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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 



Intercultural Communication in the Age of Globalization and English Language Teaching 79

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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