semiopragmatic 

and socio-semiopragmatic resources. He, therefore, points out that communication should be 

considered as a process of acquiring the awareness, knowledge, and ability of these semiotic 

resources in their respective socio-semiotic contexts. In this regard, the interviewees’ 

paramount emphasis on the role of social power, social distance, and social identity clearly 

indicates that they were aware of the strong interdependence between semiopragmatic and 

socio-semiopragmatic resources.  

The final component that the interviewees identified as a characteristics of successful 

intercultural communication is related to affectivity. Within this component, they posited 

several elements that underlie the affective feature of intercultural communication, including 

respecting socio-semiotic diversities/differences, having self-confidence, enjoying 

intercultural interaction, and being open-minded and observant. In particular, all the 

interviewees emphasized the importance of respecting social semiotic diversities and having 

self-confidence. The example of lacking self-confidence when giving a presentation in the 

socio-semiotic context of academia serves effectively to illustrate the significance of the 

“affective” abilities and skills needed in intercultural communication. These findings confirm 

the importance of affectivity as highlighted by numerous scholars and researchers in related 

literature (e.g., Brown, 2007; Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008; Yilmaz, 2012). 

Chen and Starosta (2008) assert that intercultural communication entails the awareness and 

understanding of the “social values, social customs, social norms, and social systems” that 
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exist in both L2 learners’ own and others’ socio-semiotic worlds (p. 224). It also requires L2 

learners “active desire to motivate themselves to understand, appreciate, and accept 

differences” across these socio-semiotic worlds (Chen & Starosta, 1998, p. 231). These 

underpinnings clearly explain why and how the interviewees identified affectivity as an 

essential component of successful intercultural communication.  

Apart from these three points, two of the interviewees underscored the role of the 

receiver in the act of communication in a given community of practice. That is, they noted 

that both the sender and the receiver assume certain roles in L1 or L2 communication. This 

particular finding reveals that communication should be considered as a bi-/multi-directional 

phenomenon, which indicates the need to investigate the concept of competence from a 

dyadic or relational perspective (see Ruben, 1989). In this regard, the aforementioned studies 

by Miyahara (1994) and Yum (1994) serve effectively to understand the fact that 

communication is not an either-or case based on an individual such as the sender and the 

receiver but rather a dyadic and multidirectional phenomenon.  

The second question of the cognitive aspect of ICC concentrated on what 

diversities/differences the interviewees observed between Turkish and US socio-semiotic 

worlds. The findings of the study revealed three different and yet interwoven categories of 

diversities, including semiopragmatic, socio-semiopragmatic, and socialization diversities. 

Regarding the first category, they focused on the differences related to lexicon (e.g., 

addressing terms), syntax, genre, language strategies (e.g., politeness routines, 

directness/indirectness, and formality/informality), body language, and so forth. They 

provided various examples to illustrate these differences, such as the overuse of indirectness 

and implication in the Turkish socio-semiotic context versus the use of directness in the US 
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socio-semiotic context, and the abundance of address terms in Turkish languaculture versus 

the lack of equivalents of these terms in US languaculture. As for the second category, they 

highlighted the diversities of several socio-semiopragmatic resources between Turkish and 

US socio-semiotic worlds, such as the construction and conceptualization of social reality, 

social power, social distance, and expression of affectivity. They reinforced their ideas by 

giving several examples, such as the frequent use we-language (biz dili) in the Turkish 

context versus the frequent use of I-language (ben dili) in the US context, and the 

conceptualization and understanding of punctuality in the Turkish versus the US socio-

semiotic worlds.  

These findings are consistent with the outcomes and conclusions of several other 

studies (e.g., Brown & Gilman, 1960; DuFon, 2010; Gilmore, 1985; Hall, 1966; Waugh, 

1981, 1984; Yates, 2010). Drawing attention to the distinction between semiopragmatic and 

socio-semiopragmatic aspects of communication, Yates (2010) underscore that “a mismatch 

in speakers’ expectations in either area can have potentially disastrous consequences for both 

short-term communicative success and longer-term relationships” (p. 290). DuFon (2010) 

aptly exemplifies this mismatch by focusing on the address terms in several European 

languages, such as French (also see Chapter 2). She states that the two different forms of 

pronominal second person reference, the formal V form (for vous) and the informal T form 

(for tu), in French languaculture represent the social power and social distance (solidarity) 

between the interlocutors. L2 learners’ lack of awareness and knowledge of these 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources can cause communicative challenges or 

breakdowns in intercultural communication. In this regard, the interviewees’ focus on the 

existence of these two forms of pronominal second person reference, formal siz (the V form) 



 243 

and informal sen (the T form), in Turkish languaculture but not in US languaculture confirms 

the outcomes of these studies. Their observation of this diversity between both 

languacultures indexes their awareness and knowledge of the socioculturally different 

conceptualizations of the social world in these communities of practice. 

Considering the final category, socialization diversities, the interviewees noted that 

since the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources vary across communities of 

practice, it is highly likely that every community has its distinct ways to socialize or 

enculturate children and other novices when creating and acquiring webs of knowledge and 

patterning of behavior underlying social connectivity. This particular finding lends support to 

the literature in which it is emphasized that individuals have an available body of their own 

cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1977) or funds of knowledge (Combs, Gonzalez, & Moll, 2011; 

Gonzalez, 2005; Gonzalez, Moll, & Amanti, 2005; Gonzalez, Wyman, & O’Connor, 2011; 

Moll et al., 1992; Nicholas, 2011) when they enter a community of practice other than their 

own. Likewise, there is a body of cultural capital or funds of knowledge present in the target 

community of practice, into which L2 leaners are expected to socialize or acculturate (Duff, 

2002, 2003, 2007, 2010, 2012; Duff & Talmy, 2011; DuFon, 2008, 2010; Li, 2008; van 

Compernolle & Williams, 2012; Wang, 2010). Based on this line of research, the 

interviewees’ focus on the socialization diversities across different socio-semiotic worlds and 

also the need to experience these socialization differences when using the semiotic resources 

available in these worlds is of seminal importance.  

In the light of the above literature and the findings of the current study, van 

Compernolle and Williams’ (2012) one-semester long research on two case studies of 

intermediate university students of French language serves effectively to exemplify this 
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phenomenon. Employing a variety of data sources (e.g., classroom observations, learners’ 

explanations of stylistic variations, learners’ analyses of variation in transcriptions of spoken 

French, online chat discussions with native French speakers, and interviews with a teacher-

researcher in French and English), the researchers examined the students’ developing use and 

understanding of stylistic variation. It was found that although one of the students could 

create and assign social and symbolic meaning to variation and use it in her classroom 

assignments, she restricted it to academic achievements and did not integrate it in her natural 

speech. In contrast, the other student projected acculturation by embracing variation and 

viewing it as a key to her social and cultural interactions with others in the future. Based on 

this tendency, she tried to co-construct an identity in her additional socio-semiotic 

environment, namely French. As can be understood from the discussion of the findings of the 

present study, the informants have the awareness and knowledge of the differences, to 

varying extent, between Turkish and US socio-semiotic worlds.  

The final question of the cognitive aspect of ICC was concerned with what sources 

the interviewees posited for the intercultural communicative challenges/breakdowns they 

confronted in US socio-semiotic world. The interviewees identified these sources as 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic differences, lack of exposure and socialization, 

former language learning experiences, socio-semiotic transfer, and affective barriers (e.g., 

fear of failure, anxiety, and the like). Regarding semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic 

differences between the Turkish and the US socio-semiotic contexts, the interviewees 

focused on the relationship between address terms and social power. Specifically, they stated 

that since the Turkish socio-semiotic world is more hierarchy-oriented than the US socio-
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semiotic context, it is rather complicated for Turkish L2 leaners of American English to use 

the first name of a faculty member to address him/her.  

This particular finding indicates that semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic 

differences observed between different communities of practice and thus the lack of the 

awareness, knowledge, and ability of these differences are seen as one of the most important 

sources of challenges to the development of ICC (DuFon, 2010; Mirzaei, Roohani, & 

Esmaeili, 2012; Rose, 2005; Alcon-Soler, 2005; Yates, 2010). Such challenges are 

considered to result from the differences in culture-specific expectations of communicative 

ethos and values (Thomas, 1983; Yates, 2010). For example, lexical and syntactic devices, 

types and construction of genre, the size of imposition, cross-culturally different assessments 

of relative power and social distance, and taboos are posited as some of the primary reasons 

underlying such challenges (Al-Issa, 2003; Chang, 2011; Liddicoat, 2009; Thomas, 1983; 

Yates, 2010). Liddicoat (2009) concretizes this phenomenon by focusing on the distinction 

between the English version of “literary criticism” and a similar type of genre called “yijing” 

in Chinese. He asserts that yijing looks like a form of creative writing when viewed from a 

Western academic tradition. Therefore, the Chinese textual form does not align with the 

socio-semiotic assumptions of the English-speaking academic world. 

As for the lack of exposure and socialization as well as the former language learning 

experiences, the interviewees drew attention to the ignorance of the sociocultural dimension 

in the language classroom in Turkey. They stated that since communication is restricted to 

the teaching and learning of linguistic elements in a repetitive trend, Turkish L2 learners fail 

to build the affective, cognitive, and behavioral abilities and skills to converse effectively and 

appropriately in a given socio-semiotic environment. In this regard, scholars and researchers 
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note that the selection of the instructional methods, techniques, tasks, and activities used in 

L2 classrooms has considerable effect on the development of ICC - particularly 

semiopragmatic, socio-semiopragmatic, and interactional competences (e.g., Afghari, 2007; 

Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 2004; Celce-Murcia, 2008; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; 

Riddiford & Joe, 2010; Wannaruk, 2008; Yu, 2011). For instance, the mere Focus-on-Forms 

approaches and tasks (which underscore the teaching of linguistic items and ignore other 

aspects) do not provide L2 learners ample input and opportunities to learn the pragmatic 

aspects of the target socio-semiotic resources (Spada, 1997; Yates, 2010; DuFon, 2010; 

Chang, 2011).  

The interviewees also mentioned the challenges or difficulties resulting from their 

own socio-semiotic backgrounds. They pointed out that since they enter US socio-semiotic 

world with their own cultural capital or funds of knowledge, they tend to make pragmatic or 

sociocultural transfer from their own socio-semiotic context to the US socio-semiotic 

context. In the related literature, scholars and researchers observed similar cases when L2 

learners engaged in different communicative acts (e.g., Al-Issa, 2003; Cohen & Olshtain, 

1993; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Wannaruk, 2008). For instance, Jaworski (1994) 

found that advanced Polish learners of English language had difficulties with recognizing and 

using formulaic greetings and consider some greeting forms (e.g., How are you doing?) as a 

question. Likewise, Beebe, Takahashi, and Uliss-Weltz (1990) observed that Japanese 

learners of English retained their own sociocultural norms when performing apologies in 

English (e.g. using formulaic structures with little semantic content, leaving much room for 

inferences). They also found that contrary to Americans, Japanese learners were more 

sensitive to social status in communication because such sensitivity was transferred from 
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Japanese culture. As can be understood from the findings of the present study and the related 

literature, sociocultural transfer is an important factor triggering communicative challenges 

or breakdowns.  

The final challenge identified by the interviewees was related to affective barriers that 

impeded effective and appropriate operation in a given socio-semiotic context, including fear 

of failure, anxiety, and the like. They noted that such barriers cause withdrawal from rather 

than active participation in intercultural communication. In this respect, scholars and 

researchers underline the importance of L2 learners’ investment, receptivity to feedback and 

ability to notice the gaps, and identity (Rose, 2005; DuFon, 2010). DuFon (2010, p. 323) 

contends that “the degree of investment in a relationship with a native speaker or in learning 

a language is a motivating factor” affecting the development if ICC, especially L2 

pragmatics. She further adds that L2 speakers’ openness and receptivity to feedback bears 

great importance to notice the disparity and gap between their own and others’ 

communication, which may, in turn, facilitate the development of ICC. As for learner 

identity, L2 learners tend to take different stances in that sense, that is, while some of them 

prefer to accommodate to the target sociocultural norms, others do not (Dewaele, 2008; van 

Compernolle & Williams, 2012). Dewaele (2008) asserts that refusing to accommodate is a 

conscious deviation from the the target sociocultural norms and therefore is not an example 

of communicative breakdowns; however, since it can still pose “unwanted social 

consequences”, it causes communicative breakdowns (p. 253).  

As can be understood from the discussion of the findings up to this point, the study 

informants considered the affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects of ICC as penetrating 

each other. With this consideration in mind, I will discuss the complex and interwoven 
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relationship among these three aspects in the next part. I will discuss both the quantitative 

and qualitative findings of this study by drawing on the related literature.   

1.4. Intersection of Affective, Cognitive, and Behavioral Aspects of ICC 

As aforementioned in the previous chapters, ICC is comprised of the 

“transformational process of symmetrical interdependence” of the affective (intercultural 

sensitivity), cognitive (intercultural awareness), and behavioral (intercultural 

adroitness/performance) aspects (Chen & Starosta, 2008, p. 221). To draw a holistic picture 

of ICC, these three aspects must be considered as “the three sides of an equilateral triangle”, 

in which “all are equally important, and all are inseparable” (Chen & Starosta, 2008, p. 227). 

Given this overall basis, the findings of this study, in general, lend support to the notions 

raised by Chen and Starosta (1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008).  

Regarding the connection between the affective and behavioral aspect of ICC, the 

regression analysis test indicated insignificant relationship (F (1, 30) = 1.424, p = .242). The 

informants’ intercultural sensitivity accounted for 4.5% of the predicted variance in their 

overall intercultural performance. In contrast to the findings of the regression analysis test, 

the semi-structured interviews indicated a strong connection between the affective and 

behavioral aspects of ICC. The majority of the interviewees (N=10) reported that their 

intercultural sensitivity to US socio-semiotic world had significant causal effect on their 

overall performance of using American English. They pointed out that positive attitudes and 

feelings toward the target socio-semiotic context promote socialization or acculturation in 

and through the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources available in this socio-

semiotic context.  



 249 

These findings show conformity with the conclusions derived from several studies in 

the L2 socialization literature (e.g., Duff, 2003, 2007, 2010, 2012; Duff & Talmy, 2011; 

DuFon, 2008, 2010; Li, 2008; Moore, 2008; van Compernolle & Williams, 2012; Wang, 

2010; Watson-Gegeo & Nielsen, 2008; Zeungler & Cole, 2005). These studies showed that 

L2 socialization enables a high level of achievement, investment and integration, tolerance of 

ambiguity, and construction of innovative syncretic and hybrid practices and identities (Duff, 

2007, 2012; DuFon, 2008). For instance, Byon (2006), in his longitudinal study of Korean as 

a foreign language (KFL), investigated American college-level KFL learners’ language 

socialization process in and through Korean language. Using an ethnographic orientation, he 

examined the teacher-student interactions though audio-recorded sessions. The analysis of 

the data showed that teacher-student interactions were compatible with Korean ways of 

communication. For instance, students’ choice of grammatical and/or lexical items was 

consistent with the Korean hierarchism (e.g., the difference between the use of “na” and “ce” 

pronouns according to the addressee), which indicated their inclination for socialization into 

Korean sociocultural norms and values.  

 The interview results also revealed a strong interdependence between the cognitive 

and behavioral aspects of ICC. The interviewees’ awareness and knowledge of successful 

intercultural communication, intercultural diversities/differences, and the sources of 

intercultural communicative challenges/breakdowns underlie their understanding of 

intercultural adroitness or performance in a given socio-semiotic world. In particular, their 

awareness of the need for semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources indicate that 

they have the consciousness of the underpinnings of how to perform communicate acts 

effectively and appropriately in the target socio-semiotic context.  
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These findings are consistent with the literature that draws attention to the importance 

of noticing and gaining awareness of the semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic 

resources available in a given community of practice in order to use them affectively and 

appropriately (Alcon-Soler, 2005; Schmidt, 1993; Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Bardovi-Harlig & 

Dörnyei, 1998). According to Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis (1993), the acquisition or 

learning of these semiotic resources requires the awareness of them at the level of noticing. 

This awareness and recognition enables the transformation of these semiotic resources 

(input) into knowledge (intake) for L2 learners. In an experimental study on the teaching of 

requests, Alcon-Soler (2005) reports similar conclusions to Schmidt. She notes that 

awareness and attention are essential for developing the semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic knowledge of requests along with fostering interactional competence to 

perform requests. Similarly, the findings of the current study showed that the awareness and 

knowledge of the semiotic resources available in the target socio-semiotic context is crucial 

for developing the abilities and skills to operate effectively and appropriately in the given 

socio-semiotic environment.  

Another important point expressed by interviewees regarding the intersection of the 

three aspects of ICC is concerned with the concept of self-presentation. As discussed in the 

previous parts, they focused on the distinction between daily-life and academic contexts 

when explaining the awareness, knowledge, and ability to use the semiopragmatic and socio-

semiopragmatic resources of a given community of practice. They noted that the lack of 

awareness and competence to use these resources is likely to result in negative self-

presentation, which may then cause affective barriers when socializing or acculturating into 

the target community (see Lemert & Branaman, 1997; Chen & Starosta, 2008).  
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This particular finding reinforces the conclusions of several studies that underscore 

interlocutors’ negative perceptions of L2 learners’ communicative behaviors in face-threating 

communicative acts (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; DuFon, 2010; 2010; Yates, 2010). That is, 

while L2 learners’ mistakes related to the violation of the structural system of the target 

semiotic resource (e.g., language) are perceived as proficiency-based challenges or problems 

and thus are tolerated by other parties, their mistakes related to the violation of the target 

sociocultural norms and conventions (e.g., social power, social distance, and so on) are 

evaluated negatively and are less forgiven because they characterize them as rude, offensive, 

and uncooperative (Amaya, 2008; Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Martinez-Flor & 

Uso-Juan, 2010). All the discussions up to this point clearly show that intercultural 

communication is a complex process that requires the consideration of different and 

intertwined aspects and variables. Taken from this perspective, the findings and discussions 

of the current study yield several theoretical, methodological and pedagogical implications 

and directions for future applications and research. In the next section, I will elaborate some 

of these implications and directions through the related literature.     

2. Implications and Future Directions 

The findings and discussion of the current study posit various insights, implications, 

and directions for further consideration. In this section, I will present the implications of this 

study and offer some directions for future research in the light of related literature. I will 

begin with the theoretical implications and directions and then move onto the methodological 

ones. In the final part, I will present the pedagogical implications and directions to develop 

L2 learners’ ICC.  
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2.1. Theoretical Implications and Directions 

Depending on the interviewees definition of successful intercultural communication, 

it can be concluded that communication cannot be circumscribed only to “language”. It is 

clear that humans utilize various resources communicate particular social and cultural 

meanings and maintain relationship with others within and across socio-semiotic worlds. 

Taken from this perspective, the combination of social semiotics and ethnography of 

communication can serve effectively as a window into understanding what particular 

resources humans use to create the act of communication itself in different socio-semiotic 

worlds, what they do through the use of these resources in the act of communication in these 

socio-semiotic worlds, how they do what they do though the use of these resources these 

socio-semiotic worlds, and why they use these resources but not others in these socio-

semiotic worlds.   

With the above questions in mind, a semio-ethnographic approach can enable to draw 

a holistic picture of the concept of communication and its manifestation across different 

socio-semiotic worlds (e.g., US, Turkish, Kurdish, and the like). As it has been mentioned in 

the previous chapters and also in this chapter, because humans live in a semiotic universe, 

everything functions, or has the potentiality to function, as a semiotic resource (Waugh 1981, 

1984). Waugh maintains since human experience varies or differ in this semiotic universe, 

what it considered as a semiotic resource in a particular community may not be semiotic in 

another or may have a different function. By the same token, since every human experiences 

this semiotic universe affectively, cognitively, and behaviorally differently (Moll, 2014), 

diverse diversities exist in every socio-semiotic world, such as the diversities observed not 

only between Turkish and English people but also between Turks and Kurds, and also among 
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Kurds (Dervin, 2012, 2016). Therefore, scholars and researchers need to apply both macro- 

and micro-ethnography in order to examine the semiotic potentials (van Leeuwen, 2005) or 

affordances (Gibson, 1979) of the semiotic resources available in given socio-semiotic world 

(Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 1974; Heath, 1982).  

The need for the semio-ethnographic approach to the concept of communication can 

also be explained by drawing on the idea of how humans conceptualize the world of 

experience socio-semiotically (Liddicoat, 2009). That is, humans shape communication 

differently in and through the (re)mapping of the world of experience onto semiotic 

resources. Therefore, communication varies or differs according to the world of experience 

and the (re)mapping of this experience onto semiotic resources available in a given socio-

semiotic context. This view corresponds to Einstein’s theory of relativity. That is, the 

existence, availability, and affordances of semiotic resources are relative to communities of 

practice because every community has its distinct ways to socio-semiotically conceptualize 

the world of experience. This view of communication can be further explained by drawing on 

Searle’s dichotomy between brute and institutional facts.   

Taking the issue from a philosophical perspective, Searle (1969, 1979, 1995) draws 

on the concept of facts by making a distinction between brute facts and institutional facts. He 

notes that while the former exists independently of any human institutions, the latter depends 

on some human institutions to exist. For instance, “the fact that the sun is ninety-three 

million miles from earth…” is a brute fact because the distance between the Sun and the 

Earth exists independently of any human institution (Searle, 1995, p. 27). As for the latter, 

Searle (1995) states that “the fact that Clinton is president” is a constitutional fact because it 

exists within human institutions (p. 27). To further elucidate this phenomenon, Tsohatzidis 
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(2010) focuses on “the fact that a river passes through a valley and the fact that that river is 

the border between two countries” (p. 350). The former is a brute fact because the river’s 

passing through the valley does not depend on anyone’s taking it to be so, whereas the 

second one is an institutional fact because the peoples of these countries take it to be the 

border between their countries.  

Considering the issue from a perspective of language phenomenon, the sounds that 

human beings produce can be considered as brute facts because they exist independently of 

any human institution; however, what these sounds mean, stand for, or represent is an 

institutional fact because human beings impose certain meanings on them through 

constitutive rules (Searle, 1995; Love, 1999). Based on these notions, it can be inferred that 

the creation of institutional facts (e.g., language) relies on the existence of some symbolic 

devices (e.g., sounds) that stand for something other than themselves (Searle, 1995), which 

directly relates to the domain of social semiotics (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; van 

Leeuwen, 2005). This is because humans use various semiotic resources to communicate 

social and cultural meanings (e.g., kinesics, oculesics, proxemics, paraverbal features, 

haptics, chronemics, oculesics, social power, social distance, gender, degree of imposition, 

social identity, and the like) (Fantini, 2012; Gilmore, 1985; Hall, 1966; Hodge & Kress, 

1988; Kramsch, 2006, 2011, 2013; Mehawesh, 2014; Pennycook, 1985; van Leewuen, 2005). 

By imposing particular meanings on these semiotic resources, they assign certain functions to 

these resources through collective acceptance. These functions are also called status 

functions which create distinctive deontic consequences enabling inter-individual rights and 

obligations among humans who use them. Therefore, the users of these semiotic resources 
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gain normative powers to use these resources in their socio-semiotic worlds or communities 

of practice (Searle, 1995).  

Based on the above underpinnings, the semio-ethnographic approach can help 

understand what particular resources humans use to create the act of communication itself in 

different socio-semiotic worlds, what they do through the use of these resources in the act of 

communication in these socio-semiotic worlds, how they do what they do though the use of 

these resources these socio-semiotic worlds, and why they use these resources but not others 

in these socio-semiotic worlds. Likewise, the semio-ethnographic approach can serve 

effectively to understand what competences L2 learners need to socialize or acculturate into a 

given socio-semiotic world on the basis of affective, cognitive, and behavioral axes (Byram, 

1997, 2009; Bennett, 1986, 2004; Celce-Murcia, 2008; Chen & Starosta, 1998, 1998-9, 2000, 

2008). In this research, the semio-ethnographic and the affective-cognitive-behavioral view 

of communication led to the formulation of a new framework in order to investigate the 

phenomenon of intercultural communication, namely the SEMICC.  

In this model, as introduced in Chapter 2, I identify seven different and yet 

interdependent competences that L2 leaners need for effective and appropriate operation in a 

given socio-semiotic world, including discourse, semiopragmatic, socio-semiopragmatic, 

intercultural, interactional, strategic, and intercultural sensitivity (swinging between 

ethnocentric and ethnorelative). Of these competences, intercultural sensitivity and strategic 

competence rotate around the other competences because they exist at every stage of 

intercultural communication. In other words, intercultural sensitivity (either ethnocentric or 

ethnorelative) and strategic competence prevail the act of intercultural communication at 

every stage. As can be understood from the identified competences, this model does not 
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reject the other existing ones in the related literature but rather builds upon them in its 

formulation. Therefore, this model can work effectively to draw a holistic picture of the 

concepts of communication, intercultural communication, and competence.  

However, it is important to highlight that the findings of this study also revealed that 

both the sender and the receiver have certain roles in the act of communication in a given 

community of practice. This is because communication has a bi-/multi-directional nature 

rather than a unidirectional nature (see Ruben, 1989). Therefore, future research can focus on 

the role of the receiver in this dyadic or relational phenomenon of communication. With this 

ground laid, scholars and researchers should use various research methods to investigate the 

acquisition of the above-stated competences by L2 learners. In this regard, I will present 

methodological implications of the current study in the next part.  

2.2. Methodological Implications and Directions 

In the current study, I used a mixed-methods convergent parallel research design 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011) based on the semio-ethnographic view of communication to 

collect, analyze, and interpret data related to Turkish international graduate students’ 

intercultural communicative competence (ICC) in US socio-semiotic world (see Chapter 3). I 

employed both qualitative and quantitative methods to answer the research questions under 

investigation. These two types of methods had equal importance and worked cross-

functionally to inform each other. That is, I used the ISS for the affective aspect, the oral 

DCT for the behavioral aspect, and the semi-structured interviews for the cognitive aspect of 

ICC. In addition, I used the semi-structured interviews to inform both the affective and 

cognitive aspects, and also compared the ISS with the DCT to detect the relationship between 

affective and behavioral aspects. In general, my observations at the data collection and 
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analysis stages as well as the findings of the current study indicated that the use of this 

research design had several advantages over other designs, such as purely quantitative, purely 

qualitative, or both methods but with one dominant, and the like (Fantini, 2009; Deardorf, 

2011; Jick, 1979; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007; Snicrope, Norris, Watanabe, 

2007).  

First, this research design produced more comprehensive, consistent, and reliable 

conclusions by collecting more reliable and valid data though different instruments – the ISS, 

the DCT, and the semi-structured interviews. The use of these instruments also enriched and 

corroborated the data obtained related to the research questions under investigation. Second, 

the oral DCT enabled the collection of more naturalistic data though the integration of 

various socio-semiotic variables (Billmyer &Varghese, 2000; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; 

Hudson et al., 1995; Yu, 2011). For instance, I could control and incorporate various 

semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic variables, such as linguistic forms, pragmatic 

strategies, social power, social distance, and the degree of imposition (Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 

2004; Chang, 2011; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985; 

Wannaruk, 2008). Third, the oral DCT enabled me to administer it to a large number of 

Turkish international graduate students in the United States (N=32), which would not have 

been possible through ethnographic observations due to time and space constraints (Olshtain, 

1993; Al-Issa, 2003). 

Fourth, this research paradigm led to an effective synthesis or integration of the 

theories that focused on one of the three aspect of ICC and underestimated the others (e.g., 

Bennett’s developmental model of intercultural sensitivity). With this particular point in 

mind, this research design served effectively as a litmus test for competing theories of ICC 
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and pinpointed the SEMICC as an applicable and useful framework to examine L2 learners’ 

ICC by addressing the three aspects of intercultural communication and by building the 

interconnection among these aspects.  

Fifth, the cross-functional analysis of the data collected through this research design 

served effectively to shed light on the research objectives in this study. To put it differently, 

the endeavor to relate a set of data to another one both quantitatively and qualitatively (e.g., 

comparing the ISS with the DCT, and using the semi-structured interview data enrich the 

findings of the ISS and the DCT) helps understand how different sets of data can inform one 

another and thus validate the conclusions drawn from the findings of the study. For instance, 

this research design served effectively to decipher the contradiction observed between the 

quantitative and qualitative findings regarding the most challenging communicative act 

category on the DCT (quantitatively apologies versus qualitatively refusals). Given this 

particular outcome, this research paradigm indicates the need for further research to 

determine the difficulty level of communicative acts for L2 learners.    

Finally, the use of the consensual assessment technique (Amabile, 1982, 1983, 1996; 

Baer, 1993; Baer, Kaufman, & Gentile, 2004; Baer & McKool, 2009) when rating the 

informants’ intercultural performance helped to recruit four raters from different socio-

semiotic backgrounds and to partially address the issue of “diverse diversities” in US socio-

semiotic world (Dervin, 2012, 2016). The use of this technique can promote the validity and 

reliability of the data collected and analyzed. Moreover, the recruitment of both male and 

female raters helped to minimize the impact of the socio-semiopragmatic variable of gender 

differences on rating the informants’ intercultural performance in different communicative 

acts. Therefore, the consideration of gender differences when recruiting raters for the 
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assessment of L2 learners’ intercultural communication can minimize the impact of this 

variable on their ICC.   

Apart from the above advantages, there are some other points that must be taken into 

consideration in the assessment process of L2 leaners’ ICC in future research. First, the 

current research used production data to measure the informants’ intercultural performance 

in order to address the behavioral aspect of ICC. In the assessment process, I gave the 

informants some scenarios related to apologies, requests, and refusals, and then asked them 

to provide utterances that would be appropriate in these scenarios. Their responses were 

taken as an indication of not only their semiopragmatic but also socio-semiopragmatic 

performances. However, scholars and researchers also suggest the use of perception data to 

gauge L2 leaners’ semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic performances (e.g., Chang, 

2011; Matsumura, 2007). For instance, Matsumura (2007) employed a multiple–choice 

survey and a retrospective group interview to examine the influence of study abroad on the 

improvement of advice-giving to interlocutors from different social status.  

Second, the oral DCT can be designed in different formats to measure L2 leaners’ 

intercultural performance when engaging in communicative events. Kanik (2012) argues that 

the traditional DCT fails to reveal L2 leaners’ actual socio-semiopragmatic performance 

because it gauges their performance indirectly by inferring it from their semiopragmatic 

performance. Therefore, he proposes the use of the reverse DCT to assess L2 learners’ 

intercultural performance. In the reverse DCT, L2 learners are given utterances and are asked 

to provide situations in which the given utterances would be appropriate. However, he 

cautions that the provided utterances must be authentic and have the potential to represent the 

aimed situation.  
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Third, some of the informants had challenges related to the contextual variables 

provided in the oral DCT scenarios. Specifically, some of the informants had difficulties with 

the address terms used in the scenarios. That is, since some scenarios did not include “proper 

names” for the target interlocutors in the situations, they had difficulty with addressing these 

interlocutors in their utterances. Some of them suggested replacing the pronominal person 

references with proper names to enable a smooth flow of communication. Similarly, the 

contextual cues provided in DCT scenarios can be enhanced by adding further semiotic 

variables (e.g., race, religion, time, and the like).  

Fourth, since humans utilize numerous semiotic resources to convey social and 

cultural meanings in their socio-semiotic worlds (Hodge & Kress, 1988; van Leeuwen, 2005; 

Waugh, 1981, 1984), they create and engage in various communicative acts (Austin, 1962; 

Searle, 1969, 1979, 1995). Given this overall foundation, the focus on apologies, requests, 

and refusals in this study provided a glimpse into the behavioral aspect of the informants’ 

ICC. Therefore, other communicative acts should be investigated through the use of different 

instruments (e.g., role plays, simulations, think-aloud protocols, observations, portfolio 

assessment, and so on) in future research (Fantini, 2009; Deardorf, 2011; Snicrope, Norris, 

Watanabe, 2007; Taguchi, 2007). In the investigation of these communicative acts, scholars 

and researchers should employ both macro- and micro-ethnography to shed light on L2 

learners’ ICC (Hymes, 1962, 1964, 1972, 1974; Heath, 1982).  

Finally, the informants in this study represent Turkish graduate-level students who 

study in the United States and have had exposure to US socio-semiotic world for a certain 

period of time. This exposure and length of residence had significant impact on their use of 

American English and on their understanding of intercultural communication. Given this 
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particular observation, these findings cannot be generalized to other Turkish speakers of 

English who have different proficiency levels and have no exposure to US socio-semiotic 

world. Future studies could involve L2 leaners with varying levels of proficiency and varying 

amounts of exposure to the target socio-semiotic context. Moreover, long-term studies 

should/could be conducted to better observe and understand how L2 leaners communicate 

social and cultural meanings in the target socio-semiotic environment. 

2.3. Pedagogical Implications and Directions 

Emphasizing the socioculturally contexted nature of communication, the current 

research reveals the complex nature of ICC and thus offers some insights and practical 

implications to augment L2 learners’ ICC. To begin with, fostering L2 leaners’ awareness, 

knowledge, and ability of interactional norms and conventions through a socio-semiotically 

responsive pedagogy is considered of great importance in the L2 classroom (Afghari, 2007; 

Al-Issa, 2003; Byon, 2004; Chang, 2011; Liddicoat, 2009; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 

2012; Riddiford & Joe, 2010; Vygotsky, 1978; van Compernolle & Williams, 2012; 

Wannaruk, 2008). Within this pedagogical approach, the focus should be placed on 

developing L2 learners’ affective, cognitive, and behavioral skills and abilities to 

communicate social and cultural meanings effectively and appropriately in a given socio-

semiotic environment. In this regard, cognitive-awareness-raising or noticing tasks and 

activities (e.g., presentations, discussions, and pragmatic-consciousness-raising activities), 

receptive-skill-developing tasks and activities through various materials (e.g., authentic 

speech), and productive-skill-developing tasks and activities (e.g., role plays) can work 

effectively to promote L2 learners’ ICC (Amaya, 2008; Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; 

Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Judd, 1999). Such activities can also help L2 leaners discover the 
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contextual factors present in the act of communication, including setting and scene, 

participants, ends, instrumentalities, norms, and so on (Hymes, 1972, 1986; Kiesling, 2012).  

To apply a socio-semiotically responsive pedagogy in the L2 classroom, scholars and 

researchers suggest several pedagogical models or frameworks that included number of steps, 

particularly to teach communicative acts (e.g., apologies, requests, refusals, complaints, and 

so on). In their seminal work on teaching communicative acts in the L2 classroom, Martinez-

Flor and Uso-Juan (2010) summarize these models as in Table 37.  

Overlapping with each other substantially, these models aim to enhance L2 learners’ 

intercultural sensitivity, awareness, and performance when engaging in communicative acts. 

In addition to these models, there are numerous tasks and activities that should be used to 

enhance L2 leaners’ ICC. For instance, Yates (2010) states that cultural scripts can enable to 

discover discourse styles used in a socio-semiotic context by shedding light on the 

communicative ethos in this context. In a similar vein, Martinez-Flor and Uso-Juan (2010) 

offer the use of culture puzzle and classroom guest activities to develop L2 learners’ ICC. In 

the former, learners are first encouraged to think about a communicative act in their own 

socio-semiotic context and then compare it with the target context in order to discover the 

differences between both contexts. In the later, the instructor and the guest perform and 

record a dialogue related to the communicative act under study by drawing learners’ attention 

to this communicative act and providing a discussion protocol about the act. Then two 

learners prepare and record a role play concerned with the same situation, and these two 

recorded dialogues are compared and discussed. Martinez-Flor and Uso-Juan further 

maintain that role plays, simulations, and drama can serve effectively as some other 

techniques to augment L2 learners’ ICC.  
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Table 37.  

Models of Teaching Communicative Acts 

Scholar(s) Steps in the Models  

Olshtain & Cohen (1991) The diagnostic assessment, the model dialog, the 

evaluation of a situation, role-play activities, and 

feedback and discussion 

Judd (1999)  Teacher analysis of the speech act, cognitive 

awareness skills, receptive/integrative skills, controlled 

productive skills, and free integrated practice 

Martines-Flor & Uso-Juan 

(2006)  

researching, reflecting, receiving, reasoning, 

rehearsing, and revising 

Uso-Jun & Martinez-Flor (2008) Leraners’ exploration, learners’ production, and 

leaners’ feedback 

Yoshida, Kamiya, Kondo, & 

Tokiwa (2000) 

Feeling, doing, thinking, understanding, and using  

Felix-Brasdefer (2006)  Communicative actions and cross-cultural awareness, 

doing conversation analysis in the classroom, and 

communicative practice and feedback  

Along the same line, Thanasoulas (2001) asserts that L2 students should be provided 

with ample opportunities to explore firstly their own culture and then other cultures. Citing 

Kramsch (1993), Singhal (1998), and Peck (1998), he points out that the language classroom 

should be viewed as “cultural islands” facilitating immersion into cultural and intercultural 

experiences. In this respect, he states that engaging students in “cultural errands” (e.g., going 
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shopping) can help them enhance their intercultural competence. Moreover, he refers to 

Henrichsen’ (1998) “culture assimilators” and “cultoons” methods to introduce some other 

ways of augmenting L2 learners’ ICC. In the former, learners are provided some situations 

followed by four different interpretations for each one. Each learner chooses one of the four 

interpretations, and then they discuss them in groups. In the latter, learners are presented 

visual culture assimilators which include cross-cultural misunderstandings and culture shock. 

They are asked to evaluate the appropriateness of the reactions of the characters in the 

visuals. These two methods aim to promote L2 learners’ intercultural sensitivity, awareness, 

and performance.   

Based on these pedagogical approaches, models, and techniques, different and 

various instructional materials should be employed in the L2 classroom to foster their 

intercultural sensitivity, awareness, and performance. These materials include authentic 

podcasts, videos, transcript of authentic conversations, pre-planned conversations, films, 

synchronous and asynchronous computer-mediated tools, posters, magazines, pictures, maps, 

and other realia (Dewaele, 2008; DuFon, 2010; Mirzaei, Roohani, & Esmaeili, 2012; 

Thanasoulas, 2001; Yates, 2010). The use of these instructional materials through the above 

mentioned pedagogical approaches, models, and techniques can expand L2 learners’ ICC.  

3. Concluding Remarks  

The present study contributes to the existing body of literature on intercultural 

communication by engendering an alternative approach to the concept of communication 

through the light of social semiotics (Halliday, 1978; Hodge & Kress, 1988; Kramsch, 2006, 

2011, 2013; van Leeuwen, 2005) and ethnography of communication (Hymes, 1962, 1964, 

1972, 1974, 1986), which is referred to as semio-ethnography in this study. Based on the 
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semio-ethnographic approach to the concept of communication, I have coined two new terms 

to address the semiotic resources available in a given socio-semiotic world – namely 

semiopragmatic resources and socio-semiopragmatic resources -  and also two other terms 

related to abilities and skills to use these resources, namely: semiopragmatic competence and 

socio-semiopragmatic competence respectively. While the former includes the semiotic 

resources of language, kinesics, oculesics, proxemics, paraverbal features, haptics, 

chronemics, and so forth, the latter incorporates the semiotic resources of social power, social 

distance, gender, degree of imposition, social identity, and the like.  

The current study also problematizes the concept of intercultural communicative 

competence by drawing on Chen and Starosta’s (1998, 1998-9, 2000, 2008) three-

dimensional conceptualization of ICC. In this three-dimensional conceptualization, Chen and 

Starosta offers three aspects of ICC, including affective, cognitive, and behavioral. The 

affective aspect is represented by the concept of intercultural sensitivity and is defined as the 

desire and motivation to understand, respect, and acknowledge diversities or differences 

within and across socio-semiotic worlds. The cognitive aspect is represented by the concept 

of intercultural awareness and is described as the understanding of the distinctive 

characteristics of one’s own and others’ socio-semiotic worlds. The behavioral aspect is 

represented by the concept of intercultural adroitness (referred to as intercultural 

performance in this study) and is explained as acting effectively and appropriately to achieve 

the communicative goals in a given socio-semiotic environment.  

Building on this three-dimensional view of ICC and recognizing the importance of 

the frameworks or models of ICC developed by several scholars and researchers (e.g., 

Byram, 1997, 2009; Bennett, 1986, 2004; Celce-Murcia, 2008), I offer an alternative 
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conceptual framework to examine the phenomenon of intercultural communication, namely 

the “Semio-ethnographic Model of Intercultural Communicative Competence (SEMICC)”. In 

this conceptual framework, I propose seven different and yet interwoven competences: 

discourse, semiopragmatic, socio-semiopragmatic, intercultural, interactional, strategic, and 

intercultural sensitivity. Following the same path as laid out by Bennett (1986, 2004), I use 

the concepts of ethnocentrisms and ethnorelativism to represent the competence of 

intercultural sensitivity in this study.  

Through the light of this new conceptual framework, I examined the ICC of Turkish 

international graduate students who study in the United States. Employing a mixed-methods 

convergent parallel research design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011), I used the ISS, the oral 

DCT, and the semi-structured interviews to address the three aspects of ICC. In general, the 

quantitative and qualitative findings of the study showed that: 

• intercultural sensitivity to a given socio-semiotic world is an important aspect of 

ICC as it can either promote or hinder the development of ICC,  

• intercultural sensitivity follows a nonlinear path in which L2 leaners manage to 

cultivate intercultural sensitivity in a particular communicative act but not in 

another, 

• communication either in one’s own or others’ socio-semiotic world cannot be 

circumscribed only to language because there are many other semiotic resources 

that humans use to communicate social and cultural meanings (e.g., kinesics, 

proxemics, chronemics, gender, social identity, and so forth),  
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• L2 learners experience varying levels of difficulty or challenge in communicative 

acts because every single communicative act requires the awareness, knowledge, 

and ability to use particular semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources,  

• proficiency and length of residence (with its quality in mind) have significant 

causal effect on L2 learners’ intercultural sensitivity and performance, 

• successful intercultural communication requires the awareness, knowledge, and 

ability of semiopragmatic and socio-semiopragmatic resources available in given 

socio-semiotic world, of diversities within and across socio-semiotic worlds, and 

of the sources of challenges to intercultural communication,  

•  ICC takes place on the affective (intercultural sensitivity), cognitive (intercultural 

awareness), and behavioral (intercultural adroitness/performance) axes; therefore, 

these three axes or aspects must be considered as a whole,  

• the development of ICC requires the use of appropriate pedagogy (e.g., a socio-

semiotically responsive pedagogy), techniques and tasks (e.g., cognitive-

awareness-raising or noticing, receptive-skill-developing, and productive-skill-

developing tasks and activities), and instructional materials (e.g., authentic 

podcasts, videos, films, posters, and other realia).  

These findings pinpoint the need for an interdisciplinary approach to understanding 

what semiotic resources humans need to communicate social and cultural meanings and how 

communication takes place in one’s own and others’ socio-semiotic worlds. In this regard, 

the semio-ethnographic framework employed in this study can serve effectively to shed light 

on these questions. This framework can also help understand how humans construct the 

social reality and the socioculturally contexted practice of communication (Searle, 1969, 
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1979, 1995) through lived experience (vivencia or perezhivanie, see Moll, 2014; Vygotsky, 

1978). In this line of reasoning, this framework can uncover how communication and the 

semiotic resources used in communication change or evolve over time. This particular view 

indicates the essentiality of both synchrony and diachrony to understand how humans impose 

certain meanings on semiotic resources and how communication occurs. Based on this 

ground, this study draws attention to the importance of discovering diverse diversities and 

avoid building stereotypes of a given socio-semiotic context (Dervin, 2012, 2016) through 

macro- and micro-ethnography in order to have a holistic picture of intercultural 

communication (Heath, 1982).  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: APPENDIX A: MODELS OF COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE 

(reprinted from Celce-Murcia, 2008, p. 43) 
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APPENDIX B: CLASSIFICATION OF ICC MODELS (adapted from Spitzberg & 

Changnon, 2009) 

Categories Theories 

Compositional 

Models 

• Intercultural Competence Components Model (Howard 

Hamilton et al., 1998) 

• Facework-Based Model of Intercultural Competence (Ting-

Toomey & Kurogi, 1998) 

• Pyramid Model of Intercultural Competence (Deardorf, 2006) 

• Global Competencies Model (Hunter, White, & Godbey, 2006) 

Co-orientational 

Models 

• Intercultural Interlocutor Competence Model (Fantini, 1995) 

• Worlview Convergence Model (Fantini, 1995) 

• Intercultural Competence Model (Byram, 1997) 

• Intercultural Competence Model for Strategic Human Resource 

Management (Kupka, 2008) 

• Coherence-Cohesion Model of Intercultural Competence 

(Rathje, 2007) 

Developmental 

Models 

• Intercultural Maturity Model (King & Baxter Magolda, 2005) 

• Developmental Intercultural Sensitivity Model (Bennett, 1986) 

• U-Curve Model of Intercultural Adjustment (Gullahorn & 

Gullahorn, 1962) 
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Adaptational Models 

• Intercultural Communicative Competence Model (Kim, 1988) 

• Intercultural Communicative Accommodation Model (Gallois, 

Franklyn-Stokes, Giles, & Coupland, 1988) 

• Attitude Acculturation Model (Berry, Kim, Power, Young, & 

Bujaki, 1989) 

• Relative Acculturation Model (Navas et al., 2005) 

Causal Path Models 

• Model of Intercultural Communication Competence 

(Arasaratnam, 2008) 

• Intercultural Communication Model of Relationship Quality 

(Griffith & Harvey, 2000) 

• Multilevel Process Change Model of Intercultural Competence 

(Ting-Toomey, 1999) 

• Anxiety/Uncertainty Management Model of Intercultural 

Competence (Hammer, Wiseman, Rasmussen, & Bruschke, 

1998) 

• Process Model of Intercultural Competence (Deardorf, 2006) 

• Relational Model of Intercultural Competence (Imahori & 

Lanigan, 1989, after Spitzberg & Cupach, 1984) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 295 

APPENDIX C: INTERCULTURAL SENSITIVITY SCALE (ISS) 

Dear Participant: 

This survey is designed to find out what Turkish international students studying in the United 

States think about communicating with people who come from other languages and cultures. 

The survey also aims to shed light on what difficulties or challenges Turkish international 

graduate students confront when communicating with these people. There is no RIGHT or 

WRONG answer in the survey. Therefore, please feel free to answer honestly while 

completing the survey. 

Note: Providing your name is important for me to be able to match your survey responses with 

your responses to an oral discourse completion for which I will contact you after you complete 

this survey. This will help me attain internal consistency when analyzing the data. Your name 

will be replaced with a number in any reports or publications resulting from this study. 

Thank you very much for participating in this study! 

Adnan Yilmaz (PhD. Candidate) 

Second Language Acquisition and Teaching (SLAT) Program 

The University of Arizona 

adnanyilmaz@email.arizona.edu 

 

1. Name: __________________________________________________________________  

2. Gender:   Female     Male 

3. Age : ___________________________________________________________________ 
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4. Heritage Language (the language that you learned from your parents): 

________________________________________________________________________ 

5. First/Dominant Language: __________________________________________________ 

6. What other languages can you speak? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Marital Status:   Married    Single 

8. If you are married, what language background does your wife/husband come from? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Where did you get your bachelor’s degree (names of the field of study, university, and 

country)? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

10. Have you been abroad during your bachelor study? If yes, where did you go? How long 

did you stay? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

11. Have you finished your master’s study? If yes, where did you finish it (the names of the 

field of study, university, and country)? 

 

12. What degree are you seeking now? Where do you study (the names of the field of study, 

university, and country)? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 
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13. When did you arrive in the United States for the degree you are seeking now? How long 

have you been in the United States? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

14. Were you in the United States before? If yes, when did you come? How long did you stay? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

15. Have you been to any other countries in which English is the first language? If yes, what 

countries have you been to? How long did you stay there? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

16. Where did you learn English?  

________________________________________________________________________ 

17. Did you go to an English language school in the United States? If yes, how long did you 

study there? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

18. What was your TOEFL score when you were accepted to your current program? 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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19. How do you evaluate your current English language proficiency? 
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) 

Listening        

Speaking        

Reading        

Writing        

Vocabulary        

Grammar        

Overall        

 

20. Who do you USUALLY spend your time with in the United States besides your family, if 

you have one (e.g., Turkish students, international students, American students, etc.)?  

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

21. Are you planning to stay in the United States or go back to your country? Would you like 

to stay in the US for a while and then go back to your country? What are your future plans? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 



 299 

Please read the following statements related to intercultural communication, 

and then rate them by indicating the degree to which you agree or disagree 

with the statement. 
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U
nc
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D
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St
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D
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1 I enjoy interacting with people from different 

cultures. 

     

2 I think people from other cultures are narrow-

minded. 

     

3 I am pretty sure of myself in interacting with 

people from different cultures. 

     

4 I find it hard to talk in front of people from different 

cultures. 

     

5 I always know what to say when interacting with 

people from different cultures. 

     

6 I can be as sociable as I want to be when interacting 

with people from different cultures. 

     

7 I don’t like to be with people from different 

cultures. 

     

8 I respect the values of people from different 

cultures. 
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9 I get easily upset when interacting with people 

from different cultures. 

     

10 I feel confident when interacting with people from 

different cultures. 

     

11 I tend to wait before forming an impression of 

people from different cultures. 

     

12 I often get discouraged when I am with people from 

different cultures. 

     

13 I am open-minded to people from different 

cultures. 

     

14 I am very observant when interacting with people 

from different cultures. 

     

15 I often feel useless when interacting with people 

from different cultures.  

     

16 I respect the ways people from different cultures 

behave. 

     

17 I try to obtain as much information as I can when 

interacting with people from different cultures. 

     

18 I do not accept the opinions of people from 

different cultures. 

     

19 I am sensitive to subtle/slight meanings during my 

interaction with people from different cultures.  

     

20 I think my culture is better than other cultures.      
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21 I often show positive reactions toward people from 

different cultures during our interaction. 

     

22 I avoid situations where I will have to deal with 

people from different cultures.  

     

23 I often show my understanding through verbal and 

nonverbal cues to people from different cultures.  

     

24 I have a feeling of enjoyment towards differences 

between people from different cultures and me. 

     

 

• Would you like to say anything more about communicating with people from different 

languages and cultures? 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX D: ORAL DISCOURSE COMPLETION TEST: APOLOGIES, 

REQUESTS, AND REFUSALS 

Dear Participant: 

This discourse completion test is designed to find out how Turkish students studying in the 

United States use English while making apologies, requests, and refusals. This test also aims 

to shed light on what difficulties or challenges Turkish graduate students confront in these 

situations. There is no RIGHT or WRONG answer in the test. Therefore, please feel free to 

answer honestly while participating in this study. 

Thank you very much for participating in this study. 

Adnan Yilmaz (PhD. Student) 
Second Language Acquisition and Teaching (SLAT) Program 

The University of Arizona 
adnanyilmaz@email.arizona.edu 

Below are some situations related to refusals, apologies, and requests. Read the descriptions of 

each situation and then decide what you would say in these situations or what you think the 

person in the situation would say. Your responses will be audiotaped. In each situation, the 

responses may vary from person to person. That is, there is no single response for each 

situation. Therefore, please feel free while responding. 

 

A. APOLOGIES 

Situation 1: You are supposed to meet some classmates, whom you don’t know really well, at 

the library to prepare a group presentation. However, you are about 15 minutes late, and they 

are still waiting for you at the library. What would you say to your classmates when you see 

them?   

You: .................................................................................................................................... 
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Situation 2: As you are having lunch with your close friends and talking to them in the 

cafeteria, you accidentally spill the coke all over the table. What would you say to them?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 3: You had an appointment with Dr. Richard Rodriguez, whom you don’t know 

really well, to discuss your course project. However, due to heavy traffic, you are 10 minutes 

late. What would you say to Dr. Rodriguez when you meet him?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 4: You have borrowed a book from Dr. Nancy Luther, whom you know very well 

personally, for your final paper. You have finished your paper and would like to return Dr. 

Luther’s book. However, when you meet her to give the book back, you realize that you have 

put the wrong book into your bag. What would you say to her?   

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 5: As you are pulling out a chair to sit in the classroom, you hurt a fellow first-year 

student’s foot accidentally – you don’t know him very well personally. What would you say 

to him?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 6: Janel is a first-year student in your program, and you know her really very well. 

You forgot to forward a private email to Janel – this is the second time you have forgotten to 

forward an email to her. What would you say to Janel when you see her?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 
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B. REQUESTS 

Situation 1: You are having a short holiday at some of the important places in the United 

States with your close friends. You would like to take a photo altogether to remember this 

happy moment. So, you decide to ask a nearby person, who is a stranger to you, to do this favor 

for you. What would you say to get her to take your picture?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 2: You are working on a group project of four people. You meet with the group 

members, whom you know really very well, at the library to discuss and make an outline of 

the project, but one of the group members named Lucy is ill and therefore could not attend the 

meeting. After the discussion, you make an outline of the project on your computer and would 

like to send it to everybody in the group. You ask one of the group members for Lucy’s email 

address so that you can send her the outline as well. What would you say to him?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 3: You have a midterm paper due in two days, but it is certain that you will not be 

able to finish it by the deadline. Therefore, you would like to ask the professor of the course 

(Dr. Mary Willard), whom you don’t know really very well, for an extension of two more days. 

Now, you are in Dr. Willard’s office and asking for the extension.  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 4: You are applying for a scholarship, and you decide to ask Dr. Patricia Robinson, 

who knows you very well as your academic advisor, to write a recommendation letter for you. 

What would you say to Dr. Robinson to do this favor for you?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 
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Situation 5: In one of the courses you are taking this semester, you are discussing a topic that 

you have great interest in. During the discussion, one of the first-year students, whom you 

don’t know very well, refers to some important studies to explain his point of view. Feeling 

further motivated by the discussion, you would like to do more reading on that topic. Therefore, 

you ask the first-year student for these works to do more reading on the topic. What would you 

say to him?  

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

Situation 6: You are a third-year student and conducting a research on “intercultural 

communication”. In your research, you need to interview with international students to collect 

data. You ask a first-year student in your program, whom you have close relationship with, to 

be a participant in your study. What would say when you see him? 

You: .................................................................................................................................... 

 

C. REFUSALS 

Situation 1: You are taking four courses, and they require you to do a lot of work.  Therefore, 

you have almost no time left for other activities. One of your graduate friends whom you know 

little about is doing a research on “intercultural interaction” and asks you if you would 

volunteer to be a participants in her study. Knowing that the study will take a lot of time, you 

don’t want to participate.  

Your Friend: You know I am conducting a research on intercultural interaction and need some 

volunteers to participate in my study. Will you volunteer to be a participant in my study? 

You refuse by saying: ………………………………………………………………………  
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Situation 2: You and your close friend (Alfred) are in the university cafeteria to have lunch. 

After you both decide what food to have, your friend offers to pay for your lunch, too. But, 

you don’t want him to pay for it.  

Alfred: I would like to pay for both orders! You paid for both of us yesterday, and now it is my 

turn! 

You refuse by saying: ……………………………………………………………………… 

Situation 3: Next Saturday is Halloween, and Dr. Clare Davis, whom you don’t know very 

well, is holding a party on that date. She invites everybody in the class to the party. However, 

since you have a very important paper due one day after Halloween, you cannot go to the party. 

Besides, Dr. Davis’ house is very far from your place.  

Dr. Clare Davis: You know next week is Halloween, and I am holding a party on that date. 

Everybody is invited to the party! I will be very happy to see you all there.   

You refuse by saying: ……………………………………………………………………… 

Situation 4: During your advising session, your faculty advisor (Dr. Chris Moller), whom you 

know very well, suggests that you take one more course for your major, but you don’t want to. 

Dr. Chris Moller: I think it would be a good idea if you take one more course for your major. 

What do you think about it? 

You refuse by saying: ……………………………………………………………………… 

Situation 5: You are a third-year student in the program. One of the first-year students in your 

program (named Kristine), whom you have met a few times, would like to talk to you about 

the program, but you have no time for that because you have an important graduate class 

starting in five minutes. 
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Kristine: I have some questions about the program and would like to talk to you about them! 

Do you have some time to talk? 

You refuse by saying: ……………………………………………………………………… 

Situation 6: It is 6:00 pm. You are in the library writing an important paper which is due in 

two days. A first-year student in your program, whom you know really very well, is also 

studying in the library. Your laptop is running out of charge and you have forgotten your power 

adapter at home. So, you ask her to lend you her power adapter for some time. She asks if you 

want to take a break and go to the cinema together. You want to refuse the invitation because 

you have to study more to be able to finish the paper on time.  

The First-year Student: It has been hours since we have been studying. Let’s have a break and 

go to the cinema! 

You refuse by saying: ………………………………………………………………………   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 308 

APPENDIX E: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

1. Concerning the categories of the given situations (apologies, requests, and refusals), which 

one was the most difficult for you? Why?  

2. Did you have any problems with vocabulary or grammar while completing the test?  

3. What sociocultural features of the context (e.g., power relationship, social distance, 

politeness, and so forth) di you pay attention to while responding to the situations? 

4. What is/are the most thing(s) that one should pay attention to when engaging in such 

communicative events or situations? 

5. How do you feel when making (a) apologies, (b) requests, and/or (c) refusals in English?  

6. Have you had any problems with someone else while making apologies, requests, and/or 

�refusals? If yes,:  

a. When did it happen?  

b. Where did it happen?  

c. Who was involved?  

d. How did it occur?  

e. How did you overcome it?  

f. How did you feel?  

7. Are there any differences between Turkish and English in terms of making apologies, 

requests, and refusals? If yes, what differences are there? Have you learned anything new 

concerning those communicative act categories (apologies, requests, and refusals) after 

your arrival in the United States?  
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8. Can you identify some qualities or aspects of people who are competent in intercultural 

communication? Can you identify any specific individuals who have these qualities or 

aspects around you?  

9. What are aspects of good communication in your opinion?  

10. What are aspects of bad communication in your opinion?  

11. What impact does language proficiency have on intercultural communication?  

12. What impact does your length of residence in the United States have on your intercultural 

communication?  
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APPENDIX F: GÖRÜŞME SORULARI 

1. Verilen durumlarla ilgili kategorileri (özür dileme, rica etme ve reddetme) 

düşündüğünüzde hangisi sizin için daha zordu? Neden? 

2. Testi tamamlarken kelime veya gramerle ilgili hiç problem yasadınız mi? 

3. Durumlara uygun cevaplar verirken bağlamın hangi özelliklerine (örneğin, güç ilişkisi, 

sosyal mesafe, kibarlık, gibi...) dikkat ediyordunuz? 

4. Bu tarz olaylar veya durumlarla karşılaşıldığında birinin dikkat etmesi gereken en önemli 

şey veya şeyler nelerdir? 

5. İngilizcede özür dilerken, ricada bulunurken ve/veya reddederken kendinizi nasıl 

hissedersiniz? 

6. Birinden özür dilerken, ricada bulunurken ve/veya birini reddederken hiç problem 

yaşadınız mi? Eğer yasadıysanız: 

a) Ne zaman oldu? 

b) Nerede oldu? 

c) Kimler vardı? 

d) Nasıl gerçekleşti? 

e) Nasıl üstesinden geldiniz? 

f) Nasıl hissettiniz?  

7. Özür dileme, ricada bulunma ve reddetme ile ilgili olarak Türkçe ve İngilizce arasında 

farklılıklar var mi? Eğer varsa bunlar nelerdir? Amerika’ya geldikten sonra bu üç 

kategori (özür dileme, ricada bulunma ve reddetme) ile ilgili neler öğrendiniz?  

8. Kültürlerarası iletişim konusunda başarılı insanların özelliklerini veya yönlerini 

tanımlayabilir misiniz? Çevrenizde bu özelliklere veya yönlere sahip belirli biri var mi?  
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9. Size göre iyi bir iletişimin özellikleri nelerdir? 

10. Size göre kotu bir iletişimin özellikleri nelerdir? 

11. Dil yetisinin kültürlerarası iletişim üzerindeki etkisi var midir? Eğer varsa nasıl bir etkisi 

nedir? 

12. Amerika’da geçirdiğiniz surenin kültürlerarası iletişiminiz üzerinde bir etkisi var midir? 

Eğer varsa nasıl bir etkisi nedir? 
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APPENDIX G: TRAINING MANUAL FOR NATIVE SPEAKER RATERS 

OVERVIEW 

Your responsibilities will be to rate the appropriateness of the responses to the 

Discourse Completion Test (DCT) items with regard to their pragmalinguistic appropriateness 

(e.g., grammar, vocabulary, etc.) and sociopragmatic appropriateness (e.g., power, social 

distance, formality, politeness, and so forth). First, the manual provides explanations of these 

points by including examples and troubleshooting. Then, criteria for ratings are explained. 

Finally, the manual provides some practice examples.  

PRAGMALINGUISTIC APPROPRIATENESS 

Pragmalinguistic appropriateness is concerned with the use of appropriate language 

(e.g., grammar, vocabulary, etc.) to accomplish a speech act. The use of inappropriate language 

is likely to cause pragmalinguistic failures. Below are some examples of pragmalinguistic 

failures:  

Example 1: Seeing a Japanese woman burdened with carrying two suitcases and her baby 

(Riley, 2007, p. 192), and Englishman offers; 

Englishman      : Can I give you a hand? 

Japanese Woman: So sorry, so sorry, you are very kind. 

In this dialogue, the use of the expression “so sorry” is likely to be interpreted 

inappropriate by a native speaker of English language because the meaning and force assigned 

to this particular utterance does not allow its use in such a context. However, from a Japanese 

point of view, saying merely “Thank you!” does not sound sincere enough to convey the 

appreciation of the hearer (Riley, 2007; Fernandez Amaya, 2008).  
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Example 2: Littlewood (1983), referring to his own experience of a pragmalinguistic failure, 

states that when paying the bill in a restaurant, he asked the waiter by saying “Darf ich bitte 

zahlen?” (“Can I pay, please?”). The waiter informed him that he should not sound as if he was 

asking him for a favor but rather should be firmer and more authoritative by saying “Zahlen, 

bitte!”. The pragmatic failure in this particular dialogue results from the English speaker’s use 

of the unconventionally high degree of indirectness (a pragmalinguistic strategy) in German.  

Example 3: In Russian, using the utterance “Can you pass the salt?” would be perceived as a 

question inquiring whether the listener has the physical ability to do it rather than as an 

expression of request (Fernandez Amaya, 2008, p. 13). Therefore, such a transfer would result 

in pragmalinguistic failure. 

SOCIOPRAGMATIC APPROPRIATENESS 

Sociopragmatic appropriateness is related to the appropriateness of a speech act in a 

particular context. Mirzaei, Roohani, and Esmaeili (2012, p. 82) explain that sociopragmatics 

includes “the relationship between communicative action and power, social distance, 

imposition, and the social conditions and consequences of what you do, when, and to whom”. 

Therefore, in sociopragmatic appropriateness, we need consider such points as power, social 

distance, force of expressions, and social conditions and conventions underlying the use of 

utterances. The ignorance of or lack of knowledge about these points is likely to result in 

sociopragmatic failures. Below are some examples for sociopragmatic failures:  

Example 1: Asking “How much did your house cost?” during a formal dinner invitation may 

indicate a sociopragmatic failure due to the inappropriateness of the question in the related 

context in a given culture.  
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Exmaple 2: “I wish my students wouldn’t call me Molly. I’d like to be shown some respect.”� 

Referring to one of her colleagues’ complaint about being addressed with her first name, 

DuFon (2010, p. 309) underscores the mismatch between the students’ and the teacher’s 

socioculturally different assessments of address terms.� 

Example 3: A Swedish teenager on an exchange visit to France addresses all adults by using 

“tu”. (Riley, 1989, p. 237)� 

In French, two different forms of pronominal second person reference exist: “tu” and “vous”. 

The former is used in situations in which the interlocutors have solidarity and low social 

distance, whereas the latter is preferred in situations in which interlocutors have relative power 

relationship and a high social distance. These two discourse markers play a significant role in 

creating, maintaining and negotiating social relationship and identity (van Compernolle & 

Williams, 2012). However, in this particular example, the Swedish teenager violates the 

sociocultural conventions and norms of French society by using the same discourse marker to 

address all adults.  

Regarding the social power and social distance factors, the scenarios used in the current study 

were constructed as follows. The distance variable was treated as a binary value in which 

interlocutors either knew each other (-distance) or did not know one another (+distance). 

Similarly, the power variable was treated as a ternary value in which the hearer was either of 

a lower status (-power), interlocutors were of equal status (=power), or the hearer was of higher 

status (+power). Based on this rationale, six different combinations of power and distance were 

formed: [+power, +distance], [+power, -distance], [=power, +distance], [=power, -distance], 

[-power, +distance], and [-power, -distance]. In each scenario, you will see one of these 
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combinations. Therefore, you are expected to take these points into consideration when you 

rate the responses given by the participants.  

CRITERIA FOR RATINGS 

Your packet contains situations followed by the responses of all participants to that 

particular situation. The responses are numbered and you are expected to indicate your rating 

on the rating part of the sheet by putting an “X” into the appropriate anchor in the scale. The 

scale for rating is a five-point scale with the following anchors:  

1 = Very Poor 
2 = Poor 
3 = Fair 
4 = Good 
5 = Very Good 

 

When rating the overall appropriateness of the speech acts and the expressions used in 

the response, you are expected to rate using only the five-point scale.  

In all your ratings, you are expected to use your native speaker intuitions and reactions. 

As someone with a great deal of experience with non-native speakers, you might be more 

accepting than other native speakers. However, you are expected NOT to rate the responses as 

the all-accepting-and-culturally-sensitive-ESL (English as a Foreign Language) teacher. It is 

assumed that although you might be more accepting of a response than other more 

linguistically or culturally isolated native speakers, you will still notice differences in some of 

the responses. Therefore, focus on what you notice and, using your native speaker intuitions, 

compare it to what you think the native speaker norm might be.  

When relying on your native speaker intuitions, it is assumed that you will employ 

some type of “band of acceptability”. For example, you might find that two responses to the 
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same situation have different degrees of formality, but that both seem acceptable. In such a 

case, you should rate them as you feel is the most appropriate.  

Do NOT use what you think you might say as the sole criteria for your ratings. For 

example, you might be someone who uses humor very often in your interactions with others. 

With this in mind, you should NOT rate other responses negatively just because they do not 

include the humor you would use in the given situation. 
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While rating, to the best of your ability, judge each response independently of others. Try NOT to let the other responses influence 

your decision of the response. This might prove difficult. Try to clear your mind after each response, thus allowing your native speaker 

intuition a chance to interact with each response without bias from the last one.  

EXAMPLES FOR RATINGS 

Apology 

SITUATION  
You work in a large company. You and a few of your coworkers are working on a special project. You are talking to the project leader and 
looking at the copy of the project. You accidentally mark the group leader’s copy.   
You: _________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  Pragmalinguistic 

Appropriateness 
Sociopragmatic 
Appropriateness 
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1 Oh, sorry. Want me to use some whiteout on that?   X      X  
2 Sorry.    X      X 
3 I’m sorry. This is yours. I have marked on it without notice. X     X     
4 Whoops. Sorry about that.    X     X   
5 I’m sorry. I am so careless.  X       X  
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Request 

SITUATION  
You are an officer in a student organization that has grown rapidly. You realize the need for a new financial officer, a job that will involve 
a lot of work but not much recognition. You know that one member of the organization named Alfred is studying accounting. You see that 
member walking by the library.  
You: __________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  Pragmalinguistic 

Appropriateness 
Sociopragmatic 
Appropriateness 
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1 I wanted to ask you if you’re interested in a new financial 
officer position in the organization. It’s a lot of work, I know, 
but I think you’re perfect for that position.  

  X      X  

2 Alfred, I was wondering if you you’d be interested in becoming 
our club’s new financial officer. I know you are good at 
accounting, and thought I’d ask you first.  

 X      X   

3 Would you be willing to serve as dub accountant?  X     X     
4 Could you help our organization’s new section?   X     X   
5 I have a favor to ask you. I heard that you are studying 

accounting and I was wondering if you can be the new financial 
officer for our organization. It would help us quite a lot.  

   X    X   
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Refusals  

SITUATION  
You are the president of a student organization. You have meeting scheduled with another member for this afternoon. You are sitting 
outside of the library when the member comes over and asks to cancel the meeting in order to work on a term paper that is due tomorrow. 
You cannot schedule the meeting for later because you have to report the information to several professors at a meeting tomorrow.  

You: _________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  Pragmalinguistic 

Appropriateness 
Sociopragmatic 
Appropriateness 
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1 I know it is very hard, but I need this for tomorrow’s meeting, 
so please finish it by tomorrow. 

 X       X  

2 I can really sympathize with you; I know the feeling well. 
However, my meeting with the professors requires the 
information no later than tomorrow at 10:00 am and I need your 
data to compile my report. It’s very important that I have that 
information. I need your help on this.  

 X      X   

3 I’ll have to discuss the project with the boss tomorrow. Could 
you finish it by tomorrow? 

  X   X     

4 Unnn, the problem that I have is that I have to report this into 
several professors tomorrow. Can’t we try to squeeze this in? 

 X      X   

5 Could you please finish it by tomorrow?   X       X  
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