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as a world language which is used from international trade to international media, and 
contributed the increase of communication among nations. Thus, the intercultural communi-
cation concept which investigates the process of communication among people of various 
cultures has gained importance. 

In the U.S.A. the field of intercultural communication emerged in 1950s with the work of 
linguist Lado, who linked the language and culture within educational framework and US 
Foreign Service Institute officer Hall, who developed the principles of intercultural communica-
tion to guide the Peace Corp staff (Kramsch, 2001). Early studies of intercultural communication 
focused on miscommunication, and comparative studies of mostly American and Asian cultures. 
In 1970s the knowledge gained from these studies were mainly used by international business 
society. Later, in 1980s international communication studies began to pay attention to interethnic 
conflicts within the U.S.A and informed teachers and social workers (Kramsch, 2001). Since 
then, with the Scollon and Scollon’s study of Athabaskans, intercultural communication has 
been studied not only from psychological perspective but also from sociolinguistic and linguis-
tic anthropology perspectives. Recently, scholars like Pennycook (1994, 2001) approached the 
intercultural communication in English from critical perspective in relation to power and control.  

In English Language Teaching (ELT) field, the redefinition of English as an international 
language, which is used by various nations to communicate with each other has lead to 
reconceptualization of communication, and the role of culture in English language pedagogy. It 
is argued that the intercultural communications in English take place not only between native 
and nonnative speakers of English but also among nonnative speakers of the language. Thus, 
instead of teaching English by taking native speaker of English and her culture as a norm, it is 
proposed to teach English as an international language by taking bilingual speakers who can 
function in multiple cultures as a norm. Therefore, the notion of “intercultural communicative 
competence” has emerged as the new goal of English language learning by replacing native 
speaker based notion of “communicative competence” (Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1997). 

In this paper, I first illustrate the communication studies’ (psychological) approach to 
intercultural communication by discussing how they define culture, and communication, and 
how they approach intercultural communication. Second, I explain the discourse approach to 
intercultural communication and discuss how discourse approach differs from communication 
studies’ approach. Third, I demonstrate the critical approaches to using English for intercultural 
communications. Finally, I discuss how intercultural communication can be addressed in 
language classrooms. 

Communication Studies: Psychological Approach to Intercultural Communication 

Within the communication studies, there are different ways of conceptualizing and exploring 
intercultural communication including intercultural, international, and development communi-
cation. While international communication and development communication deal mostly with 
mass communication, intercultural communication studies mostly focus on communication at 
interpersonal level (Gudykunst, & Mody, 2002). In this section, I mostly focus on intercultural 
communication, since throughout the paper, I examine intercultural communication as the 
communication process among individuals from various cultures. I consider that intercultural 
communication happens at interpersonal level although individuals are situated in culture(s) 
(discourses).  

 International Communication studies examine “mass-mediated communication between two 
or more countries with differing backgrounds” (Rogers, & Hart, 2002, 5). The unit of analysis 
for this kind of communication is interaction between two or more nations which takes place at 
societal level through technological instruments such as radio, television, and computer 
networks. The scholars in this field have studied the flow of information and news throughout 
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the world, the world view that these news carry and the asymmetry of the information flow 
which favors Western nations. Recently, International Communication Studies focus on “the 
role of communication satellites, telecommunication, and the diffusion of the Internet, its 
consequences, and on the digital divide between developed and developing nations” (Rogers, & 
Hart, 2002, 9).  

Development Communication is defined as “the study of social change brought about by the 
application of communication research, theory, and technologies to bring about development” 
(Rogers, & Hart, 2002, 9). The main purpose of Development Communication studies is to 
investigate how mass media such as radio and television can be used in developing countries to 
lead social change in areas such as healthcare, literacy, and agriculture. Recently, Development 
Communication field focuses on issues such as globalization, informatization, entertainment-
education, and privatization. On the other hand, intercultural communication “examines the 
interpersonal dimensions of intercultural communications as it occurs in a variety of contexts” 
(Samovar, & Porter, 1991, 2).  

According to Porter and Samovar (1991) intercultural communication happens when a 
message which is encoded in one culture need to be decoded in another culture. Thus, the 
notions of communication and culture are the two main components of intercultural 
communication. In order for communication to happen, there needs to be a ‘behavioral source’  
-a person who is willing to communicate-, and this source needs to ‘encode’ a message through 
internal activity of choosing verbal and nonverbal behaviors. Then, this encoded ‘message’ 
needs to be sent from source to responder through a ‘channel’. When the ‘responder’ gets the 
message, she ‘decodes’ the message and sends a ‘response’. Finally, the ‘source’ evaluates the 
effectiveness of the communication depending on the information available to her. This final 
process is called the ‘feedback’ (Porter, & Samovar, 1991).  

Porter and Samovar (1991) consider communication as a dynamic, interactive process in 
which two or more people bring their backgrounds, and experiences to communication process 
and constantly affect each other. Furthermore, communication occurs in a physical and social 
context, which defines the nature of the communication. The physical aspect of the environment 
(e.g. comfort of a chair, or the color of the walls) may affect the communication as well as the 
social context (e.g. social relationships between people, the form of language used, or personal 
moods) (Porter, & Samovar, 1991). 

The second component of intercultural communication, culture, is defined as the “cumula-
tive deposits of knowledge, beliefs, views, values, and behaviors acquired by a large group of 
people and passed on from one generation to the next” (Samovar, & Porter, 64). Culture shapes 
the individual identities and affects one’s perception, verbal, and non-verbal processes. For 
instance, one’s social perception of object and events are constructed depending on the culture 
one lives in. Thus, one’s beliefs, values, attitudes, and world view are shaped within her culture. 
The values that people held in relation to goodness, usefulness, or pleasantness of events and 
objects change from one culture to another as the belief system of those people (Argyle, 1991; 
Hall, 1991; Porter, & Samovar, 1991). Similarly, the verbal processes (language, thought 
patterns, etc.) and nonverbal processes (concept of time, use and organization of space, eye 
contact, touching, etc.) differ from one culture to another. 

Another cultural notion is defined as world view which refers to “how people view themsel-
ves, each other, and their places in the universe” (Samovar, Porter, 1991, 65). One’s world view 
(her orientation toward God, humanity, nature, the universe, and others that are concerned with 
the concept of being) is believed to determine how one interacts with other people within or 
across cultures. In intercultural communications, not only different world views but also various 
other factors are identified as affecting communication breakdowns: assuming similarity instead 
of difference, language problems, nonverbal misunderstandings, the presence of preoccupations 
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and stereotypes, the tendency to evaluate, and high anxiety (Barna, 1991). Barna (1991) states 
that similarities among people are mainly biological, and even though the spread of western 
culture creates some kind of false similarity among cultures, people from different cultures need 
to start communication assuming differences between cultures. The best approach to inter-
cultural communication is “to develop an investigative, nonjudgmental posture, and a high 
tolerance for ambiguity-all of which required lowered defense” (Barna, 1991, 348).  

Although Barna (1991) identified language differences as another difficulty in intercultural 
communications, she does not elaborate subject other than arguing that even though one learns a 
foreign language, meaning of a word or a pharese that she uses may have different connotations 
in that langauge. The third factor that leads to communication breakdown is the nonverbal mis-
interpretations. People from different cultures have different nonverbal ways of conveying 
meaning. They may not understand or even notice the nonverbal signs that the other cultures 
use. Barna (1991) states “they see, hear, feel, and smell only that which fits into their personal 
world of recognition and then interpret it through the frame of reference of their own culture” 
(349). Stereotypes, which are “the over-generalized second-hand beliefs that provide conceptual 
bases from which we make sense out of what goes on around us” (Barna, 1991, 349) can cause 
communication breakdown. The tendency to evaluate people depending on one’s cultural values 
may also cause communication breakdowns. Finally, the anxiety that one feels “due to the 
number of uncertainties present and the personal involvement and risk” may lead to 
communication breakdown. 

In communication studies, cultures are classified as high- and low-context cultures (Hall, 
1991); and individualistic and collectivistic cultures (Triandis, Brislin, & Hui, 1991; Yum, 
1991). In high- context cultures, in communication “most of the information is either in the 
physical context or internalized in the person” (Hall, 1991, 48) while in low-context cultures, 
“most of the information is vested in the explicit code” (Hall, 1991, 48). American culture is 
considered a low-context culture, in which most of the information in communication processes 
carried by verbal expressions; whereas Chinese culture is considered high-context culture, in 
which one needs to have contextual knowledge in order to decode the message. In high-context 
cultures, it is believed that since so much information is available in the environment, it is not 
necessary to state the obvious.  

Another classification that differentiates cultures is individualism-collectivism. While 
“collectivism is characterized by individuals subordinating their personal goals to the goals of 
some collectives, individualism is characterized by individuals subordinating the goals of 
collectives to their personal goals” (Triandis, Brislin, & Hui, 1991, 371). Individualism is 
believed to be the cultural characteristics of North America and Western Europe, where 
individuals are autonomous, separate from groups, and determine their behaviors. Individualis-
tic societies are claimed to value freedom, honesty, social recognition, comfort and hedonism. 
On the other hand, collectivism is believed to be the cultural characteristic of Asia, Africa, 
South America, and the Pacific, where individual is defined as a part of a group. Collectivistic 
cultures are argued to value harmony, face saving, modesty, moderation, and fulfillment of 
others’ needs.  

Psychological approaches to intercultural communication can be considered a starting point, 
where American scholars attempted to make sense of intercultural communication and identified 
some aspects of it within western cultures’ framework. It is a starting point because most of the 
issues are explained in a simplistic nature. Communication is defined in terms of a process of 
encoding and decoding a message in the mind of a person. Furthermore, the language aspect of 
intercultural communication is overlooked, learning a foreign language, and communicating in a 
‘foreign language’ are not addressed. Culture is defined as static entity and homogeneous within 
the nation or ethnic group. Furthermore, cultures are classified in relation to western or American 
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culture by creating a dichotomy of us (western culture) versus others (all the other cultures in 
the world). On the other hand, this approach identified the importance of culture, and context in 
intercultural relations which may lead us to further examine the nature and role of culture.  

Discourse Approaches to Intercultural Communication 

Scollon and Scollon (2001), representatives of the discourse approach, differentiate their way of 
studying intercultural communication (interdiscourse approach) from the way the communica-
tion studies approach it (cross-cultural). According to Scollon and Scollon (2001) while cross-
cultural communication studies compare the “communication systems of different groups when 
considered abstractly or when considered independently of any form of social interaction”, 
interdiscourse communication studies examine communications “when members of different 
groups are directly engaged with each other” (13). Although, they find cross-cultural studies 
useful to form preliminary hypotheses, they maintain that ultimately it becomes restricting. 
Therefore, Scollon and Scollon (2001) promoted interdiscourse communication and emphasized 
the social interaction between people rather than comparing abstract differences between mem-
bers of different cultures. 

Scollon and Scollon (2001) call their approach interdiscourse communication rather than 
intercultural communication because they argue that the “concept of culture is too broad to be 
of practical use” (Scollon, 2001, 311) and “cultures are a different level of logical analysis from 
the individual members of cultures. Cultures do not talk to each other; individuals do” (Scollon, 
& Scollon, 1995, 125). It is argued that individuals do not represent cultures, even though they 
are situated within the culture. Furthermore, Scollon and Scollon (2001) argue that some aspects 
of cultural differences do not play a major role in interdiscourse communications. For instance, 
they state that religious belief which may be central to a business man may not be a significant 
factor in a particular business meeting. Moreover, they assert that while verbal communication 
is the central aspect of interdiscourse communication, nonverbal communication does not play a 
significant role as claimed earlier.  

By following Gee, Scollon and Scollon (2001) defined discourse as “ways of being in the 
world, or forms of life which integrates words, acts, values, beliefs, attitudes, and social identities, 
as well as gestures, glances, body positions, and clothes” (Gee cited in Scollon, & Scollon, 
2001, 538). According to Scollon and Scollon (2001) each person is a member of various dis-
course systems such as gender, generation, occupation, region, ethnicity, etc., and during com-
munication, each individual is positioned within number of these discourses. For instance, in a 
day-to-day communication, one may be a woman, a professional, and a mother simultaneously 
and each of these discourses may be in conflict with each other.  

The focus of interdiscourse communication is the social interaction of different people and 
their interpretations of this communication process that takes place culturally diverse situations. 
Scollon and Scollon (2001) assume that communication, as a social action, is non-conscious act, 
which comes naturally to a person from her “accumulated experience of society both within and 
across group boundaries” (269). Furthermore, whenever a person communicates, she positions 
her in a particular social group, and hence produces ‘others’, who do not belong to that 
particular group that she has identified with. It is argued that in order to define ‘self’ one needs 
to identify the ‘other’, and each communication creates ‘self’ and ‘other’.  

The unit of analysis in interdiscourse communication is neither system of cultures as in 
cross cultural communication nor individuals as representative of those cultures but “the person 
in the moment of taking social action” (Scollon, Scollon, 2001,268), ‘people-in-action’, who 
positioned in multiple discourse systems. By following the methodologies of interactional 
sociolinguistics, the main methodology that Scollon and Scollon apply to research interdiscour-
se communication is ethnography, which Scollon (2001) suggests to mean “a rather broad 
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perspective on issues and an insistence on contextualizing observations” (310).  

According to Scollon and Scollon ethnographic research methodology consists of four com-
ponents: fieldwork, participant observation, strange making, and contrastive observation. Field 
works refers to investigating naturally occurring phenomenon rather than manipulated one. 
Consequently, the role of the researcher in this context is observation as a participant of the 
situation. Then, the researcher presents this familiar phenomenon as if it is not familiar. Finally, 
she compares the actions of observed people with the people of other places, and times. 
Ethnographers produce their data in the forms of photography, video, film, audio tape recording, 
field notes, interview and focus group transcripts.  

While communication studies define culture as a static phenomenon in terms of knowledge, 
discourse approach and sees it as dynamic. According to discourse approach to intercultural 
communication each person is situated within more than one discourse in any given time. 
Scollon and Scollon (1995, 2001) illustrate that individuals do not represent one stereotypical 
culture, but “our identities as participants in speech events are both developed and maintained 
in interpersonal communication” (1995, 13) . On the other hand, Porter and Samovar (1991) 
assume that cultures are static and individuals in a given culture represent the characteristics of 
that culture. Therefore, while communication studies compare cultures to understand inter-
cultural communication and possible breakdowns, discourse studies examine actual interaction 
between people to examine interdiscourse communication. Moreover, while Porter and Samovar 
(1991) assume that knowledge about different cultures will solve intercultural communication 
problems, Scollon and Scollon (2001) assume that people need not only the knowledge about 
different cultures, but also the tolerance of ambiguity, since both languages and communication 
process are ambiguous. 

Critical Approaches to Intercultural Communication 

Pennycook (1994, 2001) adds another dimension to intercultural communication field by 
problematizing it. He questions and discredits the assumptions that the spread of English is a 
natural and neutral process, and that the use of English for intercultural communications will be 
beneficial. Pennycook (1994) states that the discourse of English as an International Language 
(EIL) “has moved from a rhetoric of colonial expansion, through a rhetoric of development aid 
to a rhetoric of the international free market” (6) and therefore English carries the colonial past 
that teachers and language users need to be aware of. Pennycook (2001) further argues that 
contrary to current belief, access to standard English will not bring social and economic 
advantages to learners. Instead, he promotes to decenter English language and culture education 
and to give ‘voice’ to language learners by localizing the teaching of English. 

Pennycook (1994) proposes to not only ‘decolonize English” (321) but also “decolonize the 
colonizers’ minds” (321) so that “English can be appropriated and used for diverse ends, it 
may, by dint of its widespread use, offer interesting possibilities for the spread of alternative 
forms of culture and knowledge and for new forms of communal action” (321). He states that 
decolonization of the mind and language can be done through discourses (interdiscourse 
communication) between ‘colonized’ and ‘colonizers’, post-colonized and post-colonizers, and 
through critical pedagogy, which allows language learners to have voice. 

Like Pennycook (1994), Phillipson (1992) also examines the spread of English from critical 
approach. However, Phillipson argues that English language replaces local languages and 
cultures. In Japanese context, Kubota (1998) illustrates that although English is not replacing 
Japanese, it affects the communication style of Japanese. According to Kubota (1998) the 
general tendency in Japan in relation to written discourse is that “English communication 
pattern is better than Japanese and should be emulated” (299). Like Pennycook, Kubota (1998) 
also proposes critical pedagogy as the solution to transform current dominance of English 
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language and western culture in Japan. 

Within poststructuralist perspective critical pedagogy is defined as “education grounded in 
a desire for social change” (Pennycook, 1994, 297). Canagarajah (1999) discusses the changes 
that critical pedagogy envisions in language education in relation to what he calls ‘pedagogy of 
mainstream’. While mainstream pedagogy considers learning merely a cognitive activity, critical 
pedagogy views learning in relation to learner, her background, and her learning experiences. 
 Furthermore, critical pedagogy posits the learner in her social, cultural context, and 
acknowledges that school is not a neutral site but it is influenced by larger social, political 
context that it is situated. Unlike mainstream pedagogies, critical pedagogy does not consider 
learning process as universal but cultural. Since, knowledge is socially constructed; there is not 
one universal reality that applies to all settings. Therefore, teaching methods of dominant 
communities may create conflict in dominated communities. Moreover, according to critical 
pedagogy knowledge is not value-free. Knowledge carries the moral, cultural, and ethical values. 
Therefore, the institutionalized knowledge carries the assumptions and perspectives of the 
dominant groups, and imposes the values of this group to subordinate groups which may have 
their own “competing versions of reality that favor their own interest” (Canagarajah, 1999, 16). 

In critical pedagogy, the teachers are seen as “transformative intellectuals”, who works for 
social transformation (Pennycook, 1994). Teachers’ job is not to transfer a body of knowledge 
to students but to overcome the division between theory and practice and work for social 
change. Thus, teacher is seen not as a technician but as an intellectual, who works with people. 
Therefore, critical pedagogy should “start with ways of critically exploring students’ cultures, 
knowledges, and histories in ways that are both challenging and at the same time affirming and 
supportive” (Pennycook, 1994, 311).  

Canagarajah (1999) identifies two types of critical pedagogy, ‘reproduction theories’ that 
are based on deterministic perspective of power, and poststructuralist ‘resistance theories’. 
According to ‘reproduction’ orientation “subjects are passive, and lack agency to manage 
linguistic and ideological conflicts to their best advantage; languages are seen monolithic, 
abstract structures that come with a homogeneous set of ideologies and function to spread and 
sustain the interest of dominant groups” (Canagarajah, 1999, 2). On the other hand, according to 
‘resistance theories’, “subjects have the agency to think critically and work out ideological 
alternatives that favor their own empowerment. It recognizes that while language may have a 
repressive effect, it also has the liberatory potential of facilitating critical thinking, and 
enabling subjects to rise above domination” (Canagarajah, 1999, 2).  

Pennycook (1994), Phillipson (1992) and Canagarajah (1999) examine interdiscourse 
interactions between the native and nonnative speakers of English in relation to unequal power 
dynamics. While center countries exercise power by making decisions regarding language 
teaching methods and materials and hence determining the appropriate form of intercultural 
communication through English, periphery countries need to transform language pedagogies 
through ‘appropriation’ and to redefine English in their context in order to transform the current 
interdiscourse interactions in the world (Canagarajah, 1999; Kubota, 1998; Pennycook, 1994).   

Teaching English for Intercultural Communication 

Recently, English has been defined as an international language through which people from 
various nations and cultures communicate with (Alptekin, 2002; Crystal, 1997; McKay, 2002). 
However, despite its international status, English is still taught depending on the native speaker 
notion of ‘communicative competence’. The notion of ‘communicative competence’ was 
developed by Hymes in relation to first language acquisition and use. Later, Canale and Swain 
applied this notion to foreign/second language teaching field and identified four competencies 
(grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and strategic 
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competence). According to this notion, English language learners are expected to master the 
native speakers’ communicative competence. However, teaching English depending on a native 
speaker norm has been criticized (Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1997, Sridhar, & Sridhar, 1992) in 
terms of setting an impossible objective, which leads to failure, and creating a wrong type of 
competence which requires giving up one language and culture in order to be accepted as a 
native speaker (Byram, 1997; Norton, 1998; Brutt-Griffler, & Samimy, 2001). Instead of taking 
native speaker as a model and replacing one’s native language and culture with English 
language and the culture of English speaking nations; bilingual speaker based notion of 
‘intercultural communicative competence’ is suggested to be a model of ELT (Alptekin, 2002; 
Byram, 1997). 

Although Alptekin (2002) did not propose a model for intercultural communication, he 
identified the criteria that such a model needs to take into account. The criteria that Alptekin 
(2002) proposed are: a) instead of native speakers successful bilinguals with intercultural insight 
needs to be taken as a model; b) English as an International Language (EIL) pedagogy should be 
appropriate at both global and local context; c) instructional materials and activities should 
involve local and international context; d) instructional materials should have discourse samples 
from nonnative speaker interactions as well as native speaker interactions; e) learners should be 
equipped with linguistic and cultural awareness to develop intercultural competence.  

 The most comprehensive model of “intercultural communicative competence” is developed 
by Byram’s (1997). This model involves four competencies: linguistic competence, sociolinguistic 
competence, discourse competence, and intercultural competence. Although he represents other 
competencies in his model, he mainly focuses on the aspects of intercultural competence. 
According to Byram (1997) intercultural competence involves four factors: attitudes, knowledge, 
skills and political/critical education. 

In the model, attitudes are considered a prerequisite for successful intercultural communica-
tion. Attitudes refer to “curiosity and openness, readiness to suspend disbelief about other 
cultures and belief about one’s own” (Byram, 1997, 50). In order to suspend one’s belief and to 
analyze those beliefs from another point of view, one needs to ‘decentre’. Ability to decentre is 
fundamental in understanding other cultures. Byram (1997) argues that although gaining know-
ledge about other cultures does not cause positive attitudes toward that culture, knowledge may 
make it easier to “relativise one’s own meaning, beliefs, and behaviors through comparison 
with other’s” (35). 

The second component of the model, knowledge, has two categories: a) “knowledge about 
social groups and their cultures in one’s own country, and similar knowledge of the interlocutor’s 
country” and b) “knowledge of the process of interaction at individual and societal levels” (Byram, 
1997, 35). Hence, knowledge involves not only the information about our culture and other 
cultures, but also the awareness of how our knowledge is constructed through socialization in 
our culture. Therefore, intercultural speaker needs to understand the socialization process and 
how this process creates different perceptions in different societies. Byram (1997) states that 
“awareness that one is a product of one’s own socialization is a precondition for understanding 
one’s reactions to otherness. Similarly, awareness of how one’s ‘natural’ ways of interacting 
with other people are the ‘naturalised’ product of socialization, and how parallel but different 
modes of interaction can be expected in other cultures, is part of the knowledge an intercultural 
speaker needs” (52).  

Third component of the intercultural communicative competence is skills. Byram (1997) 
illustrates two types of skills: a) skills of interpreting and relating, which refers to “ability to 
interpret a document or event from another culture, to explain it and relate it to documents from 
one’s own” (52) and b) skills of discovery and interaction, which refers to “ability to acquire 
new knowledge of a culture and cultural practices and the ability to operate knowledge, attitu-
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des, and skills under the constraints of real-time communication and interaction” (52). The 
skills of interpreting and relating allows intercultural speaker to identify ethnocentric 
perspectives in documents such as television reports, textbooks, or tourist brochures, and in 
conversations. This skill is closely related to the knowledge of how ethnocentric perspectives 
are acquired through socialization. The skill of discovery and interaction allows intercultural 
speaker to understand new culture by acting like an ethnographer. According to Byram (1997), 
“the skill of discovery is the ability to recognize significant phenomena in a foreign environment 
and to elicit their meanings and connotations, and their relationship to other phenomena” (38).  

The last component of the model is political education and critical cultural awareness, which 
refer to “an ability to evaluate critically and on the basis of explicit criteria perspectives, practices 
and products in one’s own and other cultures and countries” (53). Byram (1997) promotes to 
teach intercultural education within political education framework to develop students’ critical 
cultural awareness. According to Byram (1997) an intercultural speaker needs to “use sources 
(e.g. reference books, newspapers, histories, experts, lay informants) to understand both 
contemporary and historical political, economic and social relationships between cultures and 
societies and analyze the differing interpretations involved” (63). Furthermore, intercultural 
speaker needs to be aware of her own ideological perspective and values (liberal, socialist, 
Muslim, etc.) and potential conflict between her ideology and other ideologies. According to 
Byram (1997), language teachers need to equip learners with the knowledge, attitudes, and skills 
for intercultural communication within political education framework, which develops critical 
cultural awareness. 

Another useful notion (third place) for intercultural communication is proposed by Kramsch 
(1993). According to Kramsch (1993) “the only way to start building a more complete and less 
partial understanding of both C1 [native culture] and C2 [target culture] is to develop a third 
perspective, that would enable learners to take both an insider’s and an outsider’s view on C1 
and C2. It is precisely this third place that cross-cultural education should seek to establish” 
(210). The goal of teaching English for intercultural communication is not to assimilate learners 
into target culture, but enable them to find an intercultural place, which is beyond their culture 
but not in target culture. It is a “third space”, where learners can maintain their own identity as a 
member of their native culture and at the same time interact with the members of other cultures 
without being ethnocentric.  

Conclusion 

In the current age of globalization, intercultural communications have become the inevitable 
aspects of our multicultural lives. Since the current aim of English language teaching is defined 
as enabling our students to communicate in English, English language classrooms seem to be 
the best environments not only to teach the language but also to raise students’ awareness about 
cultures and the intercultural aspect of communication. 

 However, since we seem to redefine the role of English in the world as an international 
language, we also seem to redefine the cultures, role of cultures in language teaching and the 
way we teach English. It seems like we no longer view culture as a static notion which can be 
transferred to students. Instead, cultures are seen as dynamic notions, which involve set of 
practices in various dimensions (gender, age, profession, etc). 

 Furthermore, it seems like we have also transformed the way we teach English by question-
ing the appropriateness of taking native speaker as a norm and leading our students to assimilate 
into target culture. It is proposed to take successful bilinguals as a norm in teaching English as 
an international language and enable language learners to gain cultural knowledge, positive at-
titudes, and skills, which would allow them to find their third place to have successful inter-
cultural communications. 
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